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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this investigation was to examimerétationship among coach

leadership factors, perceived motivational climate] athlete psychosocial outcomes.
Servant leadership (SL) is a concept growing iaredgt and popularity in many domains
(Anderson, 2005; Drury, 2004; Rieke, HammermeisieChase, 2008). This research
examined the impact of coach SL on perceived mtinal climate and athlete
psychosocial outcomes among 260 female high satoblsoccer players. Coaches and
athletes assessed coach SL using the RSLP-S (Hanaisézr et al., 2008). Athletes
answered surveys on perceived motivational cliraatéa range of psychosocial outcomes,
including ability to cope with stress, sport coeiide, ability beliefs, intrinsic motivation,
motivational orientations, trait anxiety, and indival and team satisfaction. Hierarchical
Linear Models were set up to test individual hygsts. Findings revealed that coaches’ SL
perceptions differed for coaches and athletes. #esalt, coach-perceived SL did not predict
increments in motivation climate or athlete psyduas outcomes. However, the athlete-
perceived coach SL enhanced prediction efficiencyérceived mastery climate and most
of the positive psychosocial outcomes. While théiteah of athlete-perceived SL predicted
increments in mastery climate in the HLM model,yathle trust/inclusion subscale was
significant. If athletes perceive a coach as trostiny and inclusive, they were more likely
to perceive a mastery climate. Additionally, coacivao were older and had higher license
levels within US Youth Soccer created a strongesters climate. The discrepancy between
athlete and coach perceptions is consistent wihareh in social psychology (Harms and
Crede, 2010) and sport (Smith & Smoll, 1999) wHeeglers such as coaches seem to be

inaccurate judges of their own behaviors. ThussdéHandings suggest that it may be



important for coaches of this age group to find sveoydevelop perceptions of trust and

inclusion among their athletes.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

Sport psychology researchers (Newton, Duda, & 2090: Seifriz, Duda, & Chi,
1992) have emphasized that motivational climateahaswerful impact on athletes’ sport
experience. Researchers (Ames, 1992; Seifriz, D&dzhi, 1992) have also supported the
link between perceived motivational climate andidenrange of athletes’ psychosocial
outcomes. Because the coach is presumed to Ipgithary factor in structuring sport
environments (Ames, 1992), intervention studiesh@dg@monstrated success in guiding
coaches on how to alter motivational climate toagmde athlete outcomes (Smith, Smoll, &
Cumming, 2007). However, it is not understood wdwatch leadership characteristics have
the greatest influence on motivational climate anblsequent athlete psychosocial
outcomes. Researchers (Chelladuari, 1993; Ste®@88) have examined leadership
characteristics that athletes prefer in their ceacbut they have not identified the specific
leadership models that are most likely to impad¢hbwootivational climate and athlete
outcomes. This research will empirically examiakationships among coaches’ servant
leadership characteristics, emotional intelligerat®lity beliefs, and motivational
orientation antecedents of leadership and thdinenice on motivational climate and athlete
consequence variables. Thus, the purpose ofttdy $s to examine how much
motivational climate mediates the relationship lestwcoaches’ leadership behaviors and
athletes’ psychosocial outcomes. Three sets ofthgses will be examined: within coach;
between coach and athlete; and within athlete Appendix 5).

Servant Leadership
Servant leadership (SL) appears to be a good no@xamine coach leadership and

this section will explore the SL concept and itarggeteristics, instruments for measuring



SL, and general and sport research on servantridageAdditionally, antecedents of
servant leadership will be explored, including, éiomal intelligence, ability beliefs, and
motivational orientation.

Concept and Characteristics

According to Greenleaf (1977), a servant leadeefned aone who leads for the
good of all, and not for the benefit of self. Grieaf (1990) emphasizes that true servant
leaders have specific character traits that ses\vemee values to guide their leadership style,
including: (1) a servant leader has an honoraliereathey are truthful with a strong sense
of knowing what is right. (2) A servant leader’sssion is to serve, to help, to assist, to give,
and to share. (3) A servant leader inspires otieefdo right’, and to lead honorable lives.
(4) A servant leader has an honorable plan of a¢tiat can be understood by others. (5) A
servant leader is courageous for what is rightfandoing right.

The servant-leader model (Greenleaf, 1977) isdbasedeveloping teamwork and
community and involving others in decision-makirfgervant leadership is strongly based
upon ethical and caring behavior that enhancepéhsonal growth of subordinates while
improving the caring and quality of a leader’s instions (Spears, 1998). Spears and
Lawrence (2002) emphasize that a servant leader mteblindly listen and serve followers,
and SL begins only when organizational goals, visand direction are established. Spears
and Lawrence (2002) has also identified a numbereds where the SL concept has been
applied, including: (a) as an institutional philpeyg model for not-for-profit corporations,
churches, universities, health care, and foundsti() boards of directors and trustees

within institutions, (c) community leadership, @periential education that advocates



‘learning by doing’ principles, (e) various educatiand training programs, and (f) programs
related to personal and spiritual growth.

Legendary basketball coach John Wooden definegitshigh as:

Leadership is about more than just forcing peaplda what you say. A prison

guard does that. A good leader creates beligharneader's philosophy, in the

organization, in the mission. Creating beliefii§icllt to do where a vacuum of
values exists, where the only thing that matteteesend result, whether it's beating
the competition on the court or increasing theiproargins in the books...Let me
be clear: Results matter. They matter a gredt d&aa if this is an organization's
singular purpose, then the people who sign up airegdt for the wrong reasons,

(Wooden & Jamison, 2005, p. 69).

Wooden stresses the importance of coaches beliaviigir philosophy. Max De
Pree (1989, p. xix) stated, “Leaders must be @baut their own beliefs...and have self
confidence to ‘encourage contrary opinions’ to almenthemselves to the strength of
others.”

Servant leadership goes further than other typésadtership by emphasizing the
concept of ‘servanthood’. Servant leaders worlhviighly competent and motivated
followers, developing their leadership skills seytltan become autonomous leaders
themselves (Spears, 1998; Stone, Russell, & PatteP904). In SL, followers are leaders
in their own right, with the servant leader playagple of facilitator in the attainment of the
organizational vision. Therefore, the idea thatc8h be applied to higher level

organizational needs separates it from other |sagestyles.



Greenleaf's model (1977) describes servant leakeputting others’ aspirations,
needs, and interests above their own becauséi isest way to achieve organization goals.
In effect, the primary goal of a servant leaddpiserve first, and lead second. Leadership
experts (Batten, 1998; Buchan, 1998; Page & Wo@@02Patterson, 2003; Quay, 1997,
Spears; 1995, 1998; Spears & Lawrence, 2002) haweecged conceptually on many
aspects of SL, and they have recently begun toeéfs conceptual characteristics. Batten
(1998) describes aspects of SL as including: (ajmgplifying a passion for excellence; (b)
asking, listening, and hearing; (c) providing aareple of accountability, commitment, and
integrity; (d) following a path of empowerment tbie self and others; (e) looking for
strengths rather than weaknesses in subordin@tesit{jvating optimum physical, mental,
and spiritual fitness; (g) leading as you woulekltk be led; (h) savoring each moment; and
(i) daring to be all you can be. Patterson (20@3cdbes servant leaders as possessing
virtues that include: love, humility, altruismsion, trust, a heart for serving, and the ability
to empower others.

Spears (1998) identified ten major attributes of lBtluding: listening, empathy,
healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualizdtioesight, stewardship, commitment to
individual growth, and building community. Firsgrgant leaders possess the ability to
listen and understand the needs and concerns @fsdtistening also includes the ability to
understand themselves and others, and it is seem@sessary component of leaders’
growth. Second, servant leaders work to undersatadcempathize with their followers,
attempting to accept and understand otHengpathy is a component needed to build
follower’s trust and acceptance of leaders. Tharthther strength of servant leaders is the

ability to heal themselves and othdfigaling refers to the process of creating ‘wholeness’



or a sense of trust in an organization. Spears3)1&phasizes, "Servant-leaders recognize
that they have an opportunity to help make whotséhwith whom they come in contact”
(p. 3).

Fourth, servant leaders have high levels of baofh @ed generahwareness
prompting them to develop the ability to view sttaas from a ‘big picture’ perspective.
Awareness also relates to being aware of ethisakswithin the organization. Fifth,
servant leaders rely grersuasionrather than personal authority or ‘coercion’ wimeaking
decisions, enabling the creation of group conser&intgh, servant leaders have a visionary
approach or the ability to view a problem from aditer-based conceptual framework.
Thus, leaders focus on balancing short-term godlslang-term objectives, and as a result,
ensure the accomplishment of organizational visggventh, servant leaders have the
ability to ‘foresee’future outcomes based on their ability to undexthe past, the present,
and the future. They are adept at picking up pagter the environment and can anticipate
consequences of decisions. Eighth, servant leawlagke a choice to serve others as well as
being accountable for their followers and organaratThe leader’s primary commitment
within the organization is serving the needs otathithrough persuasion and openness
rather than coercion and control. Ninth, servaatiézs value and are deeply committed to
the overall development and growth of each indigldmithin an organization. They also
take a personal interest in the ideas of theioWdrs and encourage development of
decision-making skills. Finally, servant leadersvstto create a sense of community within
the institutions where they work, with the goakoéating a sense of belonging among

followers.



Measuring Servant Leadership

In order to measure SL, researchers (Dennis & Wim2003; Hammermeister,
Burton, Pickering, Westre, Baldwin & Chase, 2008ub, 1999; 2003, Page & Wong, 2000;
Wong & Page, 2003) have developed and refined akwestruments to identify and
operationalize the concept of servant leaderstageRnd Wong (2000) developed the
Servant Leader Profile (SLP) that measures twedtegories of servant leadership,
including: (1) integrity, (2) humility, (3) servamod, (4) caring for others, (5) empowering
others, (6) developing others, (7) visioning, (Balgsetting, (9) leading, (10) modeling, (11)
team building, and (12) shared decision-making.émey posited that the first three
categories, integrity, humility, and servanthooel ie most descriptive of servant leaders,
they did not conduct factor analysis to test tlyigdthesis. Dennis and Winston (2003) did
conduct factor analysis on the SLP and found 3efii2 hypothesized factors, including:
empowerment, service, and vision.

Wong and Page (2003) revised the SLP and foundemdactor solution, including
empowering, developing, and serving others as ageflarticipatory, inspirational,
visionary, and courageous leadership. More receHtynmermeister and colleagues (2008)
conducted a factor analysis of the RSLP with atgpgpulation, and like Dennis and
Winston (2003), they found a three-factor structhi included: trust/inclusion, humility,
and service. Hammermeister and colleague’s (20@8)sed Servant Leader Profile for
Sport (RSLP-S) was used to assess SL among samaehnes in this study.

General Research on Servant Leadership
Researchers in many fields, including religiousotbgy (Anderson, 2005), positive

psychology (Sendjaya, Sarros, & Santora, 2008)opbphy (Bowie, 2000), and



organizational leadership (Drury, 2004; Laub, 199&tterson, 2003; Russell & Stone, 2002;
Wong & Davey, 2007) are investigating SL. Walumbwartnell, and Oke (2010) contend
that problems in the current organizational climgtpport the need for a SL style.
Walumbwa et al. (2010) emphasize that organizat@waglagued by systemic problems
such as bullying leadership (Einarsen, 1999), abtipewer (Sankowsky, 1995), unethical
practices (Currall & Epstein, 2003), toxic emotigRsost, 2003), social isolation and
alienation in the workplace (Sarros, Tanewski, \BinSantora, & Densten , 2002), and the
violation of employees’ psychological well-beingdamork-life balance (De Cieri, Holmes,
Abbott, & Pettit, 2005; Thornwaite, 2004; Wright@opanzano, 2004). They further
contend that SL extends other leadership modet, asl transformational leadership by
emphasizing service, moral dimensions and develp@dership skills in their followers.

Despite criticisms, a growing body of researchpsufs the value of SL as a
legitimate model in many fields, including teachibgsiness, and sport (Dennis, 2004;
Dingman & Stone, 2006; Irving & Longbotham, 2007igktrs, 2004; Parolini, 2007,
Patterson, 2003; Stone & Patterson, 2005). ReséBrciny, 2004; Laub, 1999; Patterson,
2003; Russell & Stone, 2002; Wong & Davey, 2004 also examined SL as a valid theory
of organizational leadership.

Researchers (Girard, 2000; Hebert, 2003; Irvin@52Qaub, 1999; Miears 2004;
Thompson, 2003) have demonstrated a link betweean8Lfollowers’ job satisfaction.
Sendjaya and colleagues (2008) found that sereadelr behaviors of high school
principals predicted teachers’ job satisfactiord bdebert (2003) demonstrated a significant
relationship between perceptions of SL and jols&attion in the workplace. Miears (2004)

reported that the more teachers perceived SL betsavi schools, the higher the level of



individual teacher job satisfaction, whereas Thaomp@003) also revealed significant
positive relationships between participants’ petiogys of SL characteristics and their level
of job satisfaction.

Joseph and Winston (2005) have confirmed SL amn#atedent of leader and
organizational trust. Walumbwa and colleagues (20diind a significant positive
relationship between SL and organizational citibgmssupporting previous research
(Ehrhart, 2004; Liden, Wayne, Zhao, & Henderso®@&WMNeubert, Kacmar, Carlson,
Chonko, & Roberts, 2008). Additionally, researcls o demonstrated a significant
positive relationship between organization citizepdehaviors and employee performance,
organizational productivity, efficiency, and cust@mnsatisfaction (Bommer, Dierdorff, &
Rubin, 2007; Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 206-urthermore, Walumbwa et al.
(2010) suggest that SL is instrumental in develgpositive organizational climates that
facilitate these outcomes.

Collins (2001) undertook an extensive researcfeptochronicled in the bookood
to Great,to examine key factors that help corporations twenfrom good to exceptional
and sustain that performance for at least 15 y&aexy organization that was identified as
great over time had what he termed a ‘Level 5 Iéadehe point of transition. Collins
describes a Level 5 leader as one with a paradaxisaof personal humility and
professional will. Their ambitions are for the sess of the company and not personal gain.
In contrast to other leadership types, Level 5éeadets up successors for greater success
after they are gone, whereas Level 4 leaders senp their successors for failure.
Additionally, Level 5 leaders are modest, unlikethirds of the leaders of comparison

companies who had large personal egos. Collindhancblleagues (2001) discussed using



“servant” or “service” to describe this leader, lu#nted to capture the drive of these
leaders, in addition to their humility and service.

The Level 5 leadership Collins (2001) describessgginst the grain of most
companies, but it characterizes companies thatrbegreat and maintain it over time.
Collins’ Level 5 leader is congruent with many bé tcharacteristics of SL. McGee-Cooper
and Trammell (2002) have also suggested that seleadership is one model of leadership
that can shift traditional notions of leadership @nganizational structure and shape an
environment that can provide a more satisfied andyrctive workforce.

Sport Research on Servant Leadership Effectiveness

While the servant-leader concept has been acceptagplied business and
educational leadership environments, few sportistuldave examined the efficacy of the
servant-leader model. A number of researchers teommmended more research on this
topic in sport (e.g., Chelladurai, 2007; Cote, San& Russell, 1995; Horn, 1985; Peshkin,
1988; Smoll & Smith, 1989; Strean, 1998). Whilddiresearch has been conducted on
servant-leadership in sport contexts, Chellad@@07) identified two emerging leadership
developments in sport. First, athletes increagipgtferred coaches who were democratic
instead of autocratic. Second, coaches perceived effective by their athletes were ones
who considered players’ opinions and feelings. sefendings are clearly consistent with
SL.

Additionally, Scott (1997) made leadership recomdations to coaches for creating
a positive organizational climate, including: (a)laborating with athletes to establish
vision and goals, (b) involving all team memberewldetermining values for team and

individual behavior, (c) approaching conflicts witle idea of empowerment and social
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justice, and (d) utilizing a reward system thabgguzes individual achievement and effort
toward accomplishing team goals. Furthermore,study of former athletes training to
become coaches, Stewart (1993) identified the cheniatics that best differentiated most
and least favorite coaches. Characteristics afrfeescoaches included: honesty,
approachability, interest in the athletes beyorattspa tendency to welcome and use
athletes’ input, and efforts to make each team negrfdel valued and important.
Characteristics of least favorite coaches includé@ssing winning at any cost, lying, being
impersonal, and using fear and degradation as ataiiv.

Contemporary leadership experts (Bass, 1985, 2B&@nett, 2001; Covey, 2002;
Kouzes & Posner, 1999) have encouraged the develapoh models that are congruent
with the patterns Chelladurai, Scott and Stewamiified. These new leadership models
should emphasize athlete empowerment and democuaatehing behaviors, while focusing
less on the traditional autocratic, fear-based ltiogcmethods. Westre (2003) used
gualitative methods to examine the experience®ltdge coaches identified as possessing
servant-leadership characteristics. Athletes segpnefer coaches who seek their input
regarding decisions related to the team; providetipe feedback and recognition; exhibit
sincere sensitivity to their needs, both in andadigport settings; and demonstrate an
athlete-centered coaching philosophy (Westre, 2003)

Hammermeister, Chase, Burton, Westre, Pickeringd,Baldwin (2008) examined
the relationship between servant-leader charatitsrisf coaches and desirable athlete
outcomes. Results indicated that athletes who pl&yecoaches who possessed stronger SL

characteristics had desirable psychosocial outcomesding: (a) higher task orientation,
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(b) greater satisfaction, (c) enhanced sport cenfié, (d) higher respect for the coach, (e)
greater coping skills, (f) and elevated intrinsiativation.

Researchers at the Center for ETHICS* (Stoll, &eNanMullem, Brunner, &
Barnes, 2009) created an education program aimeelvaloping SL characteristics in
athletes. Stoll and colleagues (2009) initially eleped a four-year curriculum that focused
on character in relation to SL, and they also dgwedl the SBB Servant Leadership
Judgment Inventory (i.e., SBB Servant; Stoll, Brath, & Beller, 2003) to assess the
effectiveness of their program on affecting leadgrshange. The SBB Servant assesses
individual- and peer-evaluated moral values assediwith character-driven SL for
collegiate athletes. Stoll and colleagues (200@hdbsignificant positive relationships
between coach ratings and peer evaluations oftathI8L qualities following the program.
Additionally, athletes who rated themselves higheSL characteristics and had high peer
ratings also demonstrated strong agreement witbhciings. Conversely, athletes with
high self-ratings and low peer ratings generalgptiiyed low coach evaluations on SL
characteristics. Stoll and colleagues (2009) furtbsearched SL development of coaches
and created an online SL coaching course consisfiig lessons. The research did not
specifically test a change in SL characteristittboagh it did support improvement in
cognitive moral development following course contiple.

While the available SL research is promisinglditdditional research has examined
SL in sport. Westre (2003) suggests that fieldsitifarm athletics and coaching, including,
physical education, sport psychology, sport phiigo and exercise science, have been

slow to adopt a servant-leader model.
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While SL research in sport has been minimal, tamsétional leadership (TL) has
been examined more extensively in leadership reBe8t shares similarities with TL,
which has been more generally accepted in leagecsintexts. Stone, Russell and Patterson
(2004) support the similarity between transformagicand servant leaders because of their
people-oriented leadership styles, with both stgl@phasizing the importance of valuing
people, listening, mentoring, teaching, and empowgeHumphreys (2005) asserts a
primary difference between the two leadership stisehe motivation of leaders
themselves, with servant leaders focusing on faitsvemotional welfare and serving them,
instead of directing in a more autocratic way, ehiansformational leaders rely on their
charismatic abilities, expertise and the strendttelationships to motivate followers.
Charbonneau, Barling and Kelloway (2001) have founad TL has positively enhanced
intrinsic motivation, self-efficacy, and self-detgnation of followers. Charbonneau and
colleagues (2001) also revealed that TL predictat mtrinsic motivation and
performance, with intrinsic motivation being thedragor between TL and sport
performance.

Antecedents of Servant Leadership

Emotional intelligence (EQ), ability beliefs, ambtivational orientation seem to be
important antecedents of SL. In examining thesegtl8L antecedents, the EQ section will
focus on concept and characteristics, measurernéBii®, general EQ research, sport EQ
research, and the relationship between SL and EQitidnally, the motivation section will
highlight ability beliefs, motivational orientatipand the relationship between SL and these
two motivation variables.

Emotional Intelligence
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Concept and characteristicsResearch in education (Cerit, 2009) and business
(Caruso & Wolfe, 2004) has looked further into theracteristics of effective leaders, and
EQ is one leadership antecedent that has recextedssve attention. EQ is defined as an
individual’s ability to perceive, utilize, underath and manage emotions (Mayer &
Salovey, 1997). Goleman (1995) conceptualizes £Qvhen a person demonstrates the
competencies that constitute self-awareness, satfagement, social awareness, and social
skills at appropriate times and ways in sufficizagjuency to be effective in the situation”
(Boyatzis, Goleman, & Rhee, 2000; p. 344).

Currently a debate rages in EQ research (DaviskBta & Roberts, 1998; Gignac,
Palmer, Manocha, & Stough, 2005; Law & Wong, 20@dtrides & Furnham, 2000;
Salovey, Mayer, Caruso, & Lopes, 2003; Schuttd.e1898) on how to define and measure
this construct. Because it is a relatively new emicMayer, Salovey and Caruso (2004)
emphasize that two competing models have been hgpiaed that conceptualize EQ as (a)
an ability or (b) a combination of abilities andgenality characteristics. The ability model
of EQ focuses on the interaction of intelligencd amumber of emotions, while the mixed
model proposes a combination of EQ and persongiiéyacteristics (i.e., mental and social
abilities, dispositions, and traits). The abilitypdel has evolved from Mayer and Salovey’s
(1997) definition of EQ that focuses on the intéiacof intelligence and emotional
abilities, whereas the mixed model was conceptedlizased on Bar-On’s (1997) model of
emotional intelligence and includes specific ingegonal, interpersonal, adaptability, stress
management, and general mood characteristics. Galer{ii995) model of EQ was
developed based on Bar-On’s mixed model and engdmareas such as knowing one’s

emotions, managing emotions, motivating onesetgaizing emotions in others and



14

handling relationships. Davis and colleagues’ (3988lity conceptualization of EQ is
comprised of four companion skills, including:

Appraisal and expression of emotion in one’s selfhis skill relates to ability to
understand deep personal emotions and to be ablptess emotions naturally. People who
are highly skilled in this area sense and acknogddtieir emotions better than do
teammates and opponents.

Appraisal and recognition of emotion in other$his skill focuses on the ability to
perceive and understand the emotions of othergl@®do are highly skilled in this area
are sensitive to the emotions of others as wedlédes to predict others’ emotional responses.

Regulation of personal emotiorThis skill emphasizes the ability to regulate
personal emotions, enabling a more rapid recowery psychological distress. A person
who is highly skilled in this area would be able@turn quickly to normal emotional states
after emotional highs and lows. Such performersldvalso have better control of their
emotions and would be less likely to lose theirgembecome anxious or experience other
negative or unproductive emotions.

Use of emotion to facilitate performanc@&his skill focuses on the ability to make
use of emotions positively to enhance performa@oenpetitors who are competent in this
EQ dimension would be able to encourage themsétves better consistently and to direct
their emotions in positive and productive direction

Measurement of emotional intelligenceEQ instruments are typically developed to
measure EQ based on Goleman’s (1995) or Bar-OA%7)Imodel, but due to the relative
infancy of EQ, instruments to measure this constave still relatively new (Mandell &

Pherwani, 2003). Meyer and Fletcher (2007) reconthibe use of ability models in sport
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psychology because viewing EQ as a mental skdlbdrity allows it to be malleable so it

can be developed with experience and instructiomilé\d number of instruments have been
developed to measure EQ, few are suitable for relsewth sport coaches (Meyer &
Fletcher, 2007). For example, Carson, CarsonPdmidps (1997) developed a 14-item
measure of EQ, and Carson and Carson (1998) useahéasure to examine the relationship
between EQ and career commitment in a sample aLi#&es. However, the authors only
reported internal consistency reliability, withenéntioning any other psychometric
properties of the measure.

Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, and Palfai (1985)eloped a 30-item Trait
Meta-Mood Scale (TMMS) to measure EQ, and MartiRers (1997) used this measure on
108 parents, teachers, and administrators in tiatigalementary schools. The TMMS was
designed to capture three EQ components: attetdgione’s moods and emotions, emotional
clarity (i.e., the tendency to discriminate among’s emotions and moods), and emotional
repair (i.e., the tendency to regulate one’s fgsln Unfortunately, these three components
do not capture all EQ dimensions in either abiitymixed model EQ conceptualization.

Bar-On (1997) introduced the Bar-On EQ-i instrumeritich contains 133 items.
However, validation evidence has been demonst@atgdby the developer, and his
definition of EQ also is slightly different fromlwr researchers. Mayer, Caruso and Salovey
(2000) commented that Bar-On’s EQIi is an alterrationception of emotional intelligence
that includes “motivation, non-ability dispositioard traits, and global personal and social
functioning” (p. 268).

Goleman (1995) developed a 10-item measure of Edut any validation

evidence. Similarly, Weisinger (1998) construcieshort unvalidated EQ instrument, while



16

Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso (1997) developed thdifdcét Emotional Intelligence Scale
(MEQS), which requires responses to more than #00s and takes 1 to 2 hours to
complete. Moreover, the psychometric propertiehefMEQS have not been reported, and
it is also scored by a norm-referenced method irchvtespondents are considered high on
EQ when a majority of the participants in the n@amples choose the same answer.

Wong and Law (2002) developed the Wong and Law kmat Intelligence Scale
(WLEIS) and documented its strong psychometric ertigs, prompting its use with several
populations. The WLEIS is a 16-item scale thanig#icient and effective instrument for
measuring EQ in an environment where coaches dteted have limited time for
answering questionnaires. The WLEIS is based emlility model and measures the four
EQ components identified by Davies and colleagti®8g). The WLEIS has been used with
several different populations and demonstratedhgtpsychometric properties with each
population. Because of the promising research thighWLEIS, as well as its underlying
ability-related conceptual framework and brevitystresearch project employed the WLEIS
to measure EQ.

General research on emotional intelligenceeQ, or an individual’s ability to
process and regulate emotional information (Golerh@85; Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee,
2002; Mayer & Cobb, 2000; Mayer & Salovey, 1997ayncontribute to differences among
leaders in how they teach and show investmentam tollowers. Because leadership
involves significant interpersonal interaction witthers, emotional awareness and
regulation are components that can affect the tyuaflithese interactions. Researchers
(Caruso & Wolfe, 2004; Goleman et al., 2002) hantkedd EQ with effective leadership

through a leader’s ability to empathize, displasimpsm, and build morale.
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Business research (Cherniss, 2000; Jordan, Ashkafdsharmine, 2002; Salovey,
Mayer & Caruso, 2002) has demonstrated positiaicgiships between emotional
intelligence and desirable outcomes (i.e., perforreasatisfaction, and coping with stress).
Emotional intelligence has also been researchethir fields, such as social and
organizational psychology (Fineman, 1993, 2004; étay Salovey, 1997; Schutte et al.,
2001), and EQ has been shown to be related toge @outcomes such as creativity, career
success, mental health and physical health (Ba&®arker, 1997). Additional research
(Rosete & Ciarrochi, 2005; Wong & Law, 2002, Woképng, & Law, 2007) suggests that
EQ is also positively related to leadership effemtiess, employee job satisfaction, and job
performance. Followers’ EQ in business settingsbessn shown to affect job performance,
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, anthdwer intention (Wong & Law, 2002).
Leaders’ EQ affects the leaders own job satisfactiod extra-role behavior (Rosete &
Ciarrochi, 2005; Wong & Law, 2002).

Researchers (Extremera & Fernandez-Berrocal, 2Z0Mi15; Salovey et al., 2002;
Schutte et al., 2002; Slaski & Cartwright, 2002yénalentified EQ as a mediating factor
between stress and health. Salovey, Stroud, WoalahEpel (2002) suggested “attention to
moods, clarity in perceiving mood, and confidenteme’s ability to repair negative mood
are critical for adaptive psychophysiological capand subsequent well-being” (p. 613).
Additional research (Slaski & Cartwright, 2002) liegnonstrated a link between EQ and
psychological well-being. Slaski and Cartwright @2 found that retail managers with
higher EQ had significantly better levels of heatid psychological well-being than did
colleagues with lower EQ. Schutte and colleagué6Zpalso demonstrated similar results

with employees of retailers, nursing homes, andersities, revealing positive relationships
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between EQ and positive mood, self-esteem, andteraince of positive mood.

Sport research on emotional intelligencen addition to performance-related
applications, Meyer and Fletcher (2007) suggedtERacan be used to aid coaches and
players in assessing the emotional climate oféeaentand in promoting team dynamics and
cohesion, with both instrumental in promoting atiéxé health and well-being. Although
little research has been conducted on EQ in spm#archers (Meyer & Fletcher, 2007,
Miller, 2003) recommend the use of EQ with coaclpogulations. Miller (2003) found in a
gualitative study that coaches identified the int@oce of EQ factors in relationship to
altruistic leadership, whereas Magyar (2004) fotivad EQ was a predictor of personal
caring among summer camp leaders. AdditionallyziZzand colleagues (2003) found that
some aspects of EQ were related to pitching pedana in Division | college baseball
players.

Benefits of EQ in coaching are potentially numerdus for other fields that stress
working with others and building relationships, supr job performance is directly related
to EQ (Law, Wong, Huang & Li, 2008). Possessirghler degrees of EQ allows
individuals to be flexible in dealing with unexpedtsituations and problems that arise in
sport contexts (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004). INaf2007) suggests that athletic
trainers high in EQ would be efficient problem-saity and good at relationship
management. Naylor also posits that professiomhtsunderstand and manage their
feelings and those of others should find greatefgssional satisfaction than should
colleagues who do not understand and manage #edindls. The coaching field faces

similar challenges.
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Emotional intelligence and servant leadershipResearchers (Goleman, Boyatzis &
McKee, 2002; Palmer, Walls, Burgess & Stough, 2@Qdjgest that effective leaders must
possess strong interpersonal skills in order tavata and inspire others, foster positive
attitudes, empower and obtain emotional commitm@egte a sense of importance and
recognize contributions of followers. Despite tin@®nous interest in EQ, limited research
(Palmer et al., 2001) has been conducted specitiimgxact mechanisms by which it
works, how it relates to effective leadership, #melextent to which EQ accounts for
effective leadership.

Researchers (Goleman, 1998a; Higgs & Aitken, 2@0®sastava & Bharamanaikar,
2004) suggest that effective leaders possess éigsl of emotional intelligence. They also
agree that effective leadership requires undergigremotions and development of EQ
abilities (Bennis, 2003; Goleman, 1998a, 1998b.gdig Aitken, 2003; Prati et al., 2003;
Schwartz & Tumblin, 2002; Sitter, 2005). In fasg¢veral researchers (Goleman, 1998;
Goleman et al., 2002; Palmer et al., 2001) postultzt emotional intelligence is an
important antecedent of effective leadership.

Both servant leadership and emotional intelligesreerelatively new concepts with a
paucity of research examining the relationship lkeetwthese two constructs (Nuttall, 2004).
Nuttall (2004) emphasizes that in both EQ and Bterpersonal relationships are the main
components determining performance. Servant lsddeus on the quality of interpersonal
relationships with followers, instead of other nueth of influence. They conclude that to
lead effectively and foster leadership in followexservant leader should possess all the

components of emotional intelligence. Despite thimmonalities between SL and EQ, more
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research is needed to determine the exact natuhe oélationship between these two
concepts.

Limited research has examined the relationship éetvemotional intelligence and
SL. Vidic (2007) found a positive relationship beem SL and emotional intelligence for
military cadets serving in leadership positionan&formational leadership has been more
extensively researched and shares similarities 8lithResearchers (Atwarer & Yammarino,
1992; Barling, Weber & Kelloway, 1996; Brown & Mash, 2005; Gardner & Stough,
2002; Leban & Zulauf, 2004; Mandell & Pherwani, 20@almer et al., 2001; Sivanathan &
Fekken, 2002; Srivastava & Bharamanaikear, 2004¢ deamonstrated that transformational
leaders are higher in EQ competencies than lessgitt leadership styles (i.e., transactional
and passive/avoidant).

Only one study (Vidic, 2007) has specifically feed on the four characteristics of
emotional intelligence and how they relate to Sbhwdver, there is a strong conceptual
rationale for the relationship between EQ and SL.

Appraisal and expression of emotion in one’s sepears (1998) identified self and
general awareness of the organization as one qirtimary characteristics of servant
leaders. Without self-awareness, servant leadewddwae poor managers of themselves and
less able to understand and lead others. Thus,@oenps of SL such as listening, empathy,
healing, awareness, and persuasion should bedatatbe self-awareness component of
emotional intelligence.

Appraisal and recognition of emotion in otherBecause the premise of servant
leadership is ‘servanthood’ or leading through seywthers, servant leaders need to

possess a high degree of appraisal and recogitiemotions in others. They need to be
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attuned to how other’s feel, prompting a senséhafexd values and priorities within the
organization. All characteristics of SL should telto this component.

Regulation of personal emotiorAlthough not identified as one of the primary SL
characteristics, self-management clearly relatégyocomponents of servant leadership
such as listening, empathy, healing, awarenessparsdiasion. Moreover, the fact that
servant leaders influence and lead others throaghce requires self-sacrificing behaviors
that should be closely identified with effectivéfsaanagement. Thus, servant leaders are
predicted to display higher levels of regulatiorpefsonal emotions, which should be
related to servant leadership characteristics.

Use of emotion to facilitate performanc&Vhile this component is the most
divergent from Goleman'’s four EQ factors, it is 8&nin some regards to relationship
management. When working with teams, the use otiemto facilitate performance
necessitates relationship management. Servantrgegldeuld relate to this component of
EQ.Based on previous research (Vidic, 2007) and tineeqatual links between EQ and SL,
it is hypothesized that coaches’ EQ should beedl&t their SL characteristics.

Coach Hypothesis 1 (CH-1): Emotional intelligesoee competencies (i.e., use of
emotion to facilitate performance, regulate persenation, appraise and recognize
emotion in others, and appraise and express emiotione’s self) are expected to positively
and significantly relate to SL.

Motivational Correlates

One important aspect of effective leadership isathiéty to inspire and motivate

followers to achieve organization goals (Bass, 1$8szer, 1999; Winter & Sarros, 2002).

Winter and Sarros (2002) believe that effectivelézahip is the means to improve
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motivation and performance in universities, andivation has also been a central topic in
leadership research in a variety of settings (Cliyeéal., 2000; Mumford et al., 1993;
Xenikou & Simosi, 2006). Motivation is a multifaeel topic, but a number of researchers
believe that ability beliefs (Biddle et al., 20G8)d achievement goal orientation (Ames,
1992; Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Newton, Watson, KimB&acham, 2006) are motivational
variables that are critical antecedents to leagersh

Achievement goal theory (Dweck, 1999; Duda & Nids01992) is a socio-
cognitive framework comprised of socio-contextudtors (i.e., societal value systems,
educational experiences, etc.) and personal fa@tersaptitudes, temperaments,
personality, etc.) that serve as antecedents afiaty of self processes (i.e., self-concept,
attributions, achievement goals) that ultimatelymote a variety of achievement-related
behaviors (i.e., leadership, effort, task choi@sistence, goal commitment; Dai, Moon, &
Feldhusen, 1998). Achievement goal theory higléigivo primary individual dispositions
that make a significant contribution to understagdnotivation. According to Dweck
(1986), individuals adopt different ‘beliefs abaalent’ (i.e., capacity and learning beliefs)
that are antecedents for motivational orientatioes, task and ego orientations). These
motivational orientations can then serve as angusdo a variety of behavioral patterns
that can affect leadership.

Ability beliefs. Motivation has been examined extensively in genesgthology
(Dweck, 1999; Nicholls, 1984; Weiner, 1992) as veslisport and exercise psychology
(Biddle, 1997; Harwood, Spray, & Keegan, 2008; Rthe2012). Sport research (Duda,
2001; Harwood et al., 2008) has generally adoptsace-cognitive framework to

understand achievement goals. Dweck (1999) furthére work of Nicholls (1984)
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achievement goal theory by examining underlyingebelabout talent and intelligence that
influence the pursuit of different goals. She o#iat the interpretation of the achievement
setting depends on underlying beliefs about conmeeteermed implicit theories, so that
attributes of the self and surroundings are ejpleeceived as fixed, uncontrollable factors
(i.e., entity or capacity theory) or malleable aaatrollable factors (i.e., incremental or
learning theory). According to Dweck (1999), indwals’ beliefs about ability are thought
to be the antecedents of motivational orientatisnghey interpret achievement consistent
with their underlying implicit theory. Individualsho endorse entity views should be more
likely to pursue ego goals, while ones who holdentental theories should typically pursue
task goals.

Beliefs about talent are the antecedents of pedoshmotivational orientation
(Biddle et al., 1999; Biddle et al., 2003; DwecR86; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Sarrazin et
al., 1996; Seifriz et al., 1992). Dweck (1986) hypesized that ‘task’ and ‘ego’ motivational
orientations develop as a result of different glabout talent, and subsequent research
supported this hypothesis. Both academic and sese@archers (Biddle et al., 1999; Biddle
et al., 2003; Sarrazin et al., 2002; Sarrazin .etl@P6; Seifriz et al., 1992) have confirmed
the relationship between motivational orientatiand ability beliefs, with learning beliefs
serving as a foundation for the development o&sktorientation, while capacity beliefs
promote the development of ‘ego’ orientations.

Dweck’s (1986) model hypothesizes that individwaith entity beliefs believe
intelligence is fixed and uncontrollable and canm@developed and enhanced over time.
Dweck and Leggett (1988) suggest that those witaraity view are more likely to have

negative reactions when faced with achievementskt) whereas individuals with
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incremental beliefs view intelligence as malleadode controllable and something that can
be developed and improved over time. Erdley and @w&993) found that performers with
incremental beliefs focus on task goals making theore likely to seek out challenges, be
optimistic, hopeful, persistent, and have high exgigons for success.

Dweck’s (1986) model found a link between childsdpeliefs about intelligence,
their views of success and failure, and the qualitsheir academic performance. Dweck
and colleagues (Dweck, 1999; Dweck, Chiu & Hon)38 Dweck & Leggett, 1988) found
that students who had entity beliefs of intelligeawoided academic challenges and showed
declines in academic performance. In contrastiesits who held incremental beliefs sought
academic challenges and showed increased persstedgroblem-solving abilities when
faced with difficult problems. Interestingly, chikh with incremental beliefs perceived the
assessment of their ability irrelevant, chose eimgling learning tasks, and displayed a task
orientation, whereas children with entity belief®se tasks and achievement patterns based
on their perceived ability.

Implicit theories have been researched in the &tlutal achievement domain to
examine their relationship to a variety of facteush as personality (Dweck, 1999),
judgment (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong; 1995b, Levy, Straess & Dweck, 1998), and
interpersonal relationships (Franiuk, Cohen, & P@ang, 2002).

Additional studies (Jourden, Bandura, & Banfielf91; Kasimatis, Miller, &
Macussen, 1996) have demonstrated a significastioakhip between ability beliefs and
physical performance variables. Jourden and aplies (1991) found a positive relationship
between incremental beliefs and self-efficacy amat@ptual motor performance

improvement. Ommundsen (2001a) found that increatdatiefs predicted task
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orientations in physical activity classes, and Omdsen (2001b) also demonstrated
positive relationships between incremental beliefsk orientation, and satisfaction in
physical education settings. Biddle and collead@83) revealed relationships between
entity and incremental ability beliefs and goakatations, and amotivation and enjoyment
in sport and physical education, with entity bedipfedicting amotivation while incremental
beliefs predicted enjoyment.

Spray, Wang, Biddle, Chatzisarantis, and Warbu{2®96) designed an
experimental study in order to manipulate studemglicit theories in relation to a golf task
in order to determine their influence on goal oidions, attributions, affect, and intentions
for future participation in golf after failure. Rdts indicated that students in an entity
condition were more likely to endorse normativedference goals and to attribute failure at
the task to ability, whereas classmates who wetlednncremental condition were more
likely to endorse self-referenced goals in relatmthe golf task.

Kasimatis and colleagues (1996) have shown thé&tathwho are told that athletic
coordination is mostly learned instead of geneijaddtermined, displayed higher
motivation and self-efficacy, and less negativeetftowards exercise in the face of
difficulty. Dweck and colleagues (1995) suggest tharemental and entity beliefs can be
domain specific, so beliefs in the intellectual dammay be unrelated to those in the
physical domain. Further research in sport has sitbat incremental beliefs about sport
ability have been linked with task goal orientat{@&nddle, Soos, & Chatzisarantis, 1999;
Biddle, Wang, Chatzisarantis, & Spray, 2003; Curgle 2002; Lintunen, Valkonen,
Leskinen, & Biddle, 1999; Ommundsen, 2001a, 20&Hrrazin et al., 1996).

Across different contexts (Chiu, Dweck, Tong, & BQ@97; Chiu, Hong, & Dweck,
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1997; Franiuk, Cohen, & Pomerantz, 2002,), suppastbeen demonstrated for existence of
entity and incremental beliefs. Dweck and collezg(1995) documented that individuals
can hold both beliefs to different degrees, big more likely that one belief is more
dominant (Dweck et al., 1995). Researchers (Bidsibms, & Chatzisarnatis, 1999; Biddle,
Wang, Chatzisarantis, & Spray, 2003; Dweck, 1999ntundsen 2001a, 2001b) also have
shown links between implicit theories and goal miations in physical education and sport
settings.

Motivational orientation. Much of the research on achievement goals and goal
orientation in sport is based on concepts develtyyadicholls (1984, 1989). According to
Nicholls, ability is central to achievement motieatin education, and ability perception
can be demonstrated in two ways. Nicholls (1984)ared that

Achievement behavior is defined as behavior da@ett developing or
demonstrating high rather than low ability. It i©g/n that ability can be conceived
in two ways. First, ability can be judged high awlwith reference to the
individual’'s own past performance or knowledgethis context, gains in mastery
indicate competence. Second, ability can be judgechpacity relative to that of
others. In this context, a gain in mastery alonesdwot indicate high ability. To
demonstrate high capacity, one must achieve mdteagual effort or use less effort

than do others for an equal performance (p. 328).

According to Nicholls (1989) individuals who seelstery are described as task-
involved, while those who want to demonstrate gneadpacity than others in a particular
context are termed ego-involved. Nicholls (1989)laied that task-oriented individuals

possess a mindset in which they evaluate successl lea improving knowledge and skill,
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exhibiting effort, performing to their personal edyities, and believing that success comes
from hard work and collaboration with peers. Thpsdormers focus on achieving mastery,
learning, and/or perfecting a task. Sport motoratheorists (Duda, 1996; Newton et al.,
2006; Roberts et al., 1996) believe the demonetraif ability for task-oriented individuals
is self-referenced, with success being achievedwbenpetency and mastery are
demonstrated. Ego-oriented individuals exhibit acept of ability that focuses on favorable
comparison to others (i.e., normative comparisdif)e demonstration of ability for these
individuals hinges on social comparison, with sssdeeing achieved when their
performance exceeds that of others, especialiigle effort is expended (Duda, 1996;
Newton et al., 2006; Roberts et al., 1996).

Although the two goal orientations were viewedratependent constructs, more
recently researchers (Roberts, 2001; Thomas & Bag006) suggested that individuals
could possess both orientations to varying degesgsending on several factors such as
competitive level and cultural variations. Howewvenumber of researchers (Magyar &
Feltz, 2003; Roberts et al., 1996; Seifriz etE92; Sosik, Godshalk, & Yammarino, 2004)
agree that task-orientation leads to a strongekwtiric, greater persistence in the face of
failure, higher confidence, a more proactive ansitpe attitude, higher satisfaction, greater
and more consistent effort and more optimal peréoroe than does ego-involvement.

Research in sport (Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Duda &iw, 1992; Jackson & Roberts,
1992; Lochbaum & Roberts, 1993; Ommundsen, 2000@12) demonstrates numerous
links between these dispositional goal orientatimg a variety of outcome variables.
Researchers have examined the relationship ofaggaitations and belief systems

(Ommundsen, 2001a), cognitive content (Roberts9),¥hjoyment (Treasure & Roberts,
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2001), and emotional responses in athletes (NtoisnBrddle, & Haddock, 1999). Task
orientation is positively related to a belief thard work is a cause of success in sport and
the belief that sport should foster mastery, coafp@n, and social responsibility (Duda &
Nicholls, 1992; Duda & White (1992) ; Lochbaum &Ib&wts, 1992, 1993; Roberts, 1993;
Roberts & Ommundsen, 1996). High task orientatsoalso related to increased enjoyment
(Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1999), satisfaction (JacksoR@&berts, 1992, Ntoumanis & Biddle,
1999), intrinsic motivation (Duda, Chi, Newton, Wad & Catley, 1995), and flow
(Jackson & Roberts, 1992).

Ego orientation is positively correlated with diékthat high ability and deceptive
strategies produce success (Duda & Nicholls, 1B@berts, Treasure, & Kavussanu, 1996).
Researchers (Duda, 1989; Roberts & Ommundsen, H€&have demonstrated that ego
orientation is linked to a belief that sport is abenhancing popularity, increasing wealth,
and achieving greater social status.

Sport researchers (Hall & Kerr, 1997; Newton & Ru@l995; Ntoumanis & Biddle,
1999) have also demonstrated significant links betwgoal orientations and the experience
and response to stress in sport. Ntoumanis, Bidaleé Haddock (1999) established links
between goal orientations and the type of solusioategy employed when experiencing
stress or anxiety. They found that task orientatvas positively correlated with problem-
solving coping strategies, including trying hareleking social support and limiting
competitive activities. Conversely, ego orientatizas positively correlated with the use of
emotion-focused coping strategies, including beogmnuipset, losing their composure, and

negative emotional outbursts. Additionally, HalerK and Matthews (1998) revealed that
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athletes who demonstrated strong ego orientatiported greater neurotic/maladaptive
perfectionism than did athletes with high task oia¢ion.

Coach Hypothesis 2 (CH-2): Coaches with increnidasaning beliefs about talent
and task orientations should have a positive agmifstant relationship with servant
leadership characteristics. Coach Hypothesis 3 3L H>o0aches with entity learning beliefs
and ego orientations should have a significant inegeelationship with servant leadership
characteristics.

Consequences of Servant Leadership
Motivational Climate

Motivational climate (MC) is conceptualized as & keediator between coaches’
leadership behaviors and athletes’ psychosociabows. This section will review MC
concepts and characteristics, measurement of M@&rgeMC research, and sport MC
research. The behaviors coaches engage in hetpatea motivational climate, which
appears to be a critical element in influencingadneatisfaction and motivation of athletes
(Amorose, 2003). Motivational climate is identifiad the definition of success and failure
emphasized in a social environment, such as arolassor an athletic team (Ames, 1992).
Perceptions of MC are influenced by the naturest#tionships with important social agents
in the sport setting (Smith, Balaguer & Duda, 200@)sport settings, perceived
motivational climate is primarily based upon thiengte created by the coach (Newton,
Duda, & Yin, 2000; Seifriz, Duda, & Chi, 1992; Waly, Duda, & Chi, 1993). For example,
nearly half of the items on the PMCSQ-2 (Newtoralet2000) refer specifically to the
coach, and therefore respondents are encouragese tine coach as the primary reference

point in judging the prevailing motivational clineabn their teams. Smith, Balaguer and
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Duda (2005) explain that coaches are directly wm@dlin and impact the sport experiences
of athletes and therefore are appropriately tacgetsport motivational climate research.
Concept and Characteristics

Achievement goal theory (Ames, 1992; Nicholls, 19@8scribes situational and
individual difference factors that shape thougbtaptions, and behaviors within
achievement settings. At the personality levedeaechers (Nicholls, 1989; Dweck, 1986)
emphasize ability beliefs and motivational orielotas as dispositions that define success.
Smith, Cumming, and Smoll (2008) note that in addito these approach-oriented
achievement states, performers are motivated timl gpevceived failure. As a result of their
achievement experiences, competitors develop agiment goal orientations, or
dispositions to approach or avoid specific situai¢Smith, Ciarrochi, & Heaven, 2008).
Avoidance motivation is typically measured by periance anxiety or fear of failure
measures (e.g., Conroy, Willow, & Metzler, 2002;i®mSmoll, & Schultz, 2006).

Researchers (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 1999hblis, 1989) support the
notion that achievement goals are also influengesithhational factors, particularly the
motivational climate established by the patternaimative influences, evaluative
standards, rewards and sanctions, interpersormabittons, and values communicated
within the achievement environment. Similar to agkiment goal states, motivational
climate also is described in task (mastery) or (@goformance) terms. Ames (1992)
described a mastery/task climate as one in whathters, coaches, or parents define success
in terms of self-improvement, task mastery, maxineffart and dedication, whereas a
performance/ego climate promotes social compaiasoa basis for success judgments.

Although motivational climate is a multi-facetednstruct, a mastery/task climate is
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characterized by the leader's emphasis on selfaeted improvement, effort, and a
cooperative learning environment, while a perforogdeago climate is marked by an
emphasis on outperforming others, a focus on out¢c@meferential attention to top
performers, and punishment of mistakes (Ames & Arcth988; Dweck, 1986; 1999).
Research in both educational and sport settingsates that motivational climate is related
to a variety of meaningful variables, including estement goal orientations (Pensgaard &
Roberts, 2000), intrinsic motivation (Newton, Dudayin, 2000), enjoyment (Balaguer,
Duda, & Crespo, 1999), ability beliefs (Ommunds&b)1a), persistence in the face of
adversity (Harwood, Spray, & Keegan, 2008), pemiability (Balaguer et al., 2002), and
emotional responses such as anxiety (Treasure &i2001).

Measurement of motivational climate.Utilizing the theoretical contributions by
Ames and Archer (1988), Duda (1987), Dweck (19&@kstein (1989), and Nicholls (1989),
in educational settings, Seifriz, Duda, and Chb@)developed the Perceived Motivational
Climate in Sport Questionnaire (PMCSQ) to assessrbtivational climate created by
coaches in athletic settings. In an attempt to awprthe psychometric properties of the
PMCSQ and to measure the multiple aspects of nydstek and performance/ego climates,
particularly underlying facets of the mastery/takiate (i.e., cooperative learning, effort-
improvement emphasis, and important roles for aftipipants) and performance/ego
climate (i.e., intrateam rivalry, unequal recogmitiand punishment for mistakes), Newton,
Duda, and Yin (2000) developed a revised 33-itenCBIQ-2. The PMCSQ-2 proved to be
a major psychometric improvement over the origPllCSQ and has shown itself to be a
reliable and valid measure of motivational climatsport settings (Chi, 2004; McArdle &

Duda, 2002). Smith, Cumming, and Smoll (2008) ferédd motivational climate work by
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adapting the PMCSQ-2 to a younger audience andlghg the overall number of items.
The Motivational Climate Scale for Youth Sports (BICS) is a 12-item measure that has
demonstrated acceptable reliability and strongof@aitand construct validity (Smith,
Cumming, & Smoll, 2008). Due to its strong psychtmogoroperties and overall brevity,
the MCSYS used in this research project to assaeeiped motivational climate.

General research on leadership and motivational atnate. Much of the research
on motivational climate is conducted in either #tademic classroom (Ames, 1984) or
physical education class settings (Papaioannolg)18@cording to Duda (2001), in a
mastery/task motivational climate, students tenadiopt adaptive achievement strategies
such as selecting challenging tasks, giving maxinetfort, persisting in the face of
setbacks, and taking pride in personal improven@owversely, when teachers create a
performance/ego climate, they tend to give diffée¢rattention and positive reinforcement
to students who are most competent and instrumensaiccess, and skill development is
deemed more important to winning than to persanatovement and self-realization
(McArdle & Duda, 2002). They are also more liketyrespond to mistakes and poor
performance with punitive responses. Several ssudiery et al. 1996; Dorobantu &
Biddle, 1997; Spray, 2000) conducted in physicalcatdion classes have shown that
motivational climate is a stronger predictor ofarhes such as intrinsic motivation and
voluntary activity participation than are studergshievement goal orientations.

Papaioannou and colleagues (2004) studied achiexegoal changes in 200
elementary, middle, and high school physical edacatlasses taught by 67 teachers over
the course of an academic year. Using a motivdtidmate questionnaire designed for

physical education classes, they found that stsderdstery/task climate ratings were
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associated with increases in their task orientatiand performance/ego climate ratings
were positively related to changes in students’ @gentations.

A paucity of research has examined servant leageasid motivational climate, but
researchers (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Ommunds&wao, 2007) in sport and physical
education have examined leadership characteristétsare related to the structuring of
motivational climate. Ommundsen and Kvalo (200¥gstigated the role of teacher
behaviors on student outcomes in a physical edutagtting and demonstrated a positive
relationship between teachers who subscribed tmaunty supportive leadership behaviors
and a mastery/task motivational climate. Accordméreeve (1998), an autonomy
supportive leader supports freedom, enables anuleages initiative and choice in
followers, and adopts the followers’ perspectiveewlsolving problems or offering advice.
Conversely, Black & Deci (2000) describe a leadkovs controlling as one who is
directive, authoritarian and pressuring.

Sport research on leadership and motivational climge. The primary factor in
creating a motivational climate on a team is assutode the coach (Ames, 1992).
Pensgaard and Roberts (2002) supported this premasstudy of elite athletes who
emphasized that the coach is instrumental and ddedsupport and confidence. They also
found that athletes preferred a coach who strudtammastery/task motivational climate and
did not focus on winning.

Limited research has focused on what leads codolstsucture the environment as
mastery/task or performance/ego. Research hasstiatva coach’s personal motivational
orientation will influence the climate they creatgth coaches higher in task-orientation

promoting goals that are more indicated of a mg&tesk motivational climate and coaches
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who are more ego-oriented emphasizing outcomesstenswith a performance/ego
motivational climate.

Sport research (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2009) éstablished strong links
between coaches’ behaviors and motivational climdegeau and Vallerand (2003)
examined coaches’ autonomy-supportive interperssigbd and found coaches who
embodied these characteristic allowed their athletere choices, provided meaningful
rationale for rules and activities, acknowledgddetes’ feelings, provided opportunities for
athletes’ initiative, utilized noncontrolling perfaance feedback, avoided overt control, and
minimized behaviors that promoted ego-involvement.

Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2004) lo@kghe motivational
environment and the role of the leader in subsagibdo autonomy-supporting or controlling
behaviors. According to Deci and Ryan (2004), aom@amy supportive leader (e.g., coach,
teacher, parent) recognizes others thoughts atiddepencourages choice, self-initiation,
and self-regulation; and decreases pressure aravioeh used to control others, whereas
leaders who subscribe to a controlling interperkstyde, pressures others to think, feel, and
act how the leader wants them to act. These betsavave been shown to impact the
motivational climate, as well as the motivatiorattletes in sport contexts (Amorose &
Anderson-Butcher, 2007; Coatsworth & Conroy, 20@8geau & Vallerand, 2003).

Servant leadership is consistent with charactesisif an autonomy-supportive
interpersonal style. SL embodies characteristitsrdened in sport leadership research to
be valued by athletes (Chelladurai, 1993; Sco®,/19Vestre, 2003). According to Westre

(2003), athletes prefer coaches who are democedher than autocratic and who consider
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players’ opinions and feelings, seek athlete impgarding team decisions, provide positive
feedback and recognition, and show sensitivityl&ygrs’ needs.

Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 1 (CAH-1): Higher levelsServant Leadership should
be associated with greater mastery-oriented magival climate perceptions. Coach-Athlete
Hypothesis 2 (CAH-2): Lower levels of Servant Lestép should be associated with
greater athlete performance-oriented motivatiohalate perceptions. Athlete Hypothesis 3
(AH-3): Athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ satlaadership should be positively and
significantly related to the mastery climate. Atklélypothesis 8 (AH-8): Athletes’
perceptions of the coaches’ servant leadershipldlo@unegatively and significantly related
to the performance climate.

Motivational Climate and Impact on Athlete Psychosoial Outcomes

This section examines literature on the relatiomfi@tween motivational climate
and athlete psychosocial outcomes. Specificaligrdiure on MC and eight psychosocial
outcomes will be examined, including: (a) genetgtomes, (b) motivational orientations,
(c) intrinsic motivation, (d) ability beliefs, (&ait self-confidence, (f) satisfaction, (g)
ability to cope with stress, and (h) trait anxiety.

Motivational Climate and General Outcomes

According to Harwood, Spray and Keegan (2008), vatibnal variables linked to
motivational climate include (a) ability beliefdy)(beliefs about the purpose of sport; (c)
positive affect-enjoyment, intrinsic interest, asadisfaction; (d) negative affect-pressure,
tension, anxiety, distress, and worry; (e) perati@mpetence; (f) adoption of learning
versus competitive strategies; (g) goal orientatjgh) moral development; (i) motor

learning and development; and (j) the experiend®uf. In summary, Harwood, Spray, and



36

Keegan (2008) believe that a strong case can be ftizat the creation of an environment
high in mastery cues is likely to produce numeradaptive and desirable consequences for
the participation and development of sport perfagnkn contrast, when participants
perceive performance climates, positive or adaptieéivational patterns are rarely
displayed. In fact, perceived performance climatesoften associated with undesirable
beliefs and patterns of behavior” (p. 178).

Seifriz et al. (1992) examined how high school leis&ll players perceived the
motivational climate their coaches created and dainat perceptions of a mastery/task
environment promoted higher enjoyment and belieghenimportance of effort and
cooperation for goal attainment than did a perforoe#ego climate. Conversely, a
performance/ego climate is shown to create pressutdension and reduce positive affect
(Balaguer, Duda, & Crespo, 1999; Boixados, Cruzrdgrosa & Valiente, 2004; Kavussanu
& Roberts, 1996; Liukkonen, Telama & Biddle, 199&rish & Treasure, 2003; Treasure &
Roberts, 2001; Whitehead, Andree, & Lee, 2004).

Additionally, researchers have shown links betwe@mastery/task environment and
greater perceived competence (Balaguer, Duda, 2di&Mayo, 2002), respect for the
game (Gano-Overway, Guivernau, Magyar, Waldron wérig, 2005), improved motor
learning (Valenti & Rudisill, 2004a; 2004b), andvl (Kowal & Fortier, 1999)Walling,
Duda, and Chi (1993) also demonstrated that indal&l perceptions of motivational
climate influence their goals, attitudes, and b&avin achievement focused activities.
Numerous studies (Green & Lepper, 1974; Weinbed§41Weiss, Bredemeier, &
Shewchuk, 1985) have also demonstrated the linkdmat intrinsic motivation and

enhanced task importance, effort, performance eajmyment. The motivational climate in
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which an activity is conducted can impact subsetjoetivational cognitions and behaviors
(Duda, Fox, Biddle, & Armstrong, 1992; Duda & Nidlsp 1992; Nicholls, 1984). For
example, Weiss and colleagues (1985) demonstrastanotivational climate impacts the
importance placed on a task and the attainmeneadaigned to it.

Motivational Climate and Motivational Orientations

In both academic and sport settings (Ames 19842;1986ifriz, Duda, & Chi, 1992),
motivational climate can impact a wide range ofratge, affective and behavioral
outcomes, particularly achievement goal orientatidxmes (1992) found the social
environment created in achievement settings catitifie criteria used for defining success
at a given moment. When individuals perceive t@renment stresses competition with
others, they will tend to adopt an ego-orientatiothat situation (Ames & Archer, 1988;
Pensgaard & Roberts, 2000). On the other handdividuals perceive the environment
focuses on learning and personal skill mastery,theg are rewarded for effort, they are
more likely to utilize a task orientation in thaustion.

Correlational studies of adolescents in physicacation and sport contexts
demonstrated significant positive relationshipsueein a mastery/task climate and a task-
orientation and between a performance/ego climadeaa ego-orientation (Carr, 2006;
Duda, 2005; Roberts, Treasure & Conroy, 208@é\eral longitudinal studies have
examined the changes in goal orientations over (@oaroy & Coatsworth, 2006;
Papaioannou et al., 2004; Smith, Smoll, & Cummg@f)9). Papaioannou and colleagues
(2004) examined goal orientations and perceivedvaidnal climate of physical education
students after an academic year. They found thatengdtask climate ratings were

associated with increases in students’ task otients, and performance/ego climate ratings
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were associated with increases in students’ egmtations. Conroy and Coatsworth (2006)
were unable to replicate these findings in a sihaeten youth sport setting. They did not
find a relationship between mastery/task climates@erformance/ego climates and the goal
orientations of athletes during a 6-week swimmiegse®n. Smith, Smoll, and Cumming
(2009) conducted a similar study to Conroy and Seatth (2006), but expanded the time
interval to 12 weeks, and found that the masteslg/timate scores were positively related
with increases in task-orientation, and performésge climate scores were positively
related with increases in ego-orientation.
Motivational Climate and Intrinsic Motivation

Deci and Ryan (1985, 2000) indicated that enviramideactors, including
motivational climate, influence the intrinsic mation of athletes. Deci and Ryan (1985,
2000) developed self-determination theory to descimtrinsic motivation. Their continuum
ranges from intrinsic motivation on one end to awation on the opposite end, with four
types of extrinsic motivation in between that rafrgen most to least self-determining.
They describe three needs that must be met fovithdils to be intrinsically motivated,
including: competence, autonomy, and relatednesssiStent with Deci and Ryan’s (1985)
self-determination theory, researchers (McArdle &dB, 2002; Nicholls, 1989; Ryan &
Deci, 2000) posit that a mastery/task climate bests these three needs and, in turn,
enhances intrinsic motivation, while an ego clintaggy undermine intrinsic motivation.
Additional research has supported this link (Gaghg@n, & Bargmann, 2003; Seifriz,
Duda, & Chi, 1992; Smith, Cumming, & Smoll, 2008g&sure, Standage, & Lochbaum,

1999).
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Sport researchers (Balaguer, Duda, & Crespo, 1B88ados, Cruz, Torregrosa &
Valiente, 2004, Digelidis, Papaidannou, Laparid&<£; hristodoulidis, 2003; Dorabantu &
Biddle, 1997; Kavussanu & Roberts, 1996; LiukkorBelama & Biddle, 1998; Newton &
Duda, 1999; Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000; Parish &dsere, 2003; Seifriz, Duda, & Chi,
1992; Treasure & Roberts, 2001; Whitehead, AndBdege, 2004) have established a
positive link between a perceived task climate guegter intrinsic motivation and
enjoyment. Perceptions of a mastery climate paditipredict intrinsic motivation, while
perceptions of a performance climate negativelgteeio intrinsic motivation and positively
relate to both amotivation and extrinsic motivat{@oudas, 1998; Kavussanu & Roberts,
1996; Newton & Duda, 1999; Newton, Duda, & Yin, PQ@etherick & Weigand, 2002;
Seifriz, Duda, & Chi, 1992; Standage, Dudad, & Nbaunis, 2003; Theeboom, DeKnop, &
Weiss, 1995).

Motivational Climate and Ability Beliefs

Researchers (Biddle et al., 2003) have examinedethBonship between
incremental beliefs and achievement goal orientatias well as achievement goals in work
settings (Vandewalle, 1997), and educational gt(&liott & McGregor, 2001). Biddle
and colleagues (2003) demonstrated a positiveoaktip between task orientation and
incremental beliefs, as well as ego orientation emtity beliefs. Vandewalle (1997) and
Elliot and McGregor (2001) determined that incretakheliefs were positively related to
mastery goals, while entity beliefs demonstrat@ositive relationship with performance
goals.

Few studies have examined the relationship betwesamental beliefs and

perceived motivational climate. Elliot (1997) gesi a trichotomous model to explain the
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relationship among antecedents to achievement godlperceived competence in a given
setting. This model recognizes the role of perativetivational climate and implicit beliefs
on achievement goals, yet does not specificallyrena the relationship between these two
variables. Cury, Fonseca, Rufo, and Sarrazin (200&)ed Elliot's model and reported
similar findings in a physical education settingthamastery goals positively associated
with incremental beliefs and a perceived mastesk/thimate and performance goals related
to entity beliefs and a perceived performance/digoate.

Ommundsen (2001a) also examined the relationgtipden implicit beliefs and
perceived motivational climate in physical educattasses and results indicated learning
environments that are perceived to emphasize catopetnd social comparison and to
raise concern about one’s ability seem to inducedfientity theories of ability. Conversely,
a climate in which effort, progress and teachepsuypof all students is seen as salient
seems to generate incremental beliefs.

Motivational Climate and Self Confidence

A paucity of research has examined the relationsefpreen motivational climate
and self-confidence. Magyar and Feltz (2003) exanhjperceived motivational climate and
sources of self-confidence among competitive feradtdescent volleyball players using
Vealey, Hayashi, Garner-Holman, and Giacobbi's 8esiof Self Confidence Questionnaire
(SSCQ), and they defined 3 subscales as mastergesoof confidence and 3 subscales as
performance sources of confidence. Results denaiadtthat perceptions of a mastery
climate were positively correlated with masteryrses of confidence (i.e., mastery,
physical/mental preparation, and vicarious expea¢nHowever, contrary to their

hypothesis, perceptions of a performance climateahstrated a significant negative
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relationship with coaches’ leadership sources aidd to exhibit a significant positive
relationship with any of the hypothesized sourdesoafidence.

Vosloo, Ostrow, and Watson (2009) examined thetiggiship between achievement
goals and motivational climate and its impact oxiety and self-confidence among
competitive high school swimmers. Results failedemonstrate a relationship between
these variables, but athletes who had achievenuais ghat were compatible with their
motivational climate reported higher levels of sghfidence than did those whose goals
and climate were incompatible. Vosloo, Ostrow anak$n (2009) suggest this is due to the
coaches creating climates that were perceived dwtiietes to support and reinforce similar
beliefs to those they possessed.

Motivational Climate and Satisfaction

Other researchers (Ames & Archer, 1988; Seifrial t1992) have also confirmed
the importance of motivational climate and itsuieihce on satisfaction. Balaguer, Duda,
Atienzer, & Duda (2002) reported findings that @gtons of a mastery/task climate
predicted greater performance improvement andfaetisn, as well as more positive views
of the coach, compared with performance/ego climate
Motivational Climate and Anxiety and Coping

Previous research (Newton & Duda, 1993; Wallingd®u& Chi, 1993) has
demonstrated that performance/ego climates ar¢iyalgirelated to performance anxiety,
whereas mastery/task climates are negatively celatperformance anxiety. According to
McArdle and Duda (2002) in a mastery climate, ndimegpressures are minimized,
mistakes are accepted as learning opportunitiesbacause effort is emphasized, athletes

are less likely to view the demands of the situma#ie outweighing their personal resources.
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Research (Cecchini, Gonzalez, Carmona & Contr@@3; Jackson, Kimiecik,

Ford, & Marsh, 1998) has shown that there is aioglahip between motivational variables
and psychosocial outcomes, including pre-competiinxiety and flow.

Specifically, a mastery/task climate reduces aggtlimiting social comparisons,
emphasizing factors that are controllable, (effpy® and by focusing on a supportive team
environment (McArdle & Duda, 2002; Smith, CummiggsSmoll, 2008; Smith, Smoll, &
Cumming, 2007; Vazou, Ntoumanis, & Duda, 2005).t8n$moll, and Cumming (2007)
also reported reduced anxiety levels in young #ghlas a result of a coach-training program
aimed at creating a mastery/task motivational dénResearchers (Escarti & Guiterrez,
2001; Newton & Duda, 1999; Newton, Duda, & Yin, POBltoumanis & Biddle, 1998;
Papaioannou & Kouli, 1999; Pensgaard & Robertsp2Walling, Duda, & Chi, 1993) have
also demonstrated that a perceived mastery/taskoanvent reduces negative affective
experiences, while a perceived performance/egaattirfosters anxiety, worry, distress, and
dissatisfaction with the team.

Athlete Hypothesis 1 (AH-1): Perceptions of a mgsteotivational climate should
be positively and significantly related to greability to cope with stress, sport confidence,
athlete satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, andrgmmental learning beliefs. Athlete
Hypothesis 2 (AH-2): Perceptions of a mastery nasional climate should be negatively
and significantly related to sport anxiety, egaentation, and entity learning beliefs. Athlete
Hypothesis 6 (AH-6): Perceptions of a performancdivational climate should be
negatively and significantly related to coping wstiness, sport confidence, athlete

satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and incremenéarning beliefs. Athlete Hypothesis 7
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(AH-7): Perceptions of a performance motivatiodahate should be positively and
significantly related to sport anxiety, ego oridiaa, and entity learning beliefs.
Servant Leadership and Athlete Outcomes

A paucity of research examines the specific refesinp between coach variables and
athlete psychosocial outcomes. In one of the femties examining these relationships,
Hammermeister and colleagues (2008) demonstrgpediave relationship between servant
leadership and athlete outcomes, including: tagatation, intrinsic motivation, self-
confidence, satisfaction, and ability to cope vattess. Conversely, they demonstrated a
negative relationship between servant leadershdppariety. Presumably, servant
leadership of coaches, as influenced by emotiarntalligence, ability beliefs, and
motivational orientation, should possess simil&trenships with athlete psychosocial
outcomes, as does the motivational climate.

Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 3 (CAH-3): Higher levelservant leadership should be
positively and significantly related with highew&ds of intrinsic motivation, incremental
learning beliefs, self-confidence, satisfactiord abilities to cope with stress. Coach-
Athlete Hypothesis 4 (CAH-4): Higher levels of sen leadership should be negatively and
significantly related with athletes’ ego orientatj@ntity learning beliefs, and sport anxiety.
Athlete Hypothesis 4 (AH-4): Athletes’ perceptiarfcoaches’ servant leadership should be
positively and significantly related to coping watress, sport confidence, athlete
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, incrementalieiag beliefs, and task motivation. Athlete
Hypothesis 5 (AH-5): Athletes’ perceptions of coaglservant leadership should be
negatively and significantly related to sport atkiego orientation, and entity learning

beliefs (see Appendix 5 for a listing of all hypesies).
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CHAPTER 2: Method
Participants

The population for this study was comprised of samples. The first sample was 30
club soccer coaches of female under-15 (U15) teut8 (U19) teams from across the
United States. The coaches were selected througbmad contacts of the researcher as well
as systematic email recruitment of club coachesseteams participated in two
tournaments: one in the Pacific Northwest and artee Southwest. The second sample
consisted of 260 female club soccer players, wlggys from each team in which the coach
agreed to participate in the study as part of Sarhpl
Instrumentation

Twelve different self-report instruments were utedollect data in this study. Three
instruments assessed exclusively coach data, sesttaments were completed only by
athletes and two were used to collect data frorh boaches and athletes.

Soccer Club Coaches’ Demographic and Background Qsgonnaire
(SCCDBQ). The SCCDBQwas developed for this study to assess specifikgsaand and
demographic information that includes: age, genglairs coaching, license level, and
length of tenure with their current team.

Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS)The WLEIS was
developed by Wong and Law (2002) to measure enmaltiatelligence. This 16-item
instrument is comprised of four subscales (i.air ftems each), including: self-emotional
appraisal (SEA), others’ emotional appraisal (OES&)f-regulation of emotion (RoE), and
use of emotion to facilitate performance (UoE)miseare scored on a 7-point Likert scale

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (stronglyee). Each subscale is scored separately,
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with scores ranging from 4 to 28, and an overallesces calculated by summing the four
subscale scores (i.e., range 16-112). Wong and(R@02) reported factor analytic results
supporting the four-factor structure of the WLEIRIagood internal consistency, (i.e., alpha
coefficients ranging from .83 to .90 (M= 80). Thetsors also report satisfactory
convergent, discriminant, and incremental validay,well as second-order confirmatory
factor analysis.

The Conceptions of the Nature of Athletic Ability Questionnaire-Version 2
(CNAAQ-2). The CNAAQ-2 (Biddle et al., 2003) examines incretaéand entity beliefs
of participants in sport contexts. The questioreaicludes 12 items that represent four 3-
item subscales. Beliefs about athletic ability lzegeved to fall into two major categories,
entity and incremental beliefs. Entity beliefs assessed by two 3-item subscales (i.e.,
stable and natural gift), and incremental belieésraeasured by two similar 3-item
subscales assessing learning and improvement. #ssrscored on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongjyege). The entity score is determined by
summing the natural gift and stable subscales lamthtremental score is determined by
summing the learning and improvement subscalessc@ld scores range from 3 to 15, with
dimension scores range from 6 to 30. This 12-itefrefs about athletic ability measure was
developed to account for the psychometric weakmsagstie original version of the
guestionnaire, including the removal of general sppekific subscales as well as problematic
items (Biddle et al., 2003). Biddle and colleagdemonstrated an acceptable level of
internal consistency for the entity and incremedtalensions, with alpha coefficients of .74

and .80, respectively. They also demonstrated solergent and discriminant validity.
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Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEDSQ). Duda and Nicholls,
(1992) developed the 13-item TEOSQ to measure@aoaitations or how individuals
define success in terms of performance improverfient task) or outcome/social
comparison (i.e., ego) in sport settings. The um@nt is comprised of two subscales, a 7-
item task subscale and a 6-item ego subscale.t@ims iare rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (stronglyese), with higher scores demonstrating
higher levels of task- or ego-involvement. A meears is generated for each subscale, to
equate for different subscale lengths, with sulegssabres ranging from 1 to 5. The TEOSQ
has been shown to be reliable and valid as a measunotivational orientation in physical
domains (Duda, 1996). Alpha reliability coefficisracross different samples averaged .79
for the task subscale and .81 for the ego sub$baléa & Whitehead, 1998). The TEOSQ
has also demonstrated acceptable factorial, cosrt@nd predictive validity (Duda, Fox,
Biddle, & Armstrong, 1992; Duda & Whitehead, 1998).

Revised Servant Leadership Profile for Sport (RSLPS). The RSLP-S was
developed by Hammermeister et al. (2008) as a spadification of the Revised Servant
Leadership Profile (Page & Wong, 2000). The RLS&#sS&:sses characteristics of servant-
leadership possessed by coaches, and it consi@gsitdms rated on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (stronglyege). The questionnaire consists of three
subscales, including: 11-item trust/inclusion; &xthumility; and 5-item service subscales.
Because of unequal subscale length, a mean scoatidated for each subscale ranging
from 1 to 7. Factor analysis conducted by Hammestaeand colleagues identified only 3

of the original 7 RLSP factors were relevant inrspalpha coefficients for the three factors
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ranged from .85 to .94, and initial sport resealemonstrated solid preliminary validity for
this instrument.

Club Soccer Players’ Demographic and Background Qustionnaire (CSPDBQ).
The CSPDBQ was developed for this research studyamine background characteristics
of high school club soccer players. The questiaenaicomprised of basic demographic
and background questions, including: age, genaeamsyof experience in sport, highest level
of competition, highest achievement, tenure witirent team, and tenure with current
coach.

Athletic Coping Skills Inventory (ACSI-28). Smith, Smoll, Schutz, and Ptacek
(1995) developed the ACSI-28, which measures asilese of seven coping skills during
athletic performance, including: (1) coping withvatkity, (2) peaking under pressure, (3)
goal setting/mental preparation, (4) concentratibhfreedom from worry/confidence, (6)
achievement motivation, and (7) coachability. THeSA-28 consists of 28 items rated on a
4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost never}t (almost always), with subscale scores
ranging from 4 to 16. This research used onlycttygng with adversity and peaking under
pressure subscales. Smith and colleagues (199& tept-retest reliability coefficients
range from .47 to .87 and alpha internal consisteoefficients range from .62 to .86.
Smith and colleagues (1995) also report factoditiity for the ACSI-28 through good
confirmatory factor analysis fit indices, and ttayo report solid convergent and
discriminant validity and promising predictive \dity.

Sport Confidence Inventory (SCI).The SCI was developed by Vealey (2002) to
assess three types of sport confidence, inclugiihgsical skills and training, cognitive

efficacy, and resilience. The SCI asks athleteat®their athletic abilities in relation to
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their perceptions of confidence about success.SKds a 14-item, self-report
guestionnaire comprised of a 5-item physical slaiid training subscale, a 5-item cognitive
efficacy subscale, and a 4-item resilience subs€&asponses are rated on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (can’t do it at all) to 7 &by certain), and a mean score is calculated
for each of the subscales to equate for unequaksildlength, resulting in subscale scores
ranging from 1 to 7. The SCI has acceptable interoasistency, with alpha reliability
coefficients ranging from .84 to .87 (Vealey, 20@&2h each type of confidence having also
been shown to significantly relate to competitimgiaty and athletic coping skills. Solid
preliminary validity has been demonstrated for$iad.

Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ)The Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire
(ASQ) was developed by Riemer and Chelladurai (1888 assesses various dimensions of
athletes’ satisfaction in sport domains. This ®#atinstrument is comprised of 15 subscales
(ranging from 3-6 items), including: individual p@mmance, team performance, ability
utilization, strategy, personal treatment, trainamgl instruction, group’s task contribution,
group’s social contribution, team’s ethics, teategnation, personal dedication, budget,
medical personnel, academic support services, dednal agents. This research only used
team and individual performance subscales. Iltemsaied on a 7-point Likert scale from 1
(not at all satisfied) to 7 (extremely satisfiedsulting in subscale scores ranging from 3 to
21. The ASQ has been shown to be a psychometriediable and valid instrument in sport
domains, with alpha reliability scores ranging frof8 to .95 (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998;
Riemer & Toon, 2001). The authors also demonstratedptable construct validity through
confirmatory factor analysis, as well as prelimynpredictive validity evidence (Riemer &

Chelladurai, 1998).
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Sport Motivation Scale-6 (SMS-6)The SMS-6 developed by Mallett et al. (2007)
improved upon the factorial and discriminant validhe original Sport Motivation Scale
(Pelletier et al., 1995) documented in previougaesh (Martens & Webber, 2002). The
SMS-6 examines the reasons athletes participateart and is comprised of six 4-item
motivation subscales, including: amotivation, emé&regulation, introjected regulation,
identified regulation, integrated regulation, anttinsic motivation. This 24-item self-report
measure rates items on a 7-point Likert scale,ingnfgom 1 (does not correspond at all) to
7 (corresponds exactly), with subscale scores ngnfgom 4 to 28. This research utilize 5
of the 6 subscales, excluding amotivation. Malted aolleagues (2007) report satisfactory
internal consistency and validity. Alpha reliatyilcoefficients ranged from .70 to .86, with
a mean of .78, whereas solid construct validity veg®rted based on confirmatory factor
analysis as well as concurrent validity.

The Sport Anxiety Scale-2 (SAS-2)The SAS-2 was developed by Smith, Smoll,
Cumming, and Grossbard (2006) to expand the Spoxiety Scale (Smith, Smoll, &
Schultz, 1990) to younger sport populations. Tis&riniment is a multidimensional measure
of cognitive and somatic trait anxiety in sportfpemance settings. The SAS-2 is a 15-item
self-report measure rated on a 4-point Likert st@le 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much). It
consists of three five-question subscales, inclytdsiomatic, worry, and
concentration/disruption. The SAS-2 is scored byrsing scores for each subscale, with
subscale scores ranging from 5 to 20. Smith €2806) report higher CFA factorial validity
fit indices than the original instrument as wellga®d construct validity.

Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaie-2 (PMCSQ-2).The

PMCSQ-2 was developed by Newton, Duda, & Yin (20003ssess athletes’ perceptions of
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the task and ego climates present in athletic etsitdhe 29-item PMCSQ-2 consists of two
higher-order dimensions comprised of a 15-item ergdtsk (T1) and a 14-item
performance/ego (EQ) climate. Each dimension ispead of three subscales, including:
7-item cooperative learning, 4-item effort, andeim important role subscales for Tl

climate and 3-item intra-team rivalry, 6-item unabrecognition, and 5-item punishment

for mistakes subscales comprising EQ climate. Itaragated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agredjhwubscale scores calculated as means to
equate for unequal subscale length, yielding subscares from 1 to 5 and climate scores
between 3 and 15. Newton and colleagues (2000)treptisfactory internal consistency and
reliability. Internal consistency alpha coefficismf .87 were demonstrated for mastery/task
climate and .89 for performance/ego climate. Addial research has demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency alpha scores (Bataet al., 1997; Cervello & Santos-Rosa,
2001; Cervello et al., 2007). Newton and colleag28€0) also report solid validity based
on a reasonable model fit shown by confirmatorydaanalysis and good concurrent
validity.

Procedure.

Following IRB approval (i.e., #lRB00000843) of thieidy, permission was obtained
by contacting coaches individually to solicit thearticipation and gain access to their
teams. Coaches were asked at one of two socceratoents to participate in the study and
a time was arranged to speak with their playersphaykers’ parents in person. Once parents
provided consent, the athletes completed the sararg the parental consent forms and
surveys from the athletes were collected. Onlyedisl with parental permission completed

the survey, and players gave their assent throwgmigar informed consent form at the



51

beginning of the questionnaire. Athletes answénedl15-item comprehensive
guestionnaire comprised of nine separate instrusnentluding: (a) the Club Soccer Player
Demographic and Background Questionnaire; (b) wisesales of the Athletic Coping
Skills Inventory-28 (ACSI-28); (c) the Sport Cordiace Inventory; (d) the Conceptions of
the Nature of Athletic Ability Questionnaire-2 (CIQ-2); (e) the Task and Ego
Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ); (f) tsudscales of the Athlete Satisfaction
Questionnaire (ASQ), (g) five subscales of the Splmtivation Scale-6 (SMS-6), (h) the
Sport Anxiety Scale-2 (SAS-2) and (i) the PerceiMaativational Climate in Sport
Questionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2). The 115-item athletestjaenaire took between 15 and 30
minutes to complete.

The coaches also completed a comprehensive 60g@stionnaire comprised of
five separate instruments, including: (a) the Sn@mach Demographic and Background
Questionnaire (CSCDBQ); (b) the Wong and Law Emm@tidntelligence Scale (WLEIS);
(c) the Conceptions of the Nature of Athletic AtyilQuestionnaire-Version 2 (CNAAQ-2);
(d) the Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questinen(TEOSQ), and (e) the Revised
Servant Leadership Profile for Sport (RSLP-S). Clatipn of the 60-item coach
guestionnaire required10 to 20 minutes.

Data Analysis.

The study examined relationships between coaclesbdraphic and leadership
characteristics, motivational climate and athlespchosocial outcomes. Basic demographic
data (i.e., means, standard deviations) were caedot 30 coaches and 260 athletes, and
correlation results among all variables were comgseparately for coaches and athletes.

Instrument internal consistency was examined uaiplya reliability coefficients for all



52

subscales. Bivariate correlations were utilizetht@stigate relationships hypothesized
between model variables which tested Coach Hypethtsand 2 and Athlete
Hypotheses 1-8.

For within coach analyses, OLS regression resubswéned predictors of coach self-
reported servant leadership (Coach Hypotheses 2)ai@bvariates included age, coaching
certificate level, years coaching the team and genlley predictors were divided into three
sets: (@) EQ, (b) incremental beliefs about tadent task orientation, and (c) entity beliefs
about talent and ego orientation. A hierarchicgression strategy was used in which the
demographic predictors were entered as a sethetmbdel and with each of three sets of
coach characteristics entered as a second set.tést was used to test whether the second
set of predictors entered into the model explastatstically significant incremental
variance in coaches’ servant leadership above apdnal the initial predictor variables.

For analysis of athlete perceptions of mastery@artbrmance climate and their own
self-perceived status, a hierarchical linear mogde{HLM) approach was used to account
for the variation in participants’ outcomes duefte potential similarity in scores as a result
of being an athlete with a particular coach. Tdle¥ing variables were entered
sequentially: Model 1: intercept only; Model 2hlate status characteristics, Model 3:
athlete perceptions of coach servant leadershigleii:. coach status characteristics; Model
5: coach self-report servant leadership. This Habbeling statistical approach avoids the
potential increased chance of detecting a statitisignificant difference due to the
decreased standard error resulting from non-indégrese in scores (Kreft & De Leeuw,

1998). For example, assuming 25 athletes per caadli0% of the variation in athlete
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scores being due to their particular coach, theahacperating alpha level would be .29 for
statistical tests performed at the nominal leveD&f(Hox, 2002).

To best account for the within-coach correlatiansgores, an unstructured residual
variance/covariance model was used. All prediciese grand-mean centered except for
coach gender. Grand-mean centering enables intatipreof the intercept as the expected
score for an average athlete and/or average coHutmodels were fit using the SAS
MIXED procedure.

To test the hypotheses involving both athletes’ eathes’ perceptions of coaches’
servant leadership qualities, a similar set-wisel@hgomparison strategy was used. Six
models were used to test the “additional” or “imeemtal” predictive power for each
theoretically meaningful group of variables. Irgtef the F test to determine whether
additional sets of predictors added statisticatipisicant prediction, Likelihood ratio tests
were used which take the difference in log-liketde (multiplied by -2), which is
distributed as a chi-square statistic (Kreft & Deelw, 1998). Table 1 shows the overall set
of models with the predictors included in eachsteiwn by an ‘x’ placed next to the

variables tested by that model.
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CHAPTER 3: Results

Demographic Results
Coaches’ demographic resultsThirty coaches participated in the study.
Descriptive statistics are provided for the finafrgple characteristics and the measures used

in the study.

Results displayed in Table 2 show that coaches medominantly male, with
license levels 1-3. For other analyses, one wlasatted from recorded values so that a
license level of 1 was set to zero.

In Table 3, the descriptive statistics, includirggcdriptive means, standard
deviations, and minimum and maximum values, argigeal for additional coach
demographic characteristics and self-reported pssatial variables. All of these variables
except for servant leadership were mean-centeriedebese in analysis.

Athletes’ demographic results Descriptive statistics are provided based on tha fi
260 athletes sample for characteristics and thesanea used in this study. Table 4 shows
the means, standard deviations, minimums and mamsfar athlete demographic data.
Table 5 shows the means, standard deviations, mmsrand maximums for athlete
outcomes data.

Correlational Results

Coaches’ correlational results Table 6 shows the Pearson bivariate correlations
between coach measures. SLTrust/inclusion wasipelgiind significantly related to SL
service, incremental learning beliefs, task origota and three of the four emotional
intelligence subscales (i.e., self emotion applatthers’ emotion appraisal, and use of

emotion). Service was significantly and positivedlated to trust/inclusion, incremental



55

learning beliefs, and three of the four emotion&tliigence subscales (i.e., self emotion
appraisal, others’ emotion appraisal, and use aitem). Humility was only significantly
and positively related to service.

Athletes’ correlational results. Table 7 shows the Pearson correlations between
athlete measures. For the 20 individual athletesomres, 141 out of the 189 relationships
were significant, with almost all of the relationshin the expected direction. For example,
positive psychosocial outcomes, such as the copitigstress subscale, sport confidence
subscales, task orientation, and intrinsic motoratire positively and significantly related to
mastery climate. Negative psychosocial outcomeg wet significantly related to mastery
climate, but were in the hypothesized directione@nexpected result is mastery and
performance climate are positively and significamélated.

Coach-athlete correlational results Table 8 shows the Pearson correlations
between athlete-perceived coach servant leadeasltigoach-perceived servant leadership.
Results revealed significant relationships amon@ilaletes’ perceptions of three coach SL
dimensions and (b) coaches’ perceptions of their sgrvant leadership qualities, but there
was no significant relationship between the twae séfperceived servant leadership
variables (see correlations in bold).

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results

Coach HLM results. Coach Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 (CH-1, CH-2 and CHe3gw
examined within-coach predictors of coach self-reggbservant leadership. Results are
reported by hypothesis.

CH-1 predicted that coaches’ emotional intelligen(€l) core competencies should

be positively related to coaches’ servant leadeps{8L) after adjusting for coach personal
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characteristicgsee Table 9). Based on the hierarchical regressiatysis, results
demonstrated the coefficients and incremental essgplivalues for the demographic and
emotional intelligence variables. Although coackspeal characteristics in Model 1
explained almost 18% of the variation in servaatrship, the F test was non-significant
[F(4,25)=1.34, p = .28; see Table 9], a finding etthis likely due to the relatively small
sample size. Although not statistically significamiale coaches reported lower servant
leadership scores than did their female countespart

The results from Model 2 shown in Table 9 reveat #gmotional intelligence
predictors do contribute to the statistically sfgpaint prediction of servant leadership
[F(4,21)=6.89, p < .001]. The combined emotion&tligence predictors were able to
explain an additional 47% of the variation in setv@adership. Examining individual
predictors, results revealed that self emotion passtively related to servant leadership,
adjusting for all other predictors in the model.

CH-2 predicted that coaches’ incremental beliefsoalh talent and task orientation
should be positively related to coaches’ SL afteljusting for coach personal
characteristicgsee Table 10). Using a similar hierarchical regjmsanalysis, results
revealed the coefficients and incremental r-squaadaes for the demographic and coaches’
incremental talent beliefs and task orientatior (Bable 10). The results from Model 2
demonstrate that coaches’ incremental talent Isedinfl task orientation predictors provide
statistically significant prediction of coaches’ §1(2,23)=5.76, p < .001]. The combined
coaches’ incremental talent beliefs and task caigon predictors were able to explain an

additional 31% of the variation in SExamining individual predictors, incremental bedief
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but not task orientation, were positively relatedsL, adjusting for all other predictors in the
model.

CH-3 predicted that coaches’ entity talent beliefisd ego orientations should be
weakly and non-significantly related to coaches’ Safter adjusting for coach personal
characteristicysee Table 11). Hierarchical regression results fkbodel 2 reveal that
coaches’ entity beliefs and ego orientation predsctlid not add to the statistically
significant prediction of servant leadership [F@:2L.31, p = .29; see Table 11].
Additionally, no individual predictors were relatelSL adjusting for all other predictors in
the model, in part because the combined coachésy éeliefs and ego orientation

predictors were only able to explain an additid?al of the variation in servant leadership.

Coach-athlete HLM results.Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 1-4 (CAH-1; CAH-2;
CAH-3; and CAH-4) examined the joint athlete andaopredictors of athlete self-reported
outcomes. Results are reported by hypothesis.

CAH-1 predicted that higher levels of coach servaeadership should be
associated with greater athlete mastery-orientedtinagional climate perceptiongsee
Table 12). Four HLM models were estimated to exantins hypothesis. Model 1, which
included just the grand intercept, shows the exgokgtastery climate value for the entire
athlete sample without any predictors in the modéie intra-class correlation, which
represents the percent of athlete scores duewebntcoach variations, was 10%. Model 1
is also estimated to obtain the -2 Log-Likeliho@due to use in calculating the Chi-square
test of the Difference in Log-Likelihoods betweemsecutive models (e.g., Model 1

compared to Model 2, etc.).
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Model 2 tested whether the addition of athlete abt@ristics (i.e., age, years with
team, years with coach) added significant predictibathletes’ mastery climate scores.
Results failed to demonstrate a statistically digant Likelihood Difference Test for the
addition of the combined Model 2 predictors, althlothe individual tests of predictors
showed the longer the athlete was with the teaenhitpher the reported mastery climate
score (b=. 06, p <.05). The variance estimatesnmeed unchanged.

Model 3 tested whether the addition of coach charestics (i.e., age, gender, years
with team, license level) added significant pradiciof athletes’ mastery climate scores,
controlling for predictors entered in prior moddkesults revealed a statistically significant
Likelihood Difference Test for the addition of tbembined Model 3 predictors
[Chi%(4)=15.94, p < .001]. Individual tests of predistshowed additional years of coach’s
age related to higher athlete mastery climate sodre. 02, p < .05), while the higher the
license level (i.e., going from 0-8), the highes tieported mastery climate score (b=. 06, p <
.05). Also, the addition of coach characteristiompletely explains the between coach
variation in athletes’ mastery climate scores @ace estimate = 0).

Model 4 tested whether the addition of coach serkgauership characteristics (i.e.,
trust/ inclusion, humility, and service) added digant prediction of athletes’ mastery
climate scores, controlling for predictors enteregdrior models. Model results
demonstrated no statistically significant LikelildoDifference Test for Model 4, and no
individual predictors were statistically signifidan

Overall, only the addition of the four coach denagic and background

characteristics in Model 3 added to the statidticgignificant joint prediction variation in
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athlete mastery climate scores. Also, adjustimdife coach variables enabled athlete age to
be a positive predictor of athlete mastery climateoth Model 3 and Model 4.

CAH-2 predicted that lower levels of coach servégddership should be associated
with greater athlete performance-oriented motivata climate perceptions-our HLM
models were estimated to examine this hypothesldi$ 1 and 2 are the same as for
CAH-1.

Model 3 tested whether the addition of coach charestics (i.e., age, gender, years
with team, license level) added significant pradiciof athletes’ performance climate
scores, controlling for predictors entered in priavdels. Results revealed no statistically
significant results.

Model 4 tested whether the addition of coach seneadership characteristics (i.e.,
trust/ inclusion, humility, and service) added digant prediction of athletes’ performance
climate scores, controlling for predictors enteregrior models. Model results
demonstrated no statistically significant LikelildoDifference Test for Model 4, and no
individual predictors were statistically signifidan

CAH-3 hypothesized that higher levels of coach semvleadership should be
positively and significantly related with athleteabilities to cope with stress and higher
levels of sport confidence, athlete satisfactioask orientation, intrinsic motivation and
incremental learning beliefs.

Additionally, CAH-4 predicted that higher levels acbach servant leadership
should be negatively and significantly related wislthletes’ ego orientation, entity

learning beliefs, and sport anxiety.
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Six HLM models were used to test CAH-3 and CAH-HAeTirst 5 models controlled
for athlete variables and coach demographic ankignaand characteristics. Model 6 tested
Hypothesis CAH-3 and CAH-4 on whether the addittbcoach servant leadership
characteristics (i.e., trust/inclusion, humilitgreice) added significant prediction of
athletes’ outcome scores, controlling for predistentered in prior models. Results revealed
a statistically significant Likelihood Differencee$t for Model 6 for two of the variables:
coping with adversity [see Table 13; €(5)=10.70, p < .05], and performance under
pressure [see Table 14; €$)=17.54, p < .05]. For coping with adversitynecmf the
three individual predictors were statistically sfgrant, yet higher service scores were
marginally related to lower coping with adversigpees (b=-.15). For performance under
pressure, all three individual predictors wereistigtlly significant. Higher service scores
were related to higher performance under presaunes (b=. 24), while lower
trust/inclusion (b=-.46) and humility (b=-.22) sesrwere related to higher performance
under pressure scores. For the majority of theetghlariables, the SL subscales did not add
significantly to model prediction.

Athlete HLM results. Six HLM models were estimated to address Athlegpdtheses
1,2,7,and 8 (AH-1, AH-2, AH-7, and AH-8) see Teab13-28). These hypotheses focus on
mastery climate in Model 3, whereas five HLM modetre estimated to address Athlete
Hypotheses 3 and 4 (AH-3, AH-4; see Tables 29-Bleg¢se hypotheses include the
performance climate in Model 3. Models 1 and 2theesame for both sets of models.
Model 1, which included just the grand interceppws the expected athlete outcome value
(i.e., coping with stress subscale; sport configesubscales; athlete satisfaction subscale;

intrinsic motivation; incremental learning beliefask orientation; and sport anxiety
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subscales) within the athlete sample without amgligtors in the model. The intra-class
correlations represent the percent of athlete sadue to the between coach variation. Table
15 shows each percentage by athlete variable. Mopivided the -2 Log-Likelihood
values used in calculating the Chi-Square Testefifference in Log-Likelihoods

between consecutive models (e.g., Model 1 comparétbdel 2).

Model 2 tests whether the addition of athlete cttaréstics (i.e., age, years with
team, years with coach) added significant predictibathletes’ psychosocial outcomes (i.e.,
coping with adversity, sport confidence, intrinsiotivation, athlete satisfaction,
incremental learning beliefs, task orientationsport anxiety). The Likelihood Difference
Test was not statistically significant for any bétathlete variables.

Model 5 (mastery climate models) examined whetheraddition of coach
characteristics (i.e., age, gender, years with téiaanse level) added significant prediction
of athlete variable scores, controlling for theleti level predictors entered in prior models.
The Likelihood Difference Test was significant farysical sport confidence (see Table 16;
Chi? (4)=11.10, p<. 05). Coach age was negativelyedl& physical sport confidence (b=-
.02), as well as athlete age (b=-.17). Licensellesas positively related to physical sport
confidence (b=.07). For the rest of the variabéssed, no significant prediction was added.

Model 4 (performance climate models) examined wéretie addition of four coach
characteristics added significant prediction ofetthvariable scores, controlling for the
athlete level predictors entered in prior modekssitts demonstrated no significant

prediction enhancement to the model.
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AH-1 hypothesized that perceptions of a mastery inaitonal climate should be
positively and significantly related to coping wistress, sport confidence, athlete
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, task orientatig and incremental ability beliefs.

AH-2 predicted that perceptions of a mastery motigaal climate should be
negatively related to sport anxiety, ego orientati@nd entity ability beliefsModel 3
provides the key test of Hypotheses AH-1 and AlA2ich showed that mastery climate has
a statistically significant relationship to ninetbé fifteen athlete variables based on the
Likelihood Difference Test, as seen individuallyTiables 13-28. The variables included
are: (a) coping with adversity (Table 13), (b) periance under pressure (Table 14), (c)
physical sport confidence (Table 16), (d) cognigpert confidence (Table 17),

(e) resilience confidence (Table 18), (f) teamssatition (Table 19), (g) athlete satisfaction
(Table 20), (h) intrinsic motivation (Table 21i), 4nd task orientation (Table 22). For
example, the variable coping with adversity hagyaiicant relationship with mastery
climate based on the Likelihood Difference TestifGh)=6.66, p < .05], with mastery
climate positively related to coping with adverdityr. 18). For AH-1, all predictions were
found significant except incremental learning Wslievhereas for AH-2, no significant
predictors were found, however the relationship iwake negative direction for entity
learning beliefs (Table 24), ego orientation (T&k#@, somatic trait anxiety (Table 26), trait
worry (Table 27), and trait concentration disrupt(@able 28).

AH-3 hypothesized that perceptions of a performamaetivational climate should
be negatively related to coping with stress, smomfidence, athlete satisfaction, intrinsic

motivation, and incremental ability beliefs.
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AH-4 predicted that perceptions of a performance twational climate should be
positively related to sport anxiety, ego orientatj@and entity ability beliefs. (see Tables
29-36).Model 3 provided a key test of AH-3 and AH-4, destoating that performance
motivational climate was significantly related tognitive sport confidence (Table 31),
resilience sport confidence (Table 32), team peréorce satisfaction (Table 33), somatic
trait anxiety (Table 34), worry trait anxiety (Tal35), and concentration disruption (Table
36) based on the Likelihood Difference Test. Penfamce motivational climate was
negatively related to cognitive sport confidence-(b6), resilience confidence (b=-.24), and
team performance satisfaction (b=-.31). Performanggvational climate was positively
related to somatic trait anxiety (b=. 23), wormitianxiety (.39), and trait concentration
disruption (b=. 39). No significant relationship swdemonstrated between performance
motivational climate and nine athlete variableging with adversity, performance under
pressure, physical sport confidence, individuafgrenance satisfaction, incremental ability
beliefs, intrinsic motivation, task orientationcegrientation, and entity ability beliefs.

AH-5 hypothesized that after adjusting for athletbaracteristics, athletes’
perceptions of the coaches’ servant leadership dddee positively and significantly
related to the mastery climatésee Table 29). The results from Model 3 demorestrait
the athlete-perceived coach servant leadershigged\statistically significant prediction of
the mastery climate [CHB)=78.73, p < .001]. Examining individual predictpathlete-
reported coach trust/inclusion was significantlg gositively related to the mastery climate
adjusting for all other predictors in the modelthl&te-reported coach humility and service

were not significant and were in the negative diogg as individual predictors.
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AH-6 hypothesized that after adjusting for athletbaracteristics, the athletes’
perceptions of the coaches’ servant leadership dddee negatively and significantly
related to the performance clima{gsee Table 37). The results from Model 3 demorestrat
that athlete-perceived coach servant leadershyaged statistically significant prediction of
the performance climate [C8)=29.88, p < .001]. Examining individual predictpathlete-
reported coach trust/inclusion was significantly aegatively related to the performance
climate, adjusting for all other predictors in thedel. Athlete-reported coach humility was
not significant and related in a negative directwwhereas service also was not significant
and in the positive direction.

Similarly, AH-7 predicted that after adjusting faathlete characteristics,
perceptions of motivational climate, and coach chateristics, athletes’ perceptions of
coaches’ servant leadership should be positively amgnificantly related to coping with
stress, sport confidence, athlete satisfactionrimsic motivation, incremental ability
beliefs, and task motivation.

Additionally, AH-8 hypothesized that after adjusgrfor athlete characteristics,
perceptions of motivational climate, and coach chateristics, athletes’ perceptions of
coaches’ servant leadership dimensions should bgateely related to sport anxiety, ego
orientation, and entity ability beliefs (see Tabl&8-28).

Model 4 tested Hypothesis AH-7 and AH-8 whetheratdition of athlete-reported
coach servant leadership dimensions predicts atptchosocial outcomes. Overall, for
AH-7, the three dimensions of athlete-reported haarvant leadership were significantly
and positively related to coping with adversity lfleal3), performance under pressure

(Table 14), physical sport confidence (Table 16yrstive sport confidence (Table 17),
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resilience sport confidence (Table 18), team satigin (Table 19), individual satisfaction
(Table 20), intrinsic motivation (Table 21), tagkemtation (Table 22), and incremental
ability beliefs (Table 23) based on the Likelihdodiference Test. For AH-8, the three
measures of athlete-reported coach servant leapevsine significantly and negatively
related to three of the five subscales: entityighileliefs (Table 24), trait worry (Table 27),
and trait concentration disruption (Table 28) basedhe Likelihood Difference Test.
However, there was variability in individual subleceelationships. Coping with adversity
(Table 13; CHi(3)=11.65, p<.05) showed a significant relationshifh all three subscales
but a positive relationship was evident with tmmetusion (b=.13) and humility (b=.09) and
a negative relationship with service (b=-.13). f@@nance under pressure (see Table 14;
Chi?(3)=10.96, p < .05) revealed only athlete-repodeach humility was related to higher
performance under pressure scores (b=.11). Thessign coefficient indicates that a one
unit increase in humility was related to a .11 @ase in PUP. The addition of athlete-
reported coach servant leadership explained 0%eofdmaining between-coach variance
and another 5% of the within-student variance ilPRdores. Physical sport confidence
(Table 16; CHi(3)=15.11; p< .05 ) showed that athlete-reporteathaservice was the only
significant subscale score (b=.13). Cognitive sportfidence (Table 17; Ci{B)=16.80, p<
.001) demonstrated no individual subscales thae wmgnificant predictors. With the
addition of athlete-reported coach servant leadestores, athlete age was a significant
negative predictor of resilience sport confidertwe- (15). Additionally, the model was
significant [Table 18; CR{3)=11.36 p< .01], with trust/inclusion the onlybseale that was
a significant predictor (b=.20). Both subscalesdatisfaction were predicted by athlete-

reported coach servant leadership. Individual fsati®n was significant (Table 20;
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Chi%(3)=17.34, p< .001), with trust/inclusion the oslybscale reaching significance
(b=.27). Team satisfaction (Table 19; &B)=22.57, p< .001) also revealed that
trust/inclusion was the only subscale that wagaiscant predictor (b=.33). Intrinsic
motivation (Table 21) was significantly predictegitbe addition of athlete-reported servant
leadership scores [Cii8)=23.79,p< .001 ), with humility (b=.16) and siess(b=.39)
significant predictors. Task orientation (Table 22)s predicted overall as well
[Chi%(3)=19.96,p< .001 ), with trust/inclusion the oslybscale reaching significance
(b=.14). Incremental ability beliefs (Table 23) wasdicted individually by service (b=.11)
and overall by the addition of the athlete-reportedch servant leadership variables
[Chi%(3)=15.76,p< .001). Athlete-reported coach serleandership predicted entity beliefs
(Table 24; CHi(3)=8.83,p< .05 ), although none of the individsiabscales were significant
predictors and they were all related in a negativection. Trait worry (Table 27;
Chi?(3)=11.99,p< .01 ) and trait concentration disruptiTable 28; CA{3)=10.72,p< .05 )
were both significantly predicted by the athletperged SL scores, with trust/inclusion
showing a significant negative relationship (b=-a2t b=-.12, respectively). Ego
orientation and trait somatic anxiety were the dnlg variables not predicted by the

inclusion of athlete-reported coach servant ledderdimensions.
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CHAPTER 4: Discussion

This study examined the impact of coach leaderghifables on motivational
climate and athlete psychosocial outcomes. Analyszs used to examine several specific
relationships, as specified by study hypothesesh Bgipothesis is discussed separately and
limitations and applications to future research prattice identified.

This research had four foci: (1) to examine thatrehship among perceived coach
leadership and emotional intelligence dimensioRpstiq investigate the relationship between
perceived coach leadership dimensions and motivatidimate, (3) to assess the
relationship between motivational climate and d#hjesychosocial outcomes, and (4) to
examine the direct relationship between perceiwettiec leadership and athlete psychosocial
outcomes. All hypotheses also included investiggtie influence of a variety of coach and
athlete demographic variables (e.g., age and dozatse level).

Three categories of hypotheses are discussed.irEhedtegory examines
relationships among coach-only variables. Categanyestigates relationships among
coach and athlete variables. Finally, the thiréégaty assesses associations among athlete-
only variables. These results suggest there agenfig@jor findings. A key finding that was
not originally hypothesized was the lack of relasibip between coach self-perceptions of
servant leadership and the athletes’ perceptiotiseofoaches’ servant leadership. This
finding is consistent with research that coachesat accurate judges of their own
behaviors (Smith & Smoll, 1999). Researchers (Ha&n@ede, 2010; Mersman, &
Donaldson, 2000; Nilsen & Campbell, 1993) have amhed inconsistencies are common
between self and other ratings in a variety of greecluding, contextual performance, task

performance, leader effectiveness, and other agetsirincluding emotional intelligence.
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One method to circumvent this issue is to condGOt&egree analyses in which perceptions
are obtained from multiple sources (i.e., usuddhgé or more respondents, with self,
superiors, peers, and subordinates rating the dilmef interest). A meta-analysis on
emotional intelligence and leadership relationsigygaled strong correlations only when
both surveys were taken by the same source, adtiéself or other/other (Harms & Crede,
2010). Within this research, the discrepancy foaming coach and athlete ratings of coach
servant leadership explains, in part, the lackgriBcant relationships on some of the
following results. Within the following three semtis of hypotheses reviewed, major and
minor findings will be delineated and discussed.

Coach Hypotheses (CH)
Major Findings.

No major findings were demonstrated for the coagiotheses. Coach self-
perceived servant leadership failed to demonséayemajor significant findings with
athlete-perceived motivational climate or a ranfyatblete psychosocial outcomes. While it
is interesting to note how different coach congguelate to each other, if they do not
impact perceived motivational climate or key athletitcomes, then the relationships
identified seem of secondary relevance.

Minor Findings:

CH-1: Emotional intelligence subscales predict cates’ servant leadership
scores.Pearson bivariate correlations demonstrate sigmfipositive relationships among
three of the four El subscales (i.e., self-emo#ippraisal; others emotion appraisal, and use

of emotion) and overall coach servant leadershypesc(see Table 6).
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Through hierarchical linear modeling, results destatied that coaches’ emotional
intelligence predicted their servant leadershipesdviodel 1 included coach demographic
variables and Model 2 included coach emotionalliggnce subscales (see Table 9).
Examining individual predictors shows that self-&imo was positively related to servant
leadership, adjusting for all other predictorsha model, and the combined emotional
intelligence predictors were able to explain anitaltal 47% of the variation in servant
leadership.

These results suggest that emotional intelliges@eskill that contributes to
effective leadership (Goleman, 1998; Goleman ¢28D2; Palmer et al., 2001) and is
consistent with previous research (Nuttall, 2004greasing emotional intelligence may
promote servant leadership characteristics in cagolhich should be a desirable outcome,
particularly for youth and development-focused ¢@ac As predicted, coaches who were
higher in emotional intelligence were also higheservant leadership. Coaches’
perceptions of their ability to regulate emotionsrgvnot significantly related to overall
coach servant leadership. This finding may sugipegtregulation of emotion is a more
challenging skill that takes more time and focuddwelop. Additionally, coaches may not
be intentionally regulating emotions because theyuéilizing strong levels of emotions,
(i.e. excitement or anger), as important motivadldools that demonstrate a positive
investment in team climate and culture and attdeteelopment.

CH-2: Coaches with strong task orientation and incemental learning beliefs
should display higher levels of servant leadershigAs predicted, correlation results
revealed that coaches’ incremental beliefs abdemtand task orientations demonstrated

significant positive relationships with their semtéeadership scores. Additionally,
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hierarchical linear modeling results showed thatatdition of incremental learning beliefs
and task orientation in the model enhanced prexhcif coaches’ servant leadership. Model
1 included coach demographic variables, but theygwet significant predictors of coaches’
servant leadership. Model 2 added incremental llegioeliefs and task orientation (Table
10). While the addition of both variables showesigmificant increment in prediction of
coach servant leadership, examining individual jgteds revealed that incremental beliefs
significantly contributed to the relationship bask orientation did not. Several factors
provide plausible reasons why task orientation ma&sndividually a significant contributor
to the model. It may be that task orientation ditladd enough additional variance above
incremental learning beliefs in the regression ysialbecause the two variables are highly
correlated (i.e., r=. 55, p<. 01; Table 6). Thiplexation is consistent with theory and
research that supports conceptual predictionsathiity beliefs are antecedents of
motivational orientation (Dweck, 1999).

Coaches who possess greater learning beliefs #gdeat and task orientations were
anticipated to have higher servant leadership scditeese results support the hypothesis
that coaches who believe that their abilities amelligence can be changed over time with
effort and persistence, and who place a higheriprion improving, learning, mastering
skills, and striving to best their own performaistandards should be better servant leaders
compared to colleagues with more fixed mindsets.

CH-3: Coaches with entity learning beliefs and egorientations should display
significant negative relationships with servant ledership. Initial correlation results did
not find significant negative relationships amongjtg learning beliefs, ego orientations,

and overall coach servant leadership. Howevendlagionships were in the negative
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direction, meaning that coaches with entity leagrbeliefs and ego orientations had lower
overall servant leadership scores.

Hierarchical regression results revealed similadifigs, with no significant
relationships between ego orientations, entityitgdikeliefs, and servant leadership, even
though the relationship was negative in directsge(Table 11). Model 1 included coach
demographic variables and failed to significantlggict coach SL, whereas Model 2
including coaches’ entity ability beliefs and egeeatation was also negative and
nonsignificant. The mean age of the athletes mshidy was 14.5 years and most of the
coaches possessed a license from U.S. Soccer, wiicles training in developmentally-
appropriate information for how to best coach #gs group using learning-based strategies.
It is likely that the 30 coaches were more focusedieveloping a mastery climate with this
population, which would include more incrementaligbbeliefs and task orientation, thus
prompting coaches to primarily focus on teachingd &aining. These results would be
expected to become more polarized at the collegd, Ilprompting a significant negative
relationship between entity learning beliefs and egentation with overall coach servant

leadership (Biddle et al., 2003, Biddle et al., 999

Coach-Athlete Hypotheses (CAH)
Major Findings
Because athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions difi@netbach servant leadership
scores, the hypotheses between the coach-percaveahnt leadership and the athlete-
perceived motivational climate and psychosociatouotes showed no significant

relationships. Again, the most likely explanatioould be due to inaccuracies in coaches’
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self-perceptions due to social desirability andghmall sample size employed. Although not
specifically hypothesized, the significant relasbip between coach age, license level, and
mastery climate was interesting. The higher thenlse level and the older the coach, the
more likely athletes were to perceive the climaenastery-oriented. It was initially
believed that coaches’ characteristics would infeeethe environment, and this finding
supports the idea that coaches’ beliefs will imghetmotivational climate they create.
Soccer licensing courses focus on developmentpflyapriate activities for each age group
and also include some sport psychololgyroduction to coaching educatioB013).
Through training, coaches are also exposed torbmitehes and recognize that when the
right environment is created, athletes improve nupriekly and effectively. The overall
coach license courses vary from 4-9 days, deperuadirigvel, and include participating and
designing appropriate drills and practices. A mgstémate is modeled for coaches, and
they are afforded the opportunity to experien@nd, in turn, are taught how to create it.
Typically a coach with a higher license level hasgtipipated in several coaching courses,
thus further reinforcing these principles. Pradtioglications of these results focus on the
possible role ability beliefs and motivational origtions may play in the leadership
development process.
Minor Findings

CAH-1: Coach servant leadership should be positivglassociated with higher
mastery motivational climate scoresCorrelations were not run when looking at coach
servant leadership and mastery climate becausmteh and athlete populations represent
vastly different sample sizes. Five models weraupdb test the relationship among coach-

perceived servant leadership subscales and atieeteived mastery motivational climate
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(see Table 12), with only one model providing axgigant increment in prediction
efficiency. Model 2 includes athlete demographidalges, which added no significant
prediction to mastery climate scores, but Modei@®uded coach demographic variables,
which did add significant prediction to masteryr@ite. The older the coach and the higher
the license level the stronger the mastery climdtedel 4 examined the coaches’ servant
leadership, but those variables did not add anyifstgnt prediction to the model. It was
initially surprising that coaches’ servant leadgrstores did not support our hypothesis
that higher scores would predict a mastery climdtevever, coaches may not be accurate
judges of their own behavior, as indicated by prasiresearch (Smith and Smoll, 1997).
Current research suggests that the athletes’ p@yosf their coaches are more significant
predictors of psychosocial outcomes, than are asdelf-perceptions. Smoll and Smith
(1989) also note that “the ultimate effects thatadong behaviors exerts are mediated by the
meaning that players attribute to them” (p. 1527).

CAH-2: Coach servant leadership should be negatiwelassociated with higher
performance motivational climate scoresCAH-2 examined the relationship between
coach-perceived servant leadership and athleteepext performance motivational climate,
with the hypothesis predicting a significant negatielationship. Hierarchical models did
not reveal any significant relationships (see T&alg It is plausible that again coaches are
not accurate judges of their own servant leadersloipsistent with previous research (Smith
and Smoll, 1997). If the initial scores on servaatdership were not accurate, this would
explain why there was not a significant relatiopshith perceived motivational climate, as

rated by the athletes. Additionally, Horn’s (200&)rking model of coaching effectiveness
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notes that athletes’ self-perceptions, attitudestjwation, and performance are mediated by
their perceptions of coaches’ behavior.

CAH-3: Higher levels of servant leadership should & positively and
significantly related to positive psychosocial outtmes.CAH-4: Higher levels of servant
leadership should be negatively and significantlyelated with athletes’ ego orientation,
entity beliefs, and sport anxiety CAH-3 and CAH-4 examined whether high levels of
servant leadership would predict both positive aedative psychosocial outcomes for
athletes, including: coping with adversity, penf@nce under pressure, physical sport
confidence, cognitive sport confidence, resiliegpert confidence, team performance
satisfaction, individual performance satisfactitask orientation, intrinsic motivation,
incremental ability beliefs, ego orientation, enability beliefs, and sport anxiety. Four
models were set up to test each category of pspchautcomes (see Tables 13-22).
Neither Model 2 that included the athlete demogi@périables, nor Model 4 that included
coach demographic variables, contributed signitigain model prediction efficacy. Model
5 examined the addition of coach-perceived seneaatership subscales, but they were
significant model predictors for only two of theyphosocial outcomes, coping with
adversity and performance under pressure. Agambést explanation for these results is
that coaches’ servant leadership does not prettiletta outcomes because coaches don’t
accurately judge their own leadership behaviorsiitsaend Smoll, 1997). It is presumed that
coaches’ perceptions are less likely to change ditwetes do things than athletes’ own
perceptions.

CAH-4 predicted a significant negative relationshipbetween coach-reported

servant leadership scores and less-desirable athdgpsychosocial outcomesncluding:



75

entity ability beliefs, ego orientation, worry trainxiety, somatic trait anxiety, and trait
concentration disruption (see Tables 23-28). Irotords, the higher a coach’s servant
leadership, the lower athletes should score orethegative outcomes. The four models for
each outcome were set up similarly to the CA-3 liypsis. Contrary to the hypothesis,
results indicated no significant relationships. €o&L perceptions were probably
inaccurate due to social desirability, and theseld@mental coaches were less likely to
prompt negative psychosocial outcomes.

Athlete Hypotheses (AH)
Major Findings

Many of the findings within athlete hypotheses wafrgreat interest. Because the
athletes answered all of the surveys, includingbarvant leadership, perceived mastery
climate, and psychosocial outcomes, there were raumesignificant relationships. Of the
most interest was AH-3. When athletes’ perceptamesthe focus the relationships among
servant leadership, motivational climate and a¢hpestychosocial outcomes, all demonstrate
significant increments in prediction efficiency.

AH-3: Athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ servarieadership should show a
significant positive relationship with mastery climate. AH-3 predicted that athlete
perceptions of coaches’ servant leadership wouavshsignificant positive relationship
with mastery climate. As expected, coaches whodatlalétes who perceived them as higher
in servant leadership were more likely to createagtery motivational climate (see Table
29), and the addition of athlete-perceived coachase leadership significantly added to
prediction efficiency of mastery climate scoregetastingly, only the trust/inclusion

subscale was a significant predictor among theetBie subscales. Humility and service
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were related in a negative direction and nonsigaift. The RSLP-S was developed using
college athletes, so potentially the younger atisléi=14.5) in this study did not relate to
or understand the meaning of these questions. idddity, at the younger ages where a
mastery climate is more important, service and itymhay not be valued or needed by
athletes. It may be more important that athletesask, “ Can | trust you?” and “Will you
include me?” at this age level. Potentially, coachéo are higher in the service and
humility subscales should be more valued at higberpetitive levels where competency is
higher and outcomes are more important. An exaipdesubscale question for humility is,
“I don’t look to my position as one of power”. Pot®lly younger athletes might want a
coach who is more directive and seen as the prigh@acision-maker, whereas older athletes
may desire more autonomy. Another possibility mdées may prefer a more autocratic
leadership style at this age. Previous researdit(&Eitzen 1989) examined coaching
styles among high school basketball coaches aningh&ct on win-loss records and found
differences between male and female athletes. Waaseno difference between coaches
with more democratic and authoritarian styles on-less records among high school males.
However, coaches with a more authoritarian stytklaw tolerance for insubordination had
greater organizational effectiveness over time ttwaches with a democratic leadership
style among high school females.

AH-1: Perceptions of a mastery motivational climateshould reveal a significant
positive relationship with coping with stress, spdrconfidence, athlete satisfaction,
intrinsic motivation, and incremental learning beliefs. Another major finding consistent
with previous research was AH-1. AH-1 predicted thastery motivational climate would

predict positive psychosocial outcomes; includilglity to cope with stress, sport
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confidence, individual and team satisfaction, inoeatal learning beliefs, task orientation,
and intrinsic motivation (see Tables 13,14; 16-23)predicted, athlete-perceived mastery
climate was significantly related in the hypothesizirection with nine of the ten positive
athlete psychosocial outcomes. A mastery climatmésthat emphasizes learning and
growth, so it was hypothesized that athletes iraatery climate would be higher in coping
with adversity, performance under pressure, spmrtidence, athlete satisfaction, intrinsic
motivation, and task orientation (Balaguer, DudaC&spo, 1999; Balaguer et al., 2002;
Harwood, Spray, & Keegan, 2008; Newton, Duda, &,¥26800; Ommundsen, 2001a;
Pensgaard & Roberts, 2000; Treasure & Roberts,)200dstery climate was not
significantly related to incremental ability beBefa not completely surprising finding.
Research demonstrates that beliefs about talenpencéptions of motivational climate are
independent motivational constructs that both imhpagnitive, affective, and behavioral
outcomes (Roberts, 2001). Roberts and Treasur@)J@&ited that at younger ages,
perceptions of the motivational climate influencg#ommes more than personal beliefs,
because they are still in the process of developergonal theories of achievement.
Minor Findings

AH-2: Perceptions of a mastery motivational climateshould demonstrate a
significant negative relationship with sport anxiey, ego orientation, and entity learning
beliefs.AH-2 predicted that a mastery climate would dem@tsta significant negative
relationship with negative psychosocial outcomesluiding: entity ability beliefs, ego
orientation, somatic trait anxiety, worry trait aety, and trait concentration disruption (see
Tables 24-28). Again, no significant relationshiyere found for these negative

psychosocial outcomes. However, the results weéia #ie negative direction. Although
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these results were contrary to predictions, mastiémate may be less impactful on negative
psychosocial outcomes due to the younger age dttiietes in this study. Additionally,
relatedness as one of the needs of intrinsic mativanay impact these outcomes. Teenage
girls may care about what their teammates or soetlork thinks, so the mastery
environment may not be strong enough to overrideakperceptions.

AH-4: Athletes’ perceptions of coaches’ servant &lership should reveal a
significant positive relationship with coping with stress, sport confidence, athlete
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, incremental leaning beliefs, and task motivation.

As predicted, results for AH-4 were largely suppdrtit was predicted that athlete-
perceived coach servant leadership would predisitigpe athlete psychosocial outcomes
(see Tables 13-22). The addition of athlete-pesmkzoach servant leadership in the model
predicted significant increments in prediction fime of ten positive psychosocial
outcomes, including: performance under pressuignitee sport confidence, physical skills
confidence, resilience confidence, individual $atigon, team satisfaction, intrinsic
motivation, task orientation, and incremental &pitieliefs. These results are consistent with
Horn’s (2002) working model of coaching effectiveaghat posits athletes’ perceptions of
coaches’ behaviors should mediate their self-péimeq attitudes, motivation, and
performance. These findings are also consistetit pvévious research conducted by
Hammermeister and colleagues (2006) that founchaaxdiion between athlete-perceived
coach servant leadership and athlete psychosadiebmes.

AH-5: Athletes’ perceptions of coaches’ servant letership should demonstrate
a significant negative relationship with sport anxety, ego orientation, and entity ability

beliefs.AH-5 predicted that athlete-perceived coach serleatership would be inversely
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related with negative psychosocial outcomes (séde$23-28). The findings were varied.
A significant negative relationship was found besaw&L and entity ability beliefs, worry
trait anxiety, and trait concentration disruptiarmereas no relationship was found between
SL and ego orientation and somatic trait anxietydiionally, the proposed negative
relationship was not consistent among all the senemdership subscales. Trust/Inclusion
was the only subscale to contribute significantft®on efficacy for worry trait anxiety and
trait concentration disruption. The trust/inclusgubscale items address whether the coach
is trustworthy and includes the athlete so theyagegn the team in a personally
meaningful way. It would seem logical that if atiele can trust the coach and feel included
that they could reduce negative thoughts, whichtegdocus of worry trait anxiety and trait
concentration disruption.

AH-6: Perceptions of a performance motivational clinate (PMC) should show a
significant negative relationship with coping withstress subscales, sport confidence
subscales, athlete satisfaction, intrinsic motivabin, task orientation and incremental
ability beliefs. The results for AH-6 were varied. Only four oétten subscales were
predicted more accurately by the perception ofrfopmance climate. Results revealed a
significant negative relationship among PMC, cagaiind resilience sport confidence, as
well as team satisfaction (see Tables 31-33). Moexhes in the study created a perceived
mastery climate, prompting it to be more powerfulathlete outcomes than the
performance climate, although all relationshipseniarthe predicted negative direction.
Consistent with previous research, performanceatkmnwas not related to coping with
adversity, performance under pressure, individaasfction, intrinsic motivation, and task

orientation (Balaguer, Duda, & Crespo, 1999; BoosdCruz, Torregrosa & Valiente, 2004,
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Kavussanu & Roberts, 1996; Liukkonen, Telama & Bdd998; Parish & Treasure, 2003;
Treasure & Roberts, 2001; Whitehead, Andree, & RO4).

AH-7: Perceptions of a performance motivational clinate should reveal a
significant positive relationship with sport anxiey, ego orientation, and entity ability
beliefs. As predicted in AH-7, the perception of performamaotivational climate
demonstrated a significant positive increment edpstion for all three subscales of sport
anxiety (see Tables 34-36). This finding is comsistvith research that shows a
motivational climate based on outcomes, and naowtiroincreases anxiety for athletes
(Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000; Newton & Duda, 1999 ,0Nimanis & Biddle, 1998; Escarti &
Guiterrez, 2001; Papaioannou & Kouli, 1999; Pensj&Roberts, 2000; Walling, Duda,
& Chi, 1993). Additionally, anxiety would seem te more likely to be changed quickly
compared to entity ability beliefs and ego orieiotat

AH-8: Athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ servarieadership should
demonstrate a significant negative relationship wh performance climate.AH-8
examined whether athlete-perceived coach servadetship would have a significant
negative relationship with performance motivatiociahate (see Table 37). As predicted,
coach SL significantly contributed to model prediotfor athlete-perceived motivational
climate. The only individually significant subsca¥as trust/inclusion in the negative
direction. In other words, if coaches were not pefed by their athletes as being
trustworthy or inclusive, they were likely to sttue a stronger performance climate that

focused on outcomes over skill mastery.
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Summary

Of greatest interest was the lack of congruencedmt coach and athlete ratings on
coach servant leadership. Initially using coachepmed servant leadership scores for
analysis, proposed relationships were not foundden coach leadership and motivational
climate or athlete psychosocial outcomes. Howewnvbgn using the athlete perceptions of
coach servant leadership, most of the proposetiaeships were supported. Athlete-
perceived coach servant leadership predicted nyadlierate, and mastery climate predicted
most of the hypothesized athlete psychosocial oso Additionally, the athlete-perceived
coach servant leadership predicted most of thetatlplsychosocial outcomes directly.
Another major finding was the demographic datahlie coach age and license level
significant predictors of mastery climate. Congisteith previous research, mastery climate
predicted positive psychosocial outcomes. Findfig,trust/inclusion subscale was the only
SL subscale predictor of mastery climate and peréorce climate. It seems that athletes
don’t care what the coaches know, until they knbat toaches care.

Limitations

Self-report measures were used to assess coaanmeaht leadership and emotional
intelligence rather than more objective assessstegiiegies. Athletes varied widely in age
from 13 to 18. The small coach sample size (coanh88) was also a limitation that needs
corrected in future research. The instruments eyapldn this study were not all created for
this age group and may not apply to the adolestarter environment as much as needed to
demonstrate consistent relationships. The RevisedaBt Leadership in Sport (RSLP) scale
was written for college-aged athletes, and the&lbs might not all have been appropriate

for younger athletes, focusing more on developmelated aspects of sport.
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Data collection at a tournament may have had gaaton the quality of responses.
The focus may not have been understanding and aingypiestions, because the players
were between games and focused on other thingssurliey was also fairly long for the
athletes (100 questions), taking approximately 2@uites, so fatigue or boredom may have
influenced responses. Some respondents may nofflifvesad all the questions, leading to
response inaccuracy, and different instructionssafiscale lengths across the survey may
have also impacted motivation and/or understanding.

Future Directions

This research reinforced current research (Baladueita, & Crespo, 1999;
Boixados, Cruz, Torregrosa & Valiente, 2004; Kaamss& Roberts, 1996; Liukkonen,
Telama & Biddle, 1998; Parish & Treasure, 2003;a6tee & Roberts, 2001; Whitehead,
Andree, & Lee, 2004) on the importance of motivadiloclimate on appropriate athlete
psychosocial outcomes. It also highlights the ingraece of finding accurate coach measures
and the need to analyze this type of data using reophisticated strategies such as HLM
when athletes are nested within coaches. Prevtatistecal methods that don’t account for
multi-levels are limited due to inability to acctely measure specific effects that are not
contaminated by other factors, thus inflating Typeror. Finding ways to capture how the
individual experiences the context created by trech must be a priority, prompting greater
use of hierarchical methods. Also, capturing adeudata is important. So finding ways to
use a 360-degree analysis of the coach (i.e.tathleoach, assistant coaches, and
supervisor) as well as using concrete observalilawbers to assess key constructs of
interest may be advised. Use of a 360-degree agptoaassess coach servant leadership

and emotional intelligence has been recommendestdlg developers. Isolating research to
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a specific age range and use of a larger sampdeawhes is also needed. Different
developmental stages are evident over the couradadéscence, and it may be more
appropriate to isolate to a 1-2 year age range wiigally assessing leadership factors that
impact athlete psychosocial outcomes. A need toneeadifferent sports and genders is
also recommended for future research.

This data suggests that US Youth Soccer licensigses are effective at creating a
mastery climate. Research that identifies whatifipalty is being done to teach that
mastery climate process is needed. Research nestsytat the forefront of coach
development to ensure that coaches understandsandevelop skills that will provide
athletes with the appropriate motivational clim@tessist growth on and off the field.
Research also should look to monitor the educationess across the board so the best and
most appropriate strategies are consistently tanrghin all sports and across gender and
age groups in order to inform practice.

It is particularly interesting to note that how cbas view their own servant
leadership and how the athletes view the coacleegaat leadership was highly
inconsistent. When examining factors that conteliotathlete psychosocial outcomes, it is
most salient to consider a composite (i.e., 360akegnalysis) perception of the
environment and coaches leadership. Underlying nofitihe motivational climate is the
leadership of the coach, particularly whether ttidete can trust and count on the coach in
the environment. Research that examines ways tla@hes can increase the perception of
trust/inlusion is important for follow-up studies.

Practical implications for athletic directors, diters of coaching, and coach

supervisors is to discuss rater discrepanciestivéltoaches. Brutus, Fleenor, and Tisak
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(1996) suggest that identification of discrepaneaiesan important part of the coach
developmental process, and future research is dgedeetter inform the standardization of

the rating process, emphasizing coach developragmrthan evaluation.



85

References

Ames, C. (1984). Achievement attributions and sefructions under competitive and
individualistic goal structuredournal of educational psychologg6(3), 478

Ames, C. (1992). Achievement goals, motivationahate, and motivational processes.
In G. C. Roberts (Ed.Motivation in sport and exercigep. 161-176). Champaign,
IL: Human Kinetics.

Ames, C., & Archer, J. (1988). Achievement goalthie classroom: Students’ learning
strategies and motivation processksirnal of Educational Psychology, 8%0-
267.

Amorose, A. J. (2003). Reflected appraisals andgreed importance of significant
others’ appraisals as predictors of college atbletelf-perceptions of competence.
Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 6@-70.

Amorose, A. J., & Anderson-Butcher, D. (2007). Augany-supportive coaching and
self-determined motivation in high school and cgpdiethletes: A test of self-
determination theoryPsychology of Sport and Exercigs 654-670.

Anderson, K.P. (2005) ‘A Correlational Analysis®érvant Leader ship and Job
Satisfaction in a Religious Educational Organizd@ti®issertation Abstracts
International 66(01), 3162292,

Atwater, L. E., & Yammarino, F. J. (1992). Doesfs#her agreement on leadership
perceptions moderate the validity of leadership perdormance predictions?

Personnel Psychology, 4541-164.



86

Balaguer, I., Duda, J. L., Atienza, F. L., & May®, (2002). Situational and dispositional
goals as predictors of perceptions of individual sgam improvement satisfaction
and coach ratings among elite female handball teBeyxhology ofSport and
Exercise 3, 293-308.

Balaguer, I., Duda, J. L., Crespo, M. (1999). Matignal climate and goal orientations
as predictors of perceptions of improvement, satigdn and coach ratings among
tennis playersScandinavian Journal of Medicine and Sciencepors, 9, 381-388.

Barling, J., Weber, T., & Kelloway, E. K. (1996)ffécts of transformational leadership
training on attitudinal and financial outcomes:i&ld experimentJournal of
Applied Psychology, 8 B27-832.

Bar-On, R. (1997)BarOn EQ-i technical manualloronto, Canada: Psychological
Assessment Resources.

Bar-On, R., & Parker, J. D. A. (1997). Introductidm R. Bar-On & J. D. A. Parker
(Eds.),Handbook of emotional intelligence—xv. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bass, B. M. (1985).eadership and performance beyond expectatiNesv York: The
Free Press.

Bass, B. M. (1998)Transformational leadership: Industrial, militargnd educational
impact Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Bass, B. M. (2000). The future of leadership inhé&ag organizationslournal of
Leadership Studies, I2-21.

Batten, J. (1998). Servant-leadership. A passi@etee. In L. Spears (EdIhsights on

Leadership(pp. 38-53). New York: Wiley & Sons.



87

Bennett, J. (2001). Trainers as leaders of learflirgning and Development, 582-45.

Bennis, W. (2003)On becoming a leadeNew York, NY: Basic Books.

Biddle, S. J. H. (1997). Current trends in spor arercise psychology researdine
Psychologist: Bulletin of the British Psychologi&@dciety, 1063—69.

Biddle, S. J. H., Soos, I., & Chatzisarantis, NN99). Predicting physical activity
intentions using a goal perspectives approachugysvf Hungarian youth.
Scandinavian Journal of Medicine and Science inSp8, 353-357.

Biddle, S. J. H., Wang, C. K. J., Chatzisarantisl.ND., & Spray, C. M. (2003).
Motivation for physical activity in young peoplentty and incremental beliefs
concerning athletic abilitydournal of Sports Sciences,,2[73-989.

Black, A. E., & Deci, E. L. (2000). The effectsiabktructors’ autonomy support and
students’ autonomous motivation on learning orgahemistry: A self-
determination theory perspectiv&cience Education, 8440-756.

Boixados, M., Cruz, J., Torregrosa, M., & Valiente(2004). Relationships among
motivational climate, satisfaction, perceived apiand fair play attitudes in youth
soccer playerslournal of Applied Sport Psychology, B8§1-317.

Bommer, W. H., Dierdorff, E. C., & Rubin, R. S. (0. Does prevalence mitigate
relevance? The moderating effect of group-level @@Employee performance.
Academy of Management Journal, 3881-1494.

Bowie, N. (2000) ‘Business Ethics, Philosophy, #melNext 25 Years’, Business Ethics
Quarterly 10(1): 7-20.

Boyatzis, R., Goleman, D., & Rhee, K. (2000). Emmotand perspective in sport.

International Journal of Sport Psychology, 38-60.



88

Brown, F. W., & Moshavi, D. (2005). Transformatidteadership and emotional
intelligence: A potential pathway for an increasederstanding of personal
influence.Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2867-871.

Buchan, L. H. (1998). Servant leadership: A mddefuture faculty and future
institutions.Journal of Leadership Studies, B4-125.

Carr, S. (2006). An examination of multiple goad<hildren’s physical education:
Motivational effects of goal profiles and the rolieperceived climate in multiple
goal developmentlournal of Sports Sciences, 281-297.

Carson, K. D., & Carson, P. P. (1998). Career camemt, competencies, and
citizenshipJournal of Career Assessment%j, 195-208.

Carson, K. D., Carson, P., & Philips, J. S. (199he ABCs of collaborative change
Chicago: American Library Association.

Caruso, D.R., & Wolfe, C.J. (2004). Emotional ifitgdnce and leadership development.
In D.V. Day, S.J. Zaccaro, & S.M. Halpin, (Edds.¢ader development for
transformingorganizations: Growing leaders for tomorrdyp. 237-263). Mahwah,
NJ: Erlbaum.

Cecchini, J. A., Gonzalez, C., Carmona, A. M., &@eras, O. (2004). Relationships
among motivational climate achievement goals,mstd motivation, self-confidence,
anxiety, and mood in young sport playd?sicothema, 16104-109.

Cerit, Y. (2009).The effects of servant leadership behaviours odaicprincipals on
teachers’ job satisfactioiducational Management Administration and Leadgrshi

37,600-623.



89

Cervello, E. M., & Santos-Rosa, F. J. (2001). Matiion in sport: an achievement goal
perspective in young Spanish recreational athl&esceptual and Motor Skills, 92,
527-534.

Cervello, E., Santos Rosa, F. J., Calvo, T. G.edea, R., & Iglesias, D. (2007). Young
tennis players’ competitive task involvement andgrenance: The role of goal
orientations, contextual motivational climate, @e@ch-initiated motivation climate.
Journal of Applied Sport Psycholaggho, 304-321.

Charbonneau, D., Barling, J., & Kelloway, E. K. (). Transformational leadership and
sports performance: The mediating role of intrimativation.Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 31521-1534.

Chelladurai, P. (2007). Leadership in sports. ITénenbaum & R.C. Eklund (Eds.),
Handbook of Sport Psycholo@§* ed.) (pp. 113-135). Morgantown, WV: Fitness
information Technology.

Cherniss, C. (2000). Social and emotional competéamthe workplace. In R. Bar-On, &
J. D. A. Parker (Eds.Jhe handbook of emotional intelligence: Theory,
development, assessment, and application at hathepk and in the workplace
(pp. 433-458). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Chi, L. (2004). Achievement goal theory. In T. Mer& J. Summers (Eds.yport
psychology: Theory, applications, and iss(@€ ed., pp. 152—174). Milton,
Australia: Wiley.

Chiu, C. Y., Dweck, C. S., Tong, J. Y., Fu, J. EBY7). Implicit theories and conceptions

of morality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 933-940.



90

Coatsworth, J. D., & Conroy, D. E. (2009). The eféeof autonomy-supportive
coaching, need satisfaction, and self-perceptiongitiative and identity in youth
swimmersDevelopmental Psychology, ,4320-328.

Collins, J. (2001)Good to greatNew York: Harper Collins.

Connelly, M. S., Gilbert, J. A., Zaccaro, S. J.rdlfall, K. V., Marks, M. A., & Mumford,
M. D. (2000). Exploring the relationship of lead@psskills and knowledge to
leader performancéeadership Quarterly, 165-86.

Conroy, D. E., & Coatsworth, J. D. (2006). Coachrting as a strategy for promoting
youth social developmenthe Sport Psychologist, 2028-144.

Conroy, D. E., & Coatsworth, J. D. (2006). Enhagdine self-esteem of youth
swimmers through coach training: Gender and age&sfPsychology of Sport
and Exercise, ,7/173-192

Conroy, D. E., Willow, J., & Metzler, J. (2002). Midimensional fear of failure
measurement: The Performance Failure Appraisahliove. Journal of Applied
Sport Psychology, 146-90.

Cote, J., Salmela, J., & Russell, S. (1995). ThmKedge of high-performance
gymnastic coaches: Methodological framewdrke Sport Psychologist, 85-75.

Covey, S. R. (2002). Servant-leadership and comiyilgadership in the 21st century. In
L. C. Spears & M. Lawrence (EdsBpcus on leadership: Servant-leadership for the
21% century (pp. 27-33New York: Wiley & Sons.

Currall, S. C., & Epstein, M. J. (2003). The Fragibf Organizational Trust:

Lessons From the Rise and Fall of EnfOnganizational Dynamics32(2), 193-206.



91

Cury, F., Biddle, S. H., Famose, J. P., Goudas3drrazin, P., & Durand, M. (1996).
Personal and situational factors influencing irgigninterest of adolescent girls in
physical education: A structural equation modehnglysis Educational
Psychology, 6(), 293-309.

Cury, F., Da Fonseca, D., Rufo, M., & Sarrazin(@02). Perceptions of competence,
implicit theory of ability, perception of motivatal climate, and achievement goals:
A test of the trichotomous conceptualization of@sément of achievement
motivation in the physical education settiRgrceptual and Motor Skills, 9233—
244,

Dai, D. Y., Moon, S., & Feldhusen, J. (1998). Acl@ment motivation and gifted
students: A social cognitive perspectizelucational Psychologist, 335-63.

Davis, M., Stankov, L., & Roberts, R. D. (1998). &rmonal intelligence: In search of an
elusive constructlournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 989—-1015.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985)ntrinsic motivation and self-determination in huma
behaviour.New York: Plenum.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The ‘what’ andhy’ of goal pursuits: Human needs
and the self-determination of behaviodsychological Inquiry, 11227—-268.

De Cieri, H., Holmes, B., Abbott, J. and Pettit(d005). Achievements and challenges
for work/life balance strategies in Australian argations.nternational Journal
of Human Resource Management, 9@;-103.

Dennis, R.S. (2004) Servant leadership theory: [gveent of the servant leadership

assessment instrumeblissertation Abstracts Internationad5(5): 3133544.



92

Dennis, R., & Winston, B. C. (2003). A factor arsasyof Page and Wong'’s servant
leadership instrumeniteadership and Organization Development Journal,
24, 455-459.

De Pree, M. (1989).eadership is an ariNY: Doubleday.

Digelidis, N., Papaioannou, A., Laparidis, K., &@&odolidis, T. (2003). A one-year
intervention in ¥ grade physical education classes aiming to charajational
climate and attitudes towards exercBsychology of Sport and Exercise 195-
210.

Dingman, W.W. and Stone, A.G. (2006). Servant lestdp’s role in the succession
planning process: A case studiyternational Journal of Leadership Studies,
2(2): 98-113.

Drury, S. (2004) Employee perceptions of servaatiéeship: Comparisons by level
and with job satisfaction and organizational commeitt.Dissertation
Abstracts Internationalb5(9): 3146724.

Dorobantu, M., & Biddle, S. (1997). The influendesduational and individual goals on
intrinsic motivation of Romanian adolescents towggrtysical educatiofzuropean
Yearbook of Sport Psychology,148-165.

Drury, S. (2004) Employee perceptions of servaatiéeship: Comparisons by level
and with job satisfaction and organizational commeitt.Dissertation
Abstracts Internationalb5(9): 3146724.

Duda, J. L. (1987). Toward a developmental thedrghddren's motivation in sport.

Journal of sport psycholog9(2).



93

Duda, J. L. (1989). Relationship between task ayjedagientation and the perceived purpose
of sport among high school athlet@surnal of Sport & Exercise Psycholgdy(3).

Duda, J. L. (1996). Maximizing motivation in spartd physical education among children
and adolescents: The case for greater task invameQuest 48(3), 290-302.

Duda, J. L. (2001). Achievement goal research artspPushing the boundaries and
clarifying some misunderstandingsdvances in motivation in sport and exercise
129 182.

Duda, J. L. (2005). Motivation in sport: The relaga of competence and achievement
goals. In A. J. Elliot & C. S. Dweck (EdsHandbook of competence and motivation
(pp. 318-335). New York: Guilford Press.

Duda, J. L., Chi, L., Newton, M. L., Walling, M. D& Catley, D. (1995). Task and ego
orientation and intrinsic motivation in spalnternational Journal of Sport
Psychology, 2640-63.

Duda, J. L., Fox, S., Biddle, S., & Armstrong, N992). Children's achievement goals
and beliefs about success in spBritish Journal of Educational Psychology, 62,
313.

Duda, J. L., & Nicholls, J. G. (1992). Dimensiorisaohievement motivation in
schoolwork and sporfournal of Educational Psychology, ,890-299.

Duda, J. L., & White, S. A. (1992). Goal orientaisoand beliefs about the causes of
success among elite athletéhe Sport Psychologist, 834-343.

Duda, J. L., & Whitehead, J. (1998). Measuremergoafl perspectives in the physical

domain.Advances in sport and exercise psychology measute21e48



94

Dweck, C. S., (1986). Motivational processes aifgctearning American Psychologist,
41,1040-1048.

Dweck, C. S. (19995elf-theories and goals: Their role in motivatipeysonality, and
developmentPhiladelphia: Taylor& Francis.

Dweck, C. S., Chiu, C., & Hong, Y. (1995a). Implitheories and their role in judgments
and reactions: A world from two perspectivesychological Inquiry, 6267—285.

Dweck, C. S., Chiu, C., & Hong, Y. (1995b). Imptlitheories: Elaboration and extension
of the modelPsychological Inquiry, 6322—-333.

Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-odtgye approach to motivation and
personalityPsychological Review, 9256-273.

Ehrhart, M. G. (2004). Leadership and procedurstige climate as antecedents of unit-
level organizational citizenship behavi®ersonnel Psycholog,/,61-94
Einarsen, S. (1999). ‘The nature and causes ofihglat work’.International Journal of

Manpower 20, 16-27.

Elliot, A. J. (1997). Integrating the “classic” ahtbntemporary” approaches to
achievement motivation: A hierarchical model of mjygzh and avoidance
achievement motivation. In M. L. Maehr & P. R. Piicit (Eds.)Advances in
motivation and achieveme(gp. 143-179). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Elliot, A. J., & McGregor, H. A. (2001). A 2x 2 aelvement goal frameworkiournal of
personality and social psycholo®B0(3), 501.

Epstein, J. L. (1989). Family structures and sttidsstivation: A developmental
perspective. In C. Ames & R. Ames (Ed®gsearch on motivation in education

(pp. 259-295). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.



95

Erdley, C. S., & Dweck, C. S. (1993). Children'gliit personality theories as
predictors of their social judgmenGhild Development, 64863-878.

Escarti, A., & Gutierrez, M. (2001). Influence bkt motivational climate in physical
education on the intention to practice physicablagtor sport.European Journal of
Sport Sciences, 1;12.

Extremera, N., & Fernandez-Berrocal, P. (2002)aRah of perceived emotional
intelligence and health-related quality of liferofddle-aged womerPsychological
Reports91(1), 47-59.

Extremera, N., & Fernandez-Berrocal, P. (2005)c&eged emotional intelligence and
life satisfaction: Predictive and incremental veilidising the Trait Meta-Mood
Scale Personality and Individual Difference39,937-948.

Fineman, S. (1996). Emotional subtexts in corpagageningOrganization Studied 7(3),
479-500.

Fineman, S. (2004). Getting the measure of emotiane-the cautionary tale of
emotional intelligenceduman Relations, 57,19-740.

Franiuk, R., Cohen, D., & Pomerantz, E. M. (2002plicit theories of relationships:
Implications for relationship satisfaction and lendy. Personal Relationships, 9,
345-367.

Frost, P. J. (2003Y.oxic emotions at work: How compassionate manalganslle pain
and conflict.Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Publications.

Gagne, M., Ryan, R. M., & Bargmann, K. (2003). Agaomy support and need
satisfaction and well-being in gymnasisurnal of Applied Sport Psychology,, 15

372-390.



96

Gano-Overway, L. A., Guivernau, M., Magyar, T. M/aldron, J. J., & Ewing, M. E.
(2005). Achievement goal perspectives, perceptdrise motivational climate,
and sportspersonship: Individual and team effédgchology of Sport and
Exercise, 6215-232.

Gardner, L., & Stough, C. (2002). Examining thetienship between leadership and
emotional intelligence in senior level managéeadership and Organization
Development, 23%8-78.

Gignac, G. E., Palmer, B. R., Manocha, R., & Stogh(2005). An examination of the
factor structure of the Schutte self-report ematlontelligence (SSREI) scale via
confirmatory factor analysi®ersonality and Individual Differencg39(6), 1029-
1042.

Girard, S.H. (2000) ‘Servant leadership qualitiesilited by Illinois public school
district superintendent®issertation Abstracts Internationa@1(5): 9973347.

Goleman, D. (1995Emotional intelligenceNew York: Bantam.

Goleman, D. (1998a).What makes a lead¢avard Business Review, ,783-102.

Goleman, D. (1998b)Vorking with emotional intelligencélew York: Bantam Books.

Goleman, D., Boyatzis, R., & McKee, A. (200Pyimal leadership: Learning to lead
with emotional intelligenceBoston: Harvard Business School Press.

Goudas, M. (1998) Motivational climate and intrmsiotivation of young basketball
players.Perceptual and Motor Skills, 8823.

Greenleaf, R. K. (1977pervant leadership: A journey into the nature gfitienate

power and greatnesdanhaw, NJ: Paulist Press.



97

Greenleaf, R. K. (1990)Servant LeadershifA journey into the nature of legitimate
power & greatnessMahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press.

Hall, H. K., & Kerr, A. W. (1997). Motivational aatedents of precompetitive anxiety in
youth sportThe Sport Psychologist, 124-42.

Hall, H. K., Kerr, A. W., & Matthews, J. (1998). gaompetitive anxiety in sport: The
contribution of achievement goals and perfectionidmarnal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology, 20194-217.

Hammermeister, J., Burton, D., Pickering, M. A.,dVe, K., Baldwin, N., & Chase, M.
(2008). Servant-leadership in sport: A concept whose has arrivedhe
International Journal of Servant-Leadership,185-215.

Harms, P. D., & Credé, M. (2010). Emotional inggince and transformational and
transactional leadership: A meta-analydaurnal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies17(1), 5-17.

Harwood, C., Spray, C. M., & Keegan, R. (2008). ikgkkment goal theories in sport. In
T. S. Horn (Ed.)Advances in sport psycholo@Brd ed.; pp. 157-185)
Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics.

Hebert, S.C. (2003) ‘The relationship of perceigedvant leadership and job
satisfaction from the follower’s perspectivBissertation Abstracts International
64(11): 3112981.

Higgs, M., & Aitken, P. (2003). An exploration dfe relationship between emotional
intelligence and leadership potentikburnal of Managerial Psychology, 1814-

823.



98

Horn, T. S. (1985). Coaches’ feedback and changekiidrens’ perceptions of their
physical competencdournal of Educational Psychology, 71774-186.

Horn, T. S. (1992). Leadership effectiveness insjpert domain. In T. S. Horn (Ed.),
Advances in sport psycholofpp. 181-199). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics.

Hox, J. (2002), Multilevel Analysis: Techniques ahgblications, Mahwah,NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Humphreys, J. H. (2005). Contextual implicationstfansformational and servant
leadership: A historical investigatioblanagement Decision, 43410-1431.

Introduction to Coaching EducatioddSSoccecom. Retrieved 26 February, 2014,
From http://www.ussoccer.com/coaches/coaching-ddirdaoaching-home.aspx

Irving, J.A. (2005) ‘Servant leadership and thesefifveness of teamddissertation
Abstracts Internationab6(4), 3173207.

Irving, J.A. and Longbotham, G.J. (2007) ‘Team Efifeeness and six Essential Servant
Leadership Themes: A Regression Model based orsliertihe Organizational
Leadership Assessmenihternational Journal of Leadership
Studies2(2): 98-113.

Jackson, S. A., Kimiecik, S. K., Ford, J. C., & MlarH. W. (1998). Psychological
correlates of flow in sporflournal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 288-387.

Jackson, S. A., & Roberts, G. C. (1992). Positedgrmance states of athletes: Toward
a conceptual understanding of peak performahiee.Sport Psychologist, 56-
171.

Jordan, P. J., Ashkanasy, N. M., & Charmine, E2002). Emotional intelligence as a



99

moderator of emotional and behavioral reactiorjshansecurity Academy of
Management Review, 2361-372.

Joseph, E. E. and Winston, B. E. (2005). ‘A cotrefaof servant leadership, leader trust,
and organizational trusti.eadership and Organization Development
Journal, 26,6-22.

Jourden, F., Bandura, A., & Banfield, J. T. (1990he impact of conceptions of ability
on self-regulatory factors and motor skill acquisit Journal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology, 13213-226.

Kasimatis, M., Miller, M., & Macussen, L. (1996)h& effects of implicit theories on
exercise motivationlournal of Research in Personality, 31,0-516.

Kavussanu, M., & Roberts, G. C. (1996). Motivatinrphysical activity contexts: The
relationship of perceived motivational climate mtrinsic motivation and self-
efficacy.Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 263-280.

Kirkman, B. L., Chen, G., Farh, J., Chen, Z. X.L&wve, K. B. (2009). Individual power
distance orientation and follower reactions tosfarmational leaders: A cross-level,
cross-cultural examinatiodcademy oManagement Journal, 5244—764.

Kouzes, J. & Posner, B. Z. (199%ncouraging the hearGSan Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kowal, J., & Fortier, M. S. (1999). Motivational t@eminants of flow: Contributions
from self-determination theorfhe Journal of Social Psychology, 13%5-368.

Kreft, I. G., & De Leeuw, J. (1998ntroducing multilevel modelindgsage.

Laub, J. (1999). Assessing the servant organizalemelopment of the Servant
Organizational Leadership Assessment (SOLA) instninbissertation Abstracts

International, 60308.



100

Laub, J. (2003)From paternalism to the servant organization: Exgizaig
the organizational leadership assessment (OLA) m&dper presented at the
Servant Leadership Research Roundtable, VirginecBeVA.

Law, K. S., Wong, C., Huang, G. H., & Li, X. (2008he effects of emotional
intelligence on job performance and life satisfactior the research and
developments scientists in Chiresia Pacific Journal oManagement, 2%1-69.

Law, K. S., Wong, C., & Song, L. J. (2004). The sioact and criterion validity of
emotional intelligence and its potential utilityr fmanagement studie®ournal of
Applied Psychology, 89,83—-496.

Leban, W., & Zulauf, C. (2004). Linking emotionatelligence abilities and
transformational leadership stylégadership and Organization Development
Journal, 27,554-564.

Levy, S. R., Stroessner, S. J., & Dweck, C. S. 8)9Stereotype formation and
endorsement: The role of implicit theoridsurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 741421-1436.

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., Zhao, H., & Hender$an(2008). Servant leadership:
Development of a multidimensional measure and rheNel assessmeriteadership
Quarterly, 19,161-177.

Lintunen, T., Valkonen, A., Leskinen, E., & Biddfe, J. H. (1999). Predicting physical
activity intentions using a goal perspectives appho A study of Finnish youth.

Scandinavian Journal of Medicine and Science inrtSp8, 344-352.



101

Liukkonen, J., Telama, R., & Biddle, S. J. H. (1R9Bnjoyment in youth sport: A goal
perspective approackuropean Yearbook of Sport Psychology2.,75.

Lochbaum, M. R., & Roberts, G. C. (1993). Goal oatons and perceptions of the sport
experienceJournal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 160-171.

Mageau, G. A., & Vallerand, R. J. (2003). The coattfilete relationship: A
motivational modelJournal of Sport Sciences, , 2883-904.

Magyar, M. (2004, OctoberThe influence of leader efficacy and emotionalliigience
on personal caring and motivational climataper presented at the Association for
the Advancement of Applied Sport Psychology, Mirpades, MN.

Magyar, M., & Feltz, D. L. (2003). The influence d@ipositional and situational
tendencies on adolescent girls’ sport confideRsgchology of Sport and Exercise,
4,175-190.

Mallett, C., Kawabata, M., Newcombe, P., Otero-Foy@., & Jackson, S. (2007). Sport
Motivation Scale-6 (SMS-6): A revised six-factologpmotivation scalePsychology
of Sport and Exercise, 800-614.

Mandell, B., & Pherwani, S. (2003). RelationshipvizEen emotional intelligence and
transformational leadership style: A gender congmriJournal of Business and
Psychology, 1,7387-404.

Martens, M. P., & Webber, S. N. (2002). Psychomeiroperties of the Sport Motivation
Scale: An evaluation with college varsity athldtesn the U.SJournal of Sport and
Exercise Psychology, 2254-270.

Martinez-Pons, M. (1997). The relation of emotiom&tlligence with selected areas of

personal functioningmagination, Cognition and Personality, 1313.



102

Mayer, J. D., & Cobb, C. D. (2000). Educationalippbn emotional intelligence: Does it
make senseEducational Psychology Reviet?(2), 163-183.

Mayer, J. D., & Salovey, P. (1997). What is ematidntelligence? In P. Salovey & D.
Sluyter (Eds.)Emotional development and emotional intelligeroglications for
educatorgpp. 3-31). New York: Basic Books.

Mayer, J. D., Salovey, P., & Caruso, D. (19%Motional 1Q testCD-ROM version.
Richard Viard (producer). Needham, MA: Virtual Eménment.

Mayer, J. D., Caruso, D. R., & Salovey, P. (20@®lecting a measure of emotional
intelligence: The case for ability scales.

Mayer, J. D., Salovey, P., & Caruso, D. R. (20@&hotional intelligence: Theory, findings,
and implicationsPsychological inquiry15(3), 197-215.

McArdle, S., & Duda, J. K. (2002). Implicationstbie motivational climate in youth
sports. In F. L. Smoll & R. E. Smith (EdsQhildren and youth in sport: A
biopsychosocial perspectiy2™ ed., pp. 409-434). Dubuque, I1A: Kendall/Hunt.

McGee-Cooper, A., & Trammell, D. (2002). From haseader to servant-as-leader. In
L. Spears and M. Lawrence (Ed$:icus on leadership: Servant-leadership for the
21% century(pp. 141-152). New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Mersman, J. L., & Donaldson, S. I. (2000). Factdfscting the convergence of selfpeer
ratings on contextual and task performart@nan Performangel3(3), 299-322.

Meyer, B. B., & Fletcher, T. B. (2007). Emotionatelligence: A theoretical overview
and implications for research and professionaltgrad sport psychology.

Journal of Applied Sport Psycholodh9, 1-15.



103

Miears, L.D. (2004) ‘Servant-leadership and jobs$attion: A correlational study in
Texas Education Agency region X public schodi§sertation Abstracts
International65(9): 3148083.

Miller, L. M. (2003).Qualitative investigation of intercollegiate coasheerceptions of
altruistic leadershipUnpublished doctoral dissertation. The Ohio State
University, Columbus.

Mumford, M. D., O’'Connor, J., Clifton, T. C., Corlhe M. S., & Zaccaro, S. J. (1993).
Background data constructs as predictors of leagetduman Performance, @51-
195.

Naylor, A. (2007). EQ versus IQ in the athletianmag clinical environmentAthletic
Therapy Todayl2, 39-41.

Neill, M., Hayward, K. S., & Peterson, T. (2007ju8ents’ perceptions of the
interprofessional team in practice through the i@pibn of servant leadership
principles.Journal of Interpersonal Care1, 425-432.

Neubert, M. J., Kacmar, K. M., Carlson, D. S., CkmrL. B., & Roberts, J. A. (2008).
Regulatory focus as a mediator of the influencmitibiting structure and servant
leadership on employee behavidournal of AppliedPsychology, 931220-1233.

Newton, M., & Duda, J. L. (1992). The relationsbipgoal perspectives to
multidimensional trait anxiety in adolescent tenplsyers. Irannual meeting of the
North American Society for the Psychology of Spod Physical Activity,
Pittsburgh, PA

Newton, M., & Duda, J. L. (1993). Elite adolescatitletes' achievement goals and beliefs

concerning success in tennisurnal of Sport and Exercise psycholptyy, 437-437.



104

Newton, M., Duda, J. L., & Yin, Z. (2000). Examimat of the psychometric properties
of the Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Quamaire-2 in a sample of
female athleteslournal of Sport Sciences, 18/5-290.

Newton, M., Watson, D., Kim, M., & Beacham, A. (B)OUnderstanding motivation of
underserved youth in physical activity settingsuth and Society, 3348-371.

Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: €eptions of ability, subjective
experience, task choice, and performasgchological Review, 9328-346.

Nicholls, J. (1989). Competence and accomplishmfepisychology of achievement
motivation.

Ntoumanis, N., & Biddle, S. (1998). The relationsbetween competitive anxiety,
achievement goals, and motivational climaRssearch Quarterly for Exercise and
Sport 69(2), 176-187.

Ntoumanis, N., & Biddle, S. (1999). A review of muattional climate in physical
activity. Journal of Sports Sciences,,11776-187.

Ntoumanis, N., Biddle, S., & Haddock, G. (1999)eThediating role of coping
strategies on the relationship between achievemetitvation and affect in sport.
Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 2B9-327.

Nuttall, J. (2004). Modes of interpersonal relasiop in management organizations.
Journal of Change Management,14-29.

Ommundsen, Y. (2001a). Pupils’ affective respomsgaysical education classes: The
association of implicit theories of the nature bility and achievement goals.

European Physical Education Review219-242.



105

Ommundsen, Y. (2001b). The role of the motivatiari@mhate on pupils’ implicit theories
of ability. Learning Environment Research,189—-158.

Ommundsen, Y., & Kvalo, S. E. (2007). Autonomy—NMagt Supportive or Performance
Focused? Different teacher behaviours and pupiianes in physical education.
Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research,385-413.

Page, D., & Wong, P. T. P. (2000). A conceptuahiaork for measuring servant
leadership. In S. Adjiboloos (Edlhe human factor in shaping the course of
history and developmern_anham, MD: American University Press.

Palmer, B., Walls, M., Burgess, Z., & Stough, QQJ2). Emotional intelligence and
effective leadershif.eadership and Organizational Development Jour@3],5-10.

Papaioannou, A. (1995). Differential perceptual arativational patterns when different
goal are adoptedournal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 13-34.

Papaioannou, A., & Kouli, O. (1999). The effectask structure, perceived motvational
climate and goal orientations on students’ tasblvement and anxietylournal of
Applied Sport Psychology, 181-71.

Papaioannou, A., Marsh, H. W., & Theodorakis, Ydd2). A multilevel approach to
motivational climate in physical education and $gettings: An individual or a
group level construct3dournal of Sport & Exercise Psycholo@s(1).

Parish, L. E., & Treasure, D. C. (2003). Physicdivaty and situational motivation in
physical education: Influence of the motivationl@ahate and perceived ability.
Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 7A3-182.

Parolini, J.L. (2007) ‘Investigating the distinat®between transformational and

servant leadership’. Dissertation Abstracts Inteomal, 68(4): 3264263.



106

Patterson, K. (2003pervant leadership: A theoretical modetoceedings of the
Servant-Leadership Roundtable. Retrieved Februgrg@08 from
http://www.regent.edu/acad/global/publications/sbgeedings/2003/patterson_
servant_leadership.pdf.

Pelletier, L. G., Fortier, M. S., Vallerand, R. Juson, K. M., Briere, N. M., & Blais, M. R.
(1995). Toward a new measure of intrinsic motivatiextrinsic motivation, and
amotivation in sports: The Sport Motivation Sc&@dAS).Journal of Sport and
Exercise Psychology7, 35-35.

Pensgaard, A. M., & Roberts, G. C. (2000). Theti@ahip between motivational climate,
perceived ability and sources of distress amorig athletesJournal of sports
sciencesl18(3), 191-200.

Pensgaard,, A. M., & Roberts, G. C., (2002). Hiteletes’ experience of the
motivational climate: The coach mattegsandinavian Journal of Medicine and
Science in Sports, 184-59.

Peshkin, A. (1988). Understanding complexity: A gif qualitative inquiry.

Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 1816-424.

Petherick, C. M., & Weigand, D. A. (2002). The tedaship of dispositional Goal
orientations and perceived motivational climatesnalices of motivation in
male and female swimmeigalian Journal of Sport Psychology, 3318.

Petrides, K. V., & Furnham, A. (2000). On the dimmi@emal structure of emotional

intelligence.Personality and Individual Differences, 2%13-320.



107

Prati, L. M., Douglas, C., Ferris, G. R., Ammetg&rP., & Buckley, M. R. (2003).
Emotional intelligence, leadership effectiveness] seam outcomesnternational
Journal of Organizational Analysis, 121-40.

Quay, J. (1997). On becoming a servant leabterrtnal of Management Consulting,

9, 83.

Reeve, J. (1998). Autonomy support as an interpaisootivating style: Is it teachable?
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 322-330.

Riemer, H. A., & Chelladurai, P. (1998). Developrehthe Athlete Satisfaction
QuestionnaireJournal of Sport and Exercise Psycholog, 127-156.

Riemer, H. A., & Toon, K. (2001). Leadership antdsfaction in tennis: Examination of
congruence, gender, and abiliBesearch Quarterly for Exercise and Spa@&(3),
243-256.

Roberts, G.C. (Ed.). (2012)dvances in motivation in sport and exerciSbampaign,

IL: Human Kinetics.

Roberts, G. C., & Ommundsen, Y. (1996). Effect @algporientations on achievement
beliefs, cognitions, and strategies in team s@woandinavian Journal of Medicine
and Science in Sport, 86-56.

Roberts, G. C., Treasure, D. C., & Conroy, D. B0@. Understanding the dynamics of
motivation in sport and physical activity: An aclhéenent goal interpretation.
Handbook of Sport Psychology, Third Editidr30.

Roberts, G. C., Treasure, D. C., & Kavussanu, M96). Orthogonality of achievement
goals and its relationship to beliefs about suceesissatisfaction in spoffhe Sport

Psychologist, 10398-408.



108

Rosete, D., & Ciarrochi, J. 2005. Emotional inggince and its relationship to workplace
performance outcomes of leadership effectiveriasadership & Organization
Development Journal, 26);5388—-399.

Russell, R.F. and Stone, A.G. (2002) ‘A Review ef@ant Leader ship Attributes:
Developing a Practical Model’, Leader ship and @igation Development
Journal 12(3): 145-57.

Salovey, P., Mayer, J. D., & Caruso, D. (2002). pbsitive psychology of emotional
intelligence. In C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez (Eddandbook of positive psychology
(pp- 159-171) London: Oxford University Press.

Salovey, P., Mayer, J. D., Caruso, D., & Loped\P(2003). Measuring emotional
intelligence as a set of abilities with the Mayealdyey-Caruso Emotional
Intelligence Test.

Salovey, P., Mayer, J. D., Goldman, S. L., Turnv@y,& Palfai, T. (1995). Emotional
attention, clarity and repair: Exploring emotiomgklligence using the Trait Meta-
Mood Scale. In J. W. Pennebaker (E&yotion, disclosure, and health.
Washington, DC: American Psychological Associatb2f-154.

Salovey, P., Stroud, L. R., Woolery, A., & Epel,%&.(2002). Perceived emotional
intelligence, stress reactivity, and symptom reqdfurther explorations using the
trait meta-mood scal®sychology and healti7(5), 611-627.

Sankowsky, D. (1995). The charismatic leader asissist: Understanding the abuse of

power.Organizational Dynami¢23, 57-71.



109

Sarrazin, P., Biddle, S., Famose, J. P., Cunfdéx, K., & Durand, M. (1996). Goal
orientations and conceptions of the nature of splaitity in children: A social
cognitive approactBritish Journal of Social Psychology, 399-414.

Sarros, J. C., Tanewski, G. A., Winter, R. P., 8ant). C. and Densten, I. L. (2002).
Work alienation and organizational leaderslptish Journal of
Management, 13285-304.

Schutte, N. S., Malouff, J. M., Hall, L. E., HaggeD. J., Cooper, J. T., Golden, C. J., &
Dornheim, L. (1998). Development and validatioraogheasure of emotional
intelligence.Personality of Individual Differences, 2567-177.

Schutte, N. S., Malouff, J. M., Simunek, M., McKewy| J., & Hollander, S. (2002).
Characteristic emotional intelligence and emotiamall-being.Cognition and
Emotion, 16 769-785.

Schwartz, R. W., & Tumblin, T. F. (2002). The powéservant leadership to transform
health care organizations for the*2®ntury economyArchives of Surgery, 137
1419-1427.

Scott, D. (1997). Managing organizational culturéntercollegiate athletic
organizationsQuest, 43402-415.

Seifriz, J. J, Duda, J. L., & Chi, L. (1992). Thedationship of perceived motivational
climate to intrinsic motivation and beliefs aboutsess in basketballournal of
Sport and Exercise Psychology, B¥5-391.

Sendjaya, S., Sarros, J. C., & Santora, J. C. (2@3§ining and measuring servant
leadership behaviour in organizatiodsurnal of Management Studies, 45

402-415.



110

Sitter, V. L. (2005). The effects of a leader’s e¢imal intelligence on employees’ trust
in their leader and employee organizational citsgm behaviorsDissertation
Abstracts International: Section A: Humanities & Sciences, 648467.

Sivanathan, N., & Fekken, G. C. (2002). Emotion&tlligence, moral reasoning and
transformational leadershipeadership and Organization Development Journal, 23
198-204.

Slaski, M., & Cartwright, S. (2002). Health and dmpal intelligence: An exploratory
study of retail managerStress and Health, 183-68.

Smith, R. E., Balaguer, I., & Duda, J. L. (2006paborientation profile differences on
perceived motivational climate, perceived peerti@ahips, and motivation-
related responses of youth athletksirnal of Sport Science®4, 1315-1327.

Smith, L., Ciarrochi, J, & Heaven, P. C. L. (2008he stability and change of trait
emotional intelligence, conflict communication jgatts, and relationship
satisfaction: A one-year longitudinal stud®ersonality and Individual
Differences, 45738-743.

Smith, R. E., Cumming, S. P., & Smoll, F. L. (200B¢velopment and Validation of the
Motivational Climate Scale for Youth Sporfgurnal of Applied Sport Psychology,
20, 116-136.

Smith, R. E., & Smoll, F. L. (1997). Coaching tleaches: Youth sports as a scientific and
applied behavioral settinG.urrent Directions in Psychological Science

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., & Cumming, S. P. (200&ifects of a motivational climate
intervention for coaches on young athletes’ sperfggmance anxietylournal of

Sport and Exercise Psycholo@g, 39-59.



111

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., & Cumming, S. P. (200®ptivational climate and changes
in young athletes' achievement goal orientatitvativation and Emotion, 33,73-
183.

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., & Cumming, S. P., Gilossl, J. R. (2006). Measurement of
multidimensional sport performance anxiety in crgltdand adults: The Sport
Anxiety Scale-2Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, £89).

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., & Schultz, R. W. (1998)easurement and correlates of sport-
specific cognitive and somatic trait anxiety: Th@8 Anxiety ScaleAnxiety,
Stress, and Coping, 263-280.

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., Schultz, R. W., & Ptkcd. T. (1995). Development and
validation of a multidimensional measure of sp@efic psychological skills:
The Athletic Coping Skills Inventory-28ournal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology17, 379-398.

Smoll, F. L. & Smith, R. E (1989). Leadership belbas in sport: A theoretical model
and research paradigdournal of Applied Social Psychology, 1%22-1551.

Sosik, J. J., Godshalk, V. M., & Yammarino, F.2D@4). Transformational leadership,
learning goal orientation, and expectations foeeasuccess in mentor-protégé
relationships: A multiple levels of analysis perspee. Leadership Quarterly, 15,
241-261.

Spears, L. C. (1995Reflections on leadership: How Robert K. Greenkedieory of
servant-leadership influenced today’s top managéen@nkers.New York: John

Wiley & Sons.



112

Spears, L. C. (1998). Tracing the growing impactarfvant-leadership. In L.C. Spears
(Ed.) Insights on leadership: Service, stewardship, spamd servant-leadership
(pp- 1-12). New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Spears, L. C., & Lawrence, M. (200BEpcus on leadership: Servant-leadership for the
21% century New York: Wiley & Sons.

Spiszer, J. M. (1999). Leadership and combat midinaThe critical taskMilitary
Review, 966-70.

Spray, C. M. (2000). Predicting participation immmmpulsory physical education: Do
goal perspectives mattePerceptual and Motor Skills, 90207-1215.

Spray, C. M., Wang, C. K. J., Biddle, S. J. H., @lsarantis, N. I. D., & Warburton, V.
E. (2006). An experimental test of self-theoriesbility in youth sportPsychology
of Sport and Exercise, 255-267.

Srivsastava, K. B. L., & Bharamankaikar, S. R. @0&Emotional intelligence and
effective leadership behavioiNational Academy of Psychology, 497-113.

Standage, M., Duda, J. L., & Ntoumanis, N. (20@3®dicting motivationl regulations in
physical education: Using constructs from self-cdateation and achievement goal
theories to predict physical activity intentiodsurnal of Educational Psychology,
95,97-100.

Stewart, C. (1993). Coaching behaviors: “The way yere, or the way you wished you

were.” Physical Educator, 5®3-30.



113

Stoll, S. K., Beller, J. M., VanMullem, P., Brunn&., & Barnes, J. (2009%ervant
leadership in coaching?ublished proceedings of International Conferend¢g¢onor
of the 75-year Anniversary of the Sports Games Depnt of the Lesgaft State
University of Physical Culture, St. Petersburg, faispp. 169-175.

Stoll, S.K., Beller, J.M., & Breitbach, C. (2003)he SBB Servant Leadership Judgment
Inventory.Moscow, ID: The University of Idaho Center for EMG6*.

Stone, A. G., & Patterson, K. (2005). The historyeadership focus. IBervant Leadership
Research Roundtable Proceedings

Stone, A. G., Russell, R. F., & Patterson, K. (2004ansformational versus servant
leadership: A difference in leaders focusadership and Organization
Development Journal, 2349-361.

Strean, W. B. (1998). Possibilities for qualitatresearch in sport psychologyhe Sport
Psychologist, 12333-345.

Theeboom, M., De Knop, P., & Weiss, M. R. (1995ptMational climate, psychosocial
responses, and motor skill development in childveport: A field-based
intervention studyJournal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 294-311.

Thomas, J. A., & Barron, K. E. (2006). A test ofltqple achievement goal benefits in
physical education activitiedournal of Applied Sport Psychology, 18,4-135.

Thompson, C.H. (2003) ‘The Public School Superidam and Servant Leadership’,
Dissertation Abstracts Internation&b(9): 3190501.

Thornthwaite, L. (2004). Working time and work-fdyrbalance: a review of
employees’ preferencelsiaPacific Journal of Human

Resources42,166—84.



114

Treasure, D., & Roberts, G. C. (2001). Studentgtggtions of the motivational climate,
achievement beliefs, and satisfaction in physidalkation.Research Quarterly
for Exercise and Sport, 7265-175.

Treasure, D. C., Standage, M., & Lochbaum, A. (18¥ptemberPerceptions of the
motivational climate and situational motivationehte youth sportsPaper presented
at the annual meeting of the Association for theakatement of Applied Sport
Psychology. Banff, Canada.

Valenti, N. C., & Rudisill, M. E. (2004a). An incdive mastery climate intervention and
the motor skill development of children with andhaut disabilitiesAdapted
Physical Activity Quarterly, 2133-347.

Valenti, N. C., & Rudisill, M. E. (2004b). Motivainal climate, motor-skill development,
and perceived competence: Two studies of develofaitgdelayed kindergarten
children.Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 236-234.

VandeWalle, D. (1997). Development and validatiba avork domain goal orientation
instrumentEducational and Psychological Measurem&m6), 995-1015.

Van Rooy, D. L., & Viswesvaran, C. (2004). Emotiblmelligence: A meta-analytic
investigation of predictive validity and nomolodiceet. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 6571-95.

Vazou, S., Ntoumanis, N., & Duda, J. L. (2005).Huaetivational climate in youth sport:
A gualitative inquiry.Psychology of Sport and Exercise46,/-516.

Vealey, R. S. (2002, Octobeilhe Sport Confidence InventoRaper presented at the
Association for the Advancement of Applied SporydP®logy annual proceedings.

Tucson, AZ.



115

Vealey, R. S., Hayashi, S. W., Garner-Holman, MGi&cobbi, P. (1998).

Sources of sport-confidence: Conceptualizationiasiument development.
Journal of Sport and Exercise Psycholpg, 54-80.

Vidic, Z. (2007).Developing tomorrow's leaders : Examining relatibips between
servant, transformational, transactional, passiw@iaant leadership and emotional
intelligence, motivation and leadership opportwstiUnpublished doctoral
dissertation. University of Idaho.

Vosloo, J., Ostrow, A., & Watson, J. C. (2009). Tartionships between motivational
climate, goal orientations, anxiety, and self-cdefice among swimmeidournal of
Sport Behavior, 32376-393.

Walling, M. D., Duda, J. L., & Chi, L. (1993). THeerceived Motivational Climate in
Sport Questionnaire: Construct and predictive wglidournal of Sport and
Exercise Psychology, 1%72-183.

Walumbwa, F. O., Hartnell, C. A., & Oke, A. (201®ervant leadership, procedural
justice climate, service climate, employee attigjéed organizational
citizenship behavior: A cross-level investigatidaurnal of Applied
Psychology, 95517-529.

Weiner, B. (1992)Human motivationNewbury Park, CA: Sage.

Weiss, M. R., Bredemeier, B. J., & Shewchuk, R(M85). An intrinsic/extrinsic
motivation scale for the youth sport setting: A fionatory factor analysisJournal
of Sport Psychology, 75-91.

Weisinger, H. (1998)Emotional intelligence at work: The untapped edygesficcess.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.



116

Westre, K. R. (20035ervant leadership in spottynpublished doctoral dissertation.
Gonzaga University, Spokane, WA.

Whitehead, J., Andree, K. V., & Lee, M. J. (20043hievement perspectives and
perceived ability: How far do interactions generalin youth sport®sychology of
Sport and Exercise, 291-317.

Winter, R., & Sarros, J. (2002). The academic emrrent in Australian universities: A
motivating place to workRligher Education Research and Development 221.-
258.

Wong, P.T. and Davey, D. (July 2007) Best practineservant leadership. Virginia
Beach, VA: Regent University. Available at: httpww.regent.edu/acad/sls/
ServantLeadershipRoundtable. Accessed 15 July 2010.

Wong, C. S., & Law, K. S. (2002). The effects cdder and follower emotional
intelligence on performance and attitude: An exgiory study.The Leadership
Quarterly, 13 243-274.

Wong, P. T. P. & Page, D. (20038ervant Leadership: An Opponent-Process Model
and the Revised Servant Leadership Proflervant Leadership Research
Roundtable, Virginia Beach, VA.

Wong, C. S., Wong, P. M., & Law, K. S. (2007). Eesmate of the practical utility of Wong’s

emotional intelligence scale in Hong Kong and neamnadl ChinaAsia Pacific Journal of

Management24(1), 43-60.

Wooden, J. & Jamison, S. (2008Yooden on leadershigNew York, NY: McGraw-

Hill.



117

Wright, T. A. and Cropanzano, R. (2004). ‘The rolgsychological well-being in job
performance: a fresh look at an age-old quéxtyanizational

Dynamics 33, 338-51.
Xenikou, A., & Simosi, M. (2006). Organizationallitue and transforamtional leadership

as predictors of business unit performadoeirnal of Managerial Psychology, 2366-
579.
Zizzi, S. J., Deaner, H. R., & Hirschhorn, D. KO@). The relationship between
emotional intelligence and performance amontegelbaseball playerdournal

of Applied Sport Psycholog¥5, 262-269.



118
Table 1

Model Building Strategy for Testing Hypotheses.

Predictor Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

Intercept X X

Athlete Demographic

Athlete Age X X X X
Time with Team X X X X
Time with Coach X X X X
Athlete Self-Perceptions
Motivational Climate X X X
Coach Demographics
Age X X
Gender X X
License Level X X
Years with Team X X
Coach Servant Leadership
Trust/Inclusion X
Service X
Humility
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Table 2

Frequencies for Coach Gender and LicenselLeve

Coach Frequency Percent
Gender
Female 7 23.33
Male 23 76.67

License Level

1 5 16.67
2 10 33.33
3 7 23.33
4 2 6.67
5 4 13.33

9 2 6.67
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Table 3

Descriptive Statistics for Coach Variables.

Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
Coach Age 39.37 9.09 25.00 57.00
Years with Team 2.82 1.86 1.00 8.00
Years Coaching 14.87 8.38 4.00 37.00
Servant Leadership 5.89 .55 5.05 6.95
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion 6.06 .60 5.09 7.00
Coach SL Humility 5.43 .68 4.33 6.83
Coach SL Service 6.07 .86 4.00 7.00
El Self-Emotion Appraisal 571 1.03 3.25 7.00
El Others Emotional Appraisal 5.42 .97 3.25 7.00
El Use of Emotion 5.82 .87 4.00 7.00
El Regulation of Emotion 5.36 .99 2.75 7.00
Incremental Beliefs 4.38 .52 2.83 5.00
Task Orientation 4.04 48 3.17 5.00
Entity Beliefs 2.23 .69 1.00 3.50

Ego Orientation 2.47 .53 1.33 3.17




Table 4

121

Means, Standard Deviations, Minimums and Maximuméthlete Demographic Data and

Perceived Motivational Climate.

Variables Mean SD  Minimum  Maximum
Athlete age 14.45 1.17 13.00 17.00
Years on current team 2.45 1.63 .00 7.00
Years with current coach 2.08 1.70 .00 10.00
Mastery motivational climate 4.29 .58 2.33 5.00
Performance motivational climate 1.97 .64 1.00 4.33
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Table 5

Means, Standard Deviations, Minimums and Maximuméthlete Psychosocial Outcomes

Variables.

Variable M SD Minimum  Maximum
Coping with Adversity 268 65 1.00 4.00
Peaking under Pressure 269 73 1.00 4.00
Physical Skills Training Sport Confidence 5.75 83 1.75 7.00
Cognitive EfficacySport Confidence 555 81 275 7.00
Resilience Sport Confidence 5.28 1.00 2.00 7.00
Team Performance Satisfaction 5.47 1.06 1.00 7.00
Individual Performance Satisfaction 4.95 1.44 1.00 7.00
Intrinsic Motivation 5.41 111 1.00 7.00
Incremental Talent Beliefs 4.47 .57 2.17 5.00
Entity Talent Beliefs 4.47 .57 2.17 5.00
Trait Somatic Anxiety 1.62 .67 1.00 4.00
Trait Worry 2.34 .88 1.00 4.00
Trait Concentration Disruption 1.44 .58 1.00 3.80
Task Orientation 4.10 .57 1.86 5.00

Ego Orientation 2.00 .83 1.00 4.83




Table 6

Correlation Matrix for Coach Variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Coach SL Trust/Inclusion
2. Coach SL Humility .26
3. Coach SL Service 69 .45
4. Entity Beliefs -28 -.25 -.16
5. Incremental Beliefs 56 17 36  -30
6. Ego Orientation .08 -23 -.15 22 .02
7. Task Orientation 58" .08 34 -31 45  -10
8. El Self Emotion Appraisal 71 22 65  -.24 AT 11 55
9. El Others’ Emotion Appraisa .56 19 55 -16 .36 12 34 57"
10. El Use of Emotion 69" .03 61 -23 55 13 53 710 72
11. El Regulation of Emotion 36  -.00 29 -14 60 .33 16 .37 50" 59"

o =0.05 level of significance; **= 0.01 level leved significance.
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Table 7

Athlete Correlation Matrix.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Coping with Adversity

2. Peaking under Pressure 14

3. Physical Sport Confidence 15 25

4. Cognitive Sport Confidence 300 36" .57

5. Resilience Sport Confidence 45 317 49" .65

6. Entity Beliefs -17" -08 -32" -27° -31

7. Incremental Beliefs 2727 14 34 277 28 -347

8. Task Orientation 28 20" 300 .36 .33 -210 41

9. Ego Orientation -08 .00 -05 -10 -06 .28 -10 .06

10. Intrinsic Motivation 03 22" 20" 200 17" -11 35 54 014

11. Trait Somatic Anxiety -22" -13 -27" -27" -36° 290 -12 -04 .001 .05
12. Trait Worry -25" -17" -38" -32" -39" 247 -06 -13 .11 .04 58

sk ok sk ok ok sk * sk sk

13. Trait Concentration Disruption ~ -.18" -.16 -30" -43" -31" 29" -25° -22° 18 -13 52" .39
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sk ok ok ok sk ok *h sk

14. Team Performance Satisfaction .16 .16 .33 .38 .28 -27° 200 28 -05 .19 -15 -21" -19

15. Individual Performance Satisfactic .10 .13 .14 .14 .10 -19° -03 .10 -15 .05 -00 -01 -03 .40"

16. Mastery Climate 160 277 14 15 16 -13 11 290 -11 300 -01 -11 -12 297 .16

17. Performance Climate -12 -03 -10 -12 -16° .23 .04 -08 .19° -06 .200 .29° 21" -20° -11 .29

18. SL Trust/Inclusion A6 257 238 247 23 -17"7 210 34 -14 327 -08 -11 -20° .38 24 51" -30°

19. SL Humility 12 21" 15 200 14 -14 14 238 -02 327 00 10 -05 .17 15 227 -14 AT

20. SL Service 01 14 25 26 17 -21"7 25 23 -11 33 -06 .04 -15 .25 .17 32" -15 .64 .63

Note. * = 0.05 level of significance; **= 0.0dvel level of significance.
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Table 8

Coach and Athlete Servant Leadership Coriertet
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1 2 3 4
1. Athlete-Perceived SL Trust/Inclusion
2. Athlete-Perceived SL Humility 57*
3. Athlete-Perceived SL Service .69* 59*
4. Coach Trust/ Inclusion .26 .24 .08
5. Coach Humility .26 -.06 .04 .25
6. Coach Service .33 .24 .29 .68* 45*%

Note. * = 0.05 level of significance; **= 0.01 level level of significance.
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Table 9

Hierarchical Regression Results for Prediction ef\&nt Leadership Using Coach Demographic

and Emotional Intelligence Variables.

Model 1 Model 2

Predictors Coefficient p Coefficient p
Intercept 6.38 .000 6.20 .00
Coach Age .02 .22 .02 .04
Coach Gender -.49 .07 -.28 .20
Coach Years with Team -.04 .51 .00 .95
License Level -.05 .33 -.04 .29
El Self-Emotion Appraisal .36 .01
El Others Emotion Appraisal .10 43
El Use of Emotion -.06 .76
El Regulation of Emotion .01 .93

Incremental R .18 .28 47 .001
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Table 10
Hierarchical Regression Results for PredictafrServant Leadership Using Coaches’

Demographic Variables, Incremental Talent Bislend Coaches’ Task Orientation as Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2

Predictors Coefficient p Coefficient p
Intercept 6.38 .00 6.30 .00
Coach Age .02 .22 .01 04
Gender -49 .07 -.45 20
Coach Years with Team -04 51 -.01 .95
License Level -.05 33 -.03 29
Coach Incremental Beliefs .35 .01

.34 43

Coach Task Orientation

Incremental R .18 .28 31 10
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Table 11

Hierarchical Regression Results for Prediction ef\@&nt Leadership Using Coaches’ Demographic

Variables, Entity Beliefs, and Ego OrientationsRasdictors.

Model 1 Model 2

Predictors Coefficient p Coefficient p
Intercept 6.38 .00 6.37 .00
Coach Age .02 .22 .01 .38
Gender -.49 .07 -42 .13
Coach Years with Team -04 o1 -.04 48
License Level -05 .33 -.08 25
Coach Entity Beliefs -21 A7

-.14 .61

Coach Ego Orientation

Incremental R A7 .28 .08 .29




Table 12:

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Mastery Climate Using Coach Demogragmd Servant Leadership

Variables as Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Predictor Variables est p est p est p est p
Intercept 4.29 <.001 4.29 <.001 4.55 <.001 4.62 <.001
Athlete Age .02 .64 .08 .04 .09 .02
Athlete Years with Team .06 .04 .04 .10 .04 13
Athlete Years with Coach -.01 .60 -.02 .52 -.01 .56
Coach Age .02 .003 .02 .002
Coach Gender -.13 A7 -18 A1
Coach Years with Team -.03 22 -.03 17
License Level -.07 <.001 -.08 .001
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.04 .68
Coach SL Humility -.06 .33
Coach SL Service -01 .92
-2 Log Likelihood 443.8 (1) 438.3 422.3 420.0
Chi® Difference Test (2) 5.54 .14 15.94 .003 2.29 51
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Table 12 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Predictor Variables est p est p est p est p
Between Coach Variance .03 .04 .03 .044 .00 .(3) .00
Residual .30 <.001 .30 <.001 .30 <.001 .29 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Log Likelihood estimates; (2) No Chi2 Difference test is reported for Model 1.
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Table 13

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Coping with Adversity (AC) Using Coactu éthlete Demographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 2.69 <.001 2.69 <.001 2.68 <.001 2.69 <.001 261 <.001 274 <.001
Athlete Age -06 .11 -07 .07 -08 .04 -08 .07 -.09 .06
Athlete Years with Team .04 .18 .03 .30 .04 21 .04 14 .03 .32
Athlete Years with Coach -05 .07 -05 .07 -04 15 -04 15 -.03 27
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate .18 .10 .09 .23 .10 .20 .07 .34
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusic 13 .01 13 .01 15 .01
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .09 .03 .09 .03 10 .02
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.13 .01 -13 .01 -.13 .01
Coach Age -.01 14 -01 .39
Coach Gender .18 12 .03 .80
Coach Years with Team .04 A2 .03 27
License Level -.03 16 -.04 A7
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .02 .89
Coach SL Humility -.02 73
Coach SL Service -.16 .06
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Table 13(continued)

Predictor

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

est p est p est p est p est p est p

-2 Log Likelihood
Chi’ Diff Test
UN(1,1)

Residual

506.8 500.8 494.1 482.5 474.1 463.4
6.05 .11 6.66 .01 1165 .10 8.42 .08 10.70 .01
.03 .08 .02 .18 .01 .25 .01 .19 .01 31 .00
39 <001 .39 <001 .38 <001 .36 <.001 .36 <.001 .35 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Log Likelihood estimates; (2) No Chi2 Difference test is reported for Model 1; (3) No p-value is
reported for Model 6’s between coach variance estimate because it was identified as zero.
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Table 14
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Performance Under Pressure (PUP) Usingi€h Demographic, Mastery Climate

and Perceived Servant Leadership Variables as etedi.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 270 <.001 270 <.001 2.70 <.001 2.70 <.001 2.75 <001 2.89 <.001
Athlete Age 003 056 0.02 069 001 089 002 0.72 0.07 0.17
Athlete Years with Team 0.04 026 002 054 003 042 003 042 0.03 034
Athlete Years with Coach -0.06 0.06 -0.06 0.0 -0.05 0.11 -0.04 0.15 -0.05 0.07
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate 0.32 <001 021 001 022 0.01 022 o0.01
Athlete-Reported Coach Sl Trust/Inclusi 0.11 0.0/ 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.06
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility 0.11 0.02 0.11 0.02 0.13 0.00
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -0.08 0.15 -0.09 0.12 -0.11 0.04
Coach Age 0.00 0.89 0.00 0.60
Coach Gender -0.07 0.67 -0.09 0.49
Coach Years with Team -0.08 0.03 -0.07 0.01
License Level -0.00 0.93 -0.06 0.05
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -0.46 <.001
Coach SL Humility -0.22 0.01
Service 0.24 0.01
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Table 14(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 563.4 559.6 542.7 531.7 526.2 508.7
Chi2 Diff Test 3.80 0.28 16.95 <.001 10.96 0.01 549 0.24 17.54 <.001
UN(1,1) 0.0 0.03 0.07 003 005 005 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.00
Residual 0.47 <001 046 <001 0.44 <001 042 <001 0.41 <.001 041 <001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logeélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 6’'s between coach variance eggrbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 15

Percent of Athlete Scores Due to between IC¥agciation.

136

Athlete Variable Percentage
Coping with Adversity 7.7
Performance under Pressure 14.9
Physical Sport Confidence 3.0
Cognitive Sport Confidence 6.3
Resilience Sport Confidence 4.2
Team Performance Satisfaction 7.7
Individual Performance Satisfaction 59.5
Intrinsic Motivation 0.0
Incremental Learning Beliefs 3.2
Somatic Trait Anxiety 4.7
Trait Worry 13
Concentration Disruption 7.1




Table 16

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Physical Sport Confidence Using Coacth Athlete Demographic, Mastery

Climate and Servant Leadership Variables as Predéct

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 575 <001 5.75 <001 575 <001 575 <.001 568 <.001 5.67 <.001
Athlete Age -.04 37 -05 35  -.06 26 -.17 .00 -16 .01
Athlete Years with Team .02 .59 .01 .84 .01 74 .02 .67 .02 .62
Athlete Years with Coach -.01 .80 -.00 90 -.00 .94 .00 .95 .00 .99
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate 21 .02 .04 .68 .09 .38 .09 .36
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusic A1 12 A2 .08 A2 .09
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility -.03 .60 -03 57 -03 .57
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service .13 .05 12 .06 A2 .07
Coach Age -.02 .01 -02 .01
Coach Gender -.10 47 -.08 .61
Coach Years with Team .05 A2 .05 A2
License Level .07 .03 .06 .07
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.02 .87
Coach SL Humility -.01 .87
Coach SL Service .04 .70
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Table 16(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 638.0 637.0 631.6 616.4 605.3 605.1
Chi’ Diff Test 97 81 544 02 1511 .002 11.10 .03 21 .98
UN(1,1) .02 .22 .02 .26 .02 .18 .03 .17 .00 .00
Residual .66 <.001 .66 <.001 .64 <.001 .61 <.001 .60 <.001 .60 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logeélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 6's between coach variance egrbecause it was identified as zero

8ET



Table 17

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Cognitive Sport Confidence Using Coaeti Athlete Demographic, Mastery

Climate and Servant Leadership Variables as Predéct

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 555 <001 555 <001 555 <.001 556 <.001 548 <.001 549 <.001
Athlete Age -.06 .23 -.06 .20 -.07 16 -.08 16 -.08 .19
Athlete Years with Team -.00 92  -02 .66 -01 a7 -01 .87 -01 .84
Athlete Years with Coach -.01 .86 -.00 91 -.00 .96 .00 .92 .00 .90
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate .23 .01 .06 .54 .07 .48 .07 .50
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusic .09 .20 .09 .18 .09 .18
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .02 71 .02 .69 .02 .68
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service 12 .06 A1 .07 A1 .07
Coach Age -.01 A5 -01 .19
Coach Gender A2 45 .10 .55
Coach Years with Team .00 99 -00 .98
Coach License Level -.01 .76 -01 .79
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.01 .97
Coach SL Humility .01 .96
Coach SL Service -.02 .89
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Table 17(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p

-2 Log Likelihood 627.9 626.2 619.6 602.8 599.8 599.7

Chi* Diff Test 1.70 64 6.63 .01 16.8 <001 298 .56 .07 .10

UN(1,1) .04 12 .03 15 .03 14 .03 A1 .02 .20 .02 21

Residual .63 <001 .63 <001 .61 <.001 .57 <.001 .57 <.001 .57 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1
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Table 18

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Resilience Sport Confidence Using CaawhAthlete Demographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 529 <001 5.28 <.001 5.28 <.001 529 <001 521 <001 5.29 <.001
Athlete Age -.13 .03 -.13 .02 -15 .02 -20 .003 -22 .002
Athlete Years with Team .02 .59 .01 .85 .02 .70 .02 .65 .00 .93
Athlete Years with Coach -.01 .89 -.00 .94 .01 .89 .02 .66 .03 49
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate .29 .01 .08 .52 A2 .34 .09 46
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusio .20 .02 21 .01 .22 .01
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .02 75 .02 74 .03 .60
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service .02 .81 .01 .94 .01 .93
Coach Age -.02 02 -.02 .03
Coach Gender .06 .72 -.03 .86
Coach Years with Team .03 .53 .01 72
Coach License Level .00 .90 .01 .82
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.06 74
Coach SL Humility .09 41
Coach SL Service -.16 .23

A4’



Table 18(continued)

Predictor

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

est p est

p est p est p est p est p

-2 Log Likelihood
Chi® Diff Test
UN(1,1)

Residual

4.46
1.70
.04 14 .02
95 <001 .95

22 741 01 1136 .01 590 .21 597 .11
.64 663 .01 168 <.001 298 .56 .07 .10
.26 .02 27 .04 A2 .01 .32 .00

<001 .92 <001 .87 <.001 .87 <.001 .86 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Noalue is
reported for Model 6's between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.

44"



Table 19
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Team Performance Athlete Satisfactiomg§€oach and Athlete Demographic,

Mastery Climate, and Servant Leadership Variabe®eedictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 546 <001 546 <.001 546 <.001 547 <.001 5.68 <001 556 <.001
Athlete Age -.06 40 -.07 25 -10 .08 -11 A2 -8 .01
Athlete Years with Team .00 92  -02 .64 -01 .88 -.02 .70 -.02 .60
Athlete Years with Coach .01 .89 .01 74 .03 48 .02 .58 .03 45
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate 52 <001 .22 .08 .20 12 .20 .10
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusi 33 <001 .32 <001 .32 <.001
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility -.01 .93 .01 92 -.00 .96
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service .01 .94 .01 .93 .02 g7
Coach Age .01 .23 .01 .53
Coach Gender -.25 A7 -23 .23
Coach Years with Team .02 71 .01 .75
Coach License Level -.00 .94 .05 27
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion 21 .24
Coach SL Humility .26 .03
Coach SL Service -.20 14

eVt



Table 19(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 763.1 762.5 741.4 718.8 715.3 709.0
Chi® Diff Test .68 .88 21.10 <.001 22.57 <.001 3.52 48 6.32 .10
UN(1,1) .08 .06 .07 .08 .04 .15 .03 21 .02 .32 .00
Residual 1.04 <001 1.04 <001 .98 <001 .90 <001 .90 <.001 .89 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Noalue is
reported for Model 6's between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 20

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Performance Satisfaction Using Coach Atidete Demographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 495 <001 496 <001 495 <.001 497 <001 526 <.001 5.04 <.001
Athlete Age -.14 22 -15 A8 -.16 A5 -23 .06 -.28 .03
Athlete Years with Team -.05 37 -08 A7 -.06 .28  -.07 22 -.07 .20
Athlete Years with Coach .00 .94 .01 .79 .02 .69 .02 74 .02 72
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate 42 .001 .12 41 12 40 13 .39
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusi 27 .01 .27 .01 27 .01
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .06 40 .07 40 .07 .39
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service .02 .84 .02 .83 .02 .82
Coach Age .03 .20 .02 45
Coach Gender -.59 16 -39 37
Coach Years with Team .06 49 .06 48
Coach License Level .09 31 A1 .20
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -17 .66
Coach SL Humility .50 .07
Coach SL Service -.10 73
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Table 20(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 849.7 846.9 836.5 819.1 813.7 809.8
Chi® Diff Test 278 .43 1040 .001 17.34 <001 548 .241 386 .28
UN(1,1) .75 <.001 .70 .001 .67 <.001 .69 <.001 .53 .002 42 .004
Residual 1.26 <001 1.25 <001 1.20 <001 1.11 <001 112 <001 1.12 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1.
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Table 21

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Intrinsic Motivation (IM) Using Coach dithlete

Demographic, Mastery Climate, and Servant Leader$fairiables as Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 541 <001 541 <001 541 <.001 541 <.001 556 <.001 5.63 <.001
Athlete Age A2 .04 A2 .04 A1 .06 .02 .83 .03 .69
Athlete Years with Team -.02 74 -05 31 -.04 35  -.06 22 -.05 .25
Athlete Years with Coach .02 72 .02 .64 .02 .59 .03 43 .04 41
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate 59 <001 .39 002 42 .001 42 .002
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusio .04 .64 .04 .62 .04 .64
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .16 .02 17 .02 17 .02
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service 12 14 A1 17 A1 .18
Coach Age -.01 16 -01 .38
Coach Gender -.29 10 -.36 .08
Coach Years with Team .04 .35 .04 .39
Coach License Level .04 .32 .03 .53
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .08 .65
Coach SL Humility -.15 .20
Coach SL Service .01 .95
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Table 21(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 792.2 787.5 762.6 738.8 732.3 730.2
Chi® Diff Test 461 .23 2499 <001 23.79 <.001 648 .17 212 55
UN(1,1) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Residual 123 <001 121 <001 110 <001 100 <.001 .98 <.001 .97 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Noalue is
reported for Model 1-6’s between coach variancenase because it was identified as zero.
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Table 22

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Task Motivation Using Coach and AthlB&amographic, Mastery Climate, and

Servant Leadership Variables as Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 410 <.001 4.10 <001 4.10 <.001 4.11 <.001 415 <.001 4.20 <.001
Athlete Age -.04 .25 -.04 21 -05 .10 -.08 .03 -.09 .02
Athlete Years with Team .03 .30 .01 74 .01 .65 .01 .66 .01 73
Athlete Years with Coach -02 44 -01 .57 -.00 .99 .00 .99 .00 91
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate 29 <001 .15 .02 .16 .02 .15 .02
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusior 14 002 .14 002 .14 .002
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .06 A2 .06 A1 .06 A2
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.02 .60 -.03 48  -.03 49
Coach Age -.01 31 -.00 .59
Coach Gender -.10 30 -.18 10
Coach Years with Team -.00 95 -01 .81
Coach License Level .01 46 .02 .38
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion A1 .30
Coach SL Humility -.04 .50
Coach SL Service -.08 .29
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Table 22(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p

-2 Log Likelihood 440.6 438.3 415.0 395.1 392.9 390.8

Chi* Diff Test 230 51 2324 <001 19.96 <001 213 .71 2.18 .54
UN(1,1) .00 .44 .00 .00 .36 01 .16 .00 .35 .00 43
Residual .32 <.001 32 <001 .29 <001 .26 <.001 .26 <.001 .26 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Noalue is
reported for Model 2's between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 23

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Incremental Learning Beliefs Using Coacdld Athlete Demographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 447 <.001 447 <.001 447 <.001 447 <.001 440 <.001 450 <.001
Athlete Age .01 75 .01 .82 .00 97 -04 .26 -.05 21
Athlete Years with Team .02 41 .01 .57 .02 .51 .02 44 .01 .60
Athlete Years with Coach -.04 .07 -.04 .09 -04 10  -.083 14 -03 22
Mastery Climate A1 .07 .01 .93 .04 .59 .02 .75
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusic .05 .30 .06 .24 .06 .18
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility -.02 57  -.03 42 -.03 41
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service A1 .01 A1 .20 A1 .02
Coach Age -.01 .02 -01 A2
Coach Gender -.02 .83 -.15 .16
Coach Years with Team -.00 .88 -01 .62
Coach License Level .03 .10 .04 .09
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion A7 .10
Coach SL Humility -.07 27
Coach SL Service -.14 .07
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Table 23(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 443.7 440.8 437.6 421.9 414.6 408.0
Chi® Diff Test 288 41 320 .07 1576 .001 730 .12 6.55 .09
UN(1,1) .01 A7 .01 .32 .01 .27 .01 .18 .00 42 .00
Residual 31 <001 .31 <001 .31 <001 .29 <.001 .29 <.001 .28 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Noalue is
reported for Model 6's between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 24

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Entity Ability Beliefs Using Coach anthléte Demographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 195 <001 195 <001 195 <001 195 <001 1.97 <001 192 <.001
Athlete Age .03 .50 .03 .46 .03 .40 .09 .06 .09 .07
Athlete Years with Team -.04 21 -03 31 -.04 .28 -.03 31 -.03 40
Athlete Years with Coach -.01 74  -01 72 -01 .70 -.02 .62 -02 .53
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate -.15 .05 -05 59  -.08 37 -.07 45
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusic -.04 51 -.05 46 -.05 41
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility -.01 .80 -01 .87 -01 .86
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.09 A2 -.09 A3 -.09 12
Coach Age .01 .28 .00 .49
Coach Gender .08 .50 15 .28
Coach Years with Team -.03 27  -03 .36
License Level -.04 A3 -.04 A7
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.07 .69
Coach SL Humility .02 .78
Coach SL Service .08 .39
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Table 24(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p

-2 Log Likelihood 566.2 563.4 559.7 550.8 546.8 545.6
Chi Diff Test 280 .42 3.70 .05 8.83 .03 3.99 41 1.20 .75
UN(1,1) 01 .34 .00 42 .00 .48 .00 .38 .00 .00
Residual 51 <001 .51 <.001 .50 <.001 48 <.001 48 <.001 .48 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 5 and Model 6’s between coadlianae estimate because it was identified as zero.
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Table 25

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Ego Orienation Using Coach and Athlewidgraphic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 201 <.001 2.01 <.001 2.01 <.001 2.01 <.001 196 <.001 202 <.001
Athlete Age .04 .34 .04 .33 .05 .25 .08 .18 A1 .07
Athlete Years with Team -.01 .88 .00 94  -00 .98 .00 .90 .01 .85
Athlete Years with Coach -.07 .05 -07 .05 -.07 .04 -07 .04 -08 .04
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate -.15 10 -.04 73  -.04 .69 -.05 .63
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusii -12 09 -12 100 -12 .10
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .06 .25 .06 .25 .07 .20
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.04 53  -.04 51 -.05 43
Coach Age -.00 .80 .00 .96
Coach Gender A1 44 A1 .52
Coach Years with Team -.02 54 -02 .52
Coach License Level -.02 50 -.05 .18
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.16 .30
Coach SL Humility -11 .23
Coach SL Service A1 .35
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Table 2%continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 644.1 638.4 635.6 630.1 628.4 626.0
Chi* Diff Test 571 .13 276 .10 552 14 170 .79 246 .48
UN(1,1) .00 43 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Residual .69 <001 .68 <001 .67 <.001 .66 <.001 .66 <.001 .65 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 2-6’s between coach variancenase because it was identified as zero.
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Table 26

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Somatic Trait Anxiety Using Coach anklé&e Demographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 162 <001 162 <001 162 <.001 162 <.001 174 <001 1.69 <.001
Athlete Age .03 51 .03 51 .03 .43 .04 .39 .03 .54
Athlete Years with Team -.01 .63 -01 .65 -.02 .60 -.03 40  -02 49
Athlete Years with Coach .02 43 .02 44 .02 .50 .02 .55 .02 .59
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate -.01 .87 .06 .52 .03 71 .05 .57
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusic -.07 21 -.07 .20 -.08 17
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .05 .29 .05 .29 .04 .35
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.04 50 -.03 56  -.03 .56
Coach Age .02 .01 .01 .03
Coach Gender -.18 A3 -14 .30
Coach Years with Team -01 .62 -01 .75
Coach License Level .01 .57 .02 42
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .05 .67
Coach SL Humility .02 .75
Coach SL Service .03 .76
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Table 26(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 530.1 529.0 528.9 525.5 517.1 515.3
Chi* Diff Test 116 .76 .03 .86 3.47 .33 8.34 .08 1.79 .62
UN(1,1) .02 .14 .02 .16 .02 .16 02 11 .00 .48 .00
Residual 43 <.001 43 <.001 43 <.001 42 <.001 43 <.001 42 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 6's between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 27
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Worry Trait Anxiety Using Coach and atelDemographic, Mastery

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 2.34 <001 234 <001 234 <.001 234 <.001 254 <001 252 <.001
Athlete Age -.03 .60 -.02 .62 -.02 77 .02 71 .06 .33
Athlete Years with Team -.00 .99 .01 .83 .01 .84 -01 .88 .00 .92
Athlete Years with Coach -.02 .65 -.02 .62 -.03 .38  -.03 42 -04 .34
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate -.16 .10 -.08 A7 -11 33 -.09 42
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusio =21 .01 -22 .004 -23 .002
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility 12 .04 .13 .03 12 .04
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service .08 .23 .08 .25 .07 31
Coach Age .01 .08 .02 .07
Coach Gender -.24 14 -16 .34
Coach Years with Team -.08 .04 -07 .06
Coach License Level -.01 .85 -.03 41
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.10 .52
Coach SL Humility -.15 13
Coach SL Service .22 .07
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Table 27(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p

-2 Log Likelihood 669.1 668.4 665.6 653.6 646.6 640.4
Chi* Diff Test 71 .87 279 .10 1199 .01 7.04 .13 6.18 .10
UN(1,1) .01 .30 .01 .30 .01 .30 .03 .17 .01 .34 .00
Residual .76 <.001 .75 <001 .75 <.001 .70 <.001 .70 <.001 .69 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Noalue is
reported for Model 6's between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 28
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Concentration Disruption Trait Anxietgidg Coach and Athlete Demographic,

Mastery Climate, and Servant Leadership Variabe®eedictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 143 <.001 143 <001 143 <.001 143 <001 148 <.001 142 <.001
Athlete Age .01 .79 .01 .76 .02 .60 .00 93 -.00 .93
Athlete Years with Team -01 65 -01 .82 -01 .66 -.02 57 -01 .62
Athlete Years with Coach -02 43 -02 40  -.02 33 -.02 .33 -.03 31
Athlete-Perceived Mastery Climate -11 .09 .01 .86 .01 .84 .02 .78
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusio -12 .02 -12 .02 -12 .02
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility .04 27 .04 .29 .04 .32
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.04 38  -.04 36 -.04 .38
Coach Age .00 .49 .00 .76
Coach Gender -.15 .20  -.10 44
Coach Years with Team -.03 33 -.02 41
Coach License Level .03 A7 .04 .15
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .00 .10
Coach SL Humility .06 43
Coach SL Service .02 .84
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Table 28(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p est p
-2 Log Likelihood 453.7 452.2 449.3 438.6 434.1 433.0
Chi® Diff Test 154 .67 285 .09 1072 .01 451 .34 1.03 .79
UN(1,1) .01 .16 .01 A7 .01 .22 .02 .12 01 .21 .01 .25
Residual .32 <001 .32 <.001 .32 <.001 .30 <.001 .30 <001 .30 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logdlikood estimates; (2) No CHbifference test is reported for Model 1.

[A*))



Table 29
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Prediagi\thletes’ Mastery Climate Using Coach and Ath[@¢éenographic and Servant Leadership

Variables as Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est Predictor est p est p
Intercept 4.29 <.001 4.29 <.001 4.30 <.001 4.44 <.001 453 <.0001
Athlete age .02 .64 -.01 .66 .03 37 .04 27
Athlete years with team .06 .04 .05 .02 .05 .04 .04 A1
Athlete years with coach -.01 .60 .00 .84 .00 .99 .00 .82
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusir .29 <.001 27 <.001 27  <.0001
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Humility -.00 .94 .01 .81 .01 .69
Athlete-Reported Coach SL Service -.01 .80 -.01 g7 -.01 a7
Coach age .01 .03 .01 .01
Coach Gender -.05 .59 -13 .18
Coach years with team -.01 .54 -.02 31
Coach License level -.05 .10 -.06 .01
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.02 .84
Coach SL Humility -.03 .53
Coach SL Service -.07 .28
-2 Log Likelihood 443.8 438.3 359.5 349.8 343.6
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Table 29(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Chi® Diff Test 5.54 14 78.73 <.001 9.70 .05 6.23 .10
UN(1,1) .03 .04 .03 .04 .01 A1 .00 .38 .00
Residual 30 <.001 .30 <001 22 <.001 22 <.001 .22 <.0001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 6’'s between coach variance eggrbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 30

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Coping with Adversity Using Coach antbléte Demographic, Performance

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 269 <001 269 <001 293 <001 284 <001 299 <.001
Athlete Age -.06 A1 -.06 A1 -.05 24 -.05 27
Athlete Years with Team .04 .18 .04 .18 .04 13 .03 .30
Athlete Years with Coach -.05 .07 -.06 .04 -.06 .04 -.05 .06
Athlete-Perceived Performance Climate -12 .05 -.10 .10 -11 .07
Coach Age -.01 .30 -.00 73
Coach Gender .16 .16 .02 .84
Coach Years with Team .04 19 .02 .39
Coach License Level -.04 A2 -.04 A1
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .00 1.00
Coach SL Humility -.04 .56
Coach SL Service -.13 A2
-2 Log Likelihood 506.8 500.8 497.0 490.4 481.1
Chi’ Difference Test 6.05 A1 3.76 .05 6.66 16 9.28 .03
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Table 30 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .03 .08 .02 .18 .01 .26 .00 .36 .00
Residual .39 <.001 .39 <.001 39 <001 38 <.001 37 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logeélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 5’s between coach variance eg@rbecause it was identified as zero.
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Table 31
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predigjifithletes’ Performance Under Pressure Using Caamih Athlete Demographic,

Performance Climate, and Servant Leadership Vaealals Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 2.70 <.001 2.70 <.001 2.98 <.001 3.06 <.001 3.18 <.001
Athlete Age .03 .56 .04 44 .07 .29 A2 .03
Athlete Years with Team .04 .26 .04 .26 .04 .28 .04 .24
Athlete Years with Coach -.06 .06 -.07 .04 -.07 .04 -.07 .02
Athlete-Perceived Performance Climate -14 .06 -14 .06 -13 .07
Coach Age .00 .57 .01 .26
Coach Gender -.09 .59 -11 46
Coach Years with Team -.10 .02 -.09 .01
Coach License Level -.01 .75 -.07 .03
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.46 .003
Coach SL Humility -.26 .01
Coach SL Service .26 .02
-2 Log Likelihood 563.4 559.6 556.2 550.5 536.6
Chi’ Difference Test 3.80 .28 3.39 .07 5.71 22 13.89 .003
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Table 31 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .07 .03 .07 .03 .09 .02 .07 .03 .01 .30
Residual 47 <001 46 <.001 45 <.001 44 <.001 45 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Chdifference test is reported for Model 1.
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Table 32
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Cognitive Sport Confidence Using Coactl Athlete Demographic, Performance

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 5.55 <.001 5.55 <.001 5.88 <.001 5.84 <.001 5.86 <.001
Athlete Age -.06 .23 -.05 .28 -.06 31 -.05 .46
Athlete Years with Team -.00 .92 -.00 91 -.00 .96 -.00 .10
Athlete Years with Coach -01 .86 -.01 .68 -01 .81 -01 .76
Athlete-Perceived Performance Climat -.16 .04 -.16 .05 -17 .05
Coach Age -.01 .25 -.01 31
Coach Gender .05 .76 .06 .73
Coach Years with Team -.02 .57 -.02 .61
Coach License Level -01 .78 -.02 .60
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -.07 .69
Coach SL Humility -.05 .67
Coach SL Service .06 .61
-2 Log Likelihood 627.9 626.2 622.1 619.6 619.2
Ch#* Difference Test 1.70 64 407 .04 258 .63 .36 .95
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Table 32 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .04 A2 .03 15 .03 14 .02 .23 .02 22
Residual .63 <.001 .63 <.001 .62 <.001 .62 <.001 .62 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Chdifference test is reported for Model 1.
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Table 33
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Prediagithletes’ Resilience Sport Confidence Using CaathAthlete Demographic, Performance

Climate, and Servant Leadership Variables as Ptedic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 5.29 <.001 5.28 <.001 5.76 <.001 5.75 <.001 5.84 <.001
Athlete Age -.13 .03 -12 .04 -.16 .01 -.15 .03
Athlete Years with Team .02 .59 .02 .63 .02 .63 .01 .84
Athlete Years with Coach -01 .89 -.02 .66 -.00 .92 -.00 .96
Athlete-Perceived Performance Climat -.24 .01 -.23 .02 -.25 .01
Coach Age -.02 .05 -.02 .08
Coach Gender -.03 .86 -.08 .68
Coach Years with Team .00 .96 -.01 .86
Coach License Level .00 .99 -01 .81
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -14 44
Coach SL Humility .03 .79
Coach SL Service -.06 .62
-2 Log Likelihood 733.4 728.9 722.9 717.8 713.6
Chi’ Difference Test 4.46 22 6.05 .01 5.13 27 4.14 .25
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Table 33 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .04 A4 .02 .259 .01 342 .00 .00
Residual .95 <.001 .95 <.001 .93 <.001 .93 <.001 91 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 5 and Model 6’s between coadlanae estimates since it was identified as zero.
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Table 34
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Prediagi\thletes’ Team Performance Satisfaction Usingadbiaend Athlete Demographic,

Performance Climate, and Servant Leadership Vaealals Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 5.46 <.001 5.46 <.001 6.08 <.001 6.39 <.001 6.25 <.001
Athlete Age -.06 40 -.05 44 -.04 .58 -.08 31
Athlete Years with Team .00 .92 .00 .92 -.01 .80 -01 .78
Athlete Years with Coach .01 .89 -.01 .84 -.01 a7 -01 .85
Athlete-Perceived Performance Clima -31 .003 -.30 .01 =27 .01
Coach Age .02 .05 .02 13
Coach Gender -.37 .06 -.32 13
Coach Years with Team -.02 72 -.02 71
Coach License Level -.02 .64 .01 .87
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .10 .60
Coach SL Humility 17 .16
Coach SL Service -.08 .59
-2 Log Likelihood 763.1 762.5 753.8 747.5 745.4
Chi’ Difference Test .68 .88 8.68 .003 6.24 .18 2.10 .55
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Table 34(continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN (1,1) .08 .06 .07 .08 .06 A1 .02 .29 .01 42
Residual 1.04 <.001 1.04 <.001 1.02 <.001 1.02 <.001 1.02 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Chdifference test is reported for Model 1.
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Table 35
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predigjifithletes’ Somatic Trait Anxiety Using Coach amicléte Demographic,

Performance Climate, and Servant Leadership Vaealals Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 1.62 <.001 1.62 <.001 1.16 <.001 1.32 <.001 1.22 <.001
Athlete Age .03 51 .02 .60 .03 52 .01 .90
Athlete Years with Team -01 .63 -.01 .65 -.02 .46 -.02 .54
Athlete Years with Coach .02 43 .03 .23 .03 .28 .03 .26
Athlete-Perceived Performance Climat .23 <.001 22 <.001 23 <.001
Coach Age .02 .01 .01 .04
Coach Gender -.15 A7 -.13 .32
Coach Years with Team -.00 .92 .00 .96
Coach License Level .00 .86 .02 42
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion 12 31
Coach SL Humility .06 .40
Coach SL Service -.03 74
-2 Log Likelihood 530.1 529.0 517.1 509.5 506.7
Chi’ Difference Test 1.16 .76 11.87 <.001 7.55 A1 2.85 42
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Table 35 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .02 14 .02 .16 .02 13 .00 .00
Residual 43 <.001 43 <.001 41 <.001 42 <.001 41 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 4 and Model 5’s between coadlanae estimates becasue it was identified as zero.
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Table 36

Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predigjifithletes’ Worry Trait Anxiety Using Coach andléta Demographic,

Performance Climate, and Servant Leadership Vaealals Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 2.34 <.001 2.34 <.001 1.57 <.001 1.72 <.001 1.67 <.001
Athlete Age -.03 .60 -.04 .39 -.01 .81 -.00 .96
Athlete Years with Team -.00 .99 .00 .98 -.01 .85 .01 .85
Athlete Years with Coach -.02 .65 .01 .85 .01 .85 .00 .98
Athlete-Perceived Performance Clima .39 <.001 .39 <.001 .39 <.001
Coach Age .01 .19 .01 .23
Coach Gender -17 .25 -.10 .53
Coach Years with Team -.06 .08 -.05 15
Coach License Level -.01 .86 -01 .75
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion a .02 .88
Coach SL Humility -.08 .39
Coach SL Service 14 21
-2 Log Likelihood 669.1 668.4 646.6 641.8 636.2
Chi’ Difference Test 71 .87 21.76 <.001 4.89 .30 5.53 14
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Table 36 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .01 .30 .01 .30 .00 .46 .00 .00
Residual .76 <.001 .75 <.001 .70 <.001 .69 <.001 .68 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Ctiifference test is reported for Model 1; (3) Nogdue is
reported for Model 4 and Model 5’s between coadlanae estimates because it was identified as zero.
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Table 37
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Predictidghletes’ Concentration Disruption Trait Anxietgidg Coach and Athlete Demographic,

Performance Climate, and Servant Leadership Vaealals Predictors.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p
Intercept 1.43 <.001 1.07 <.001 1.00 <.001
Athlete Age .94 -.01 .76 -.03 .45
Athlete Years with Team .64 -.01 .60 -01 .61
Athlete Years with Coach .75 -.01 72 -01 .75
Athlete-Perceived Performance Clima <.001 19 .001 .20 <.001
Coach Age .00 72 -.00 .97
Coach Gender -.10 40 -.07 .61
Coach Years with Team -.01 .65 -.01 .70
Coach License Level .03 .23 .04 .10
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion .06 .59
Coach SL Humility .10 .19
Coach SL Service -.04 .62
-2 Log Likelihood 453.7 437.5 435.5
Ch#* Difference Test <.001  2.30 68 2.00 57
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Table 37 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
UN(1,1) .01 A7 .01 A7 .02 .10 .01 14 .01 19
Residual .32 <.001 .32 <.001 .30 <.001 .30 <.001 .30 <.001

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Chdifference test is reported for Model 1
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Table 38
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Prediagifthletes’ Performance Climate Using Coach andeis¢hDemographic, Coach-Reported

Servant Leadership Variables, and Athlete-Repoftedch Servant Leadership Variables.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Predictor est p est p est p est p est p
Intercept 1.98 <.001 1.98 <.001 1.98 <.001 1.89 <.001 1.96 <.001
Athlete age .03 .56 .05 .28 .03 .53 .07 .20
Athlete years with team .01 .75 .01 g7 .01 .79 .01 a7
Athlete years with coach -.05 .05 -.07 .01 -.07 .01 -.07 .01
Athlete-reported Coach SL Trust/Inclusio -.22 <.001 -21 <.001 -21 <.001
Athlete-reported Coach SL Humility -.02 .54 -.03 .45 -.03 .50
Athlete-reported Coach SL Service .07 13 .07 14 .06 .18
Coach age .00 .99 .00 a7
Coach Gender -.04 .80 -.04 .78
Coach years with team -.03 .34 -.03 .40
Coach License level .05 A1 .02 .53
Coach SL Trust/Inclusion -19 21
Coach SL Humility -17 .09
Coach SL Service .16 A7
-2 Log Likelihood 475.1 470.8 440.9 436.9 432.9
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Table 38(continued)

Predictor

Chi? Diff Test
UN(L,1)

Residual

Note. (1) No p-value is reported for the -2 Logélikood estimates; (2) No Chdifference test is reported for Model 1.
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Appendix 2. Parental Consent Form.
EXAMINING THE MEDIATING ROLE OF MOTIVATIONAL CLIMAT E ON THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COACHES’ LEADERSHIP VARIABLES AND
ATHLETES’ PSYCHOSOCIAL OUTCOMES

This study proposal was designed to investigaténtiveence of motivational climate on the
relationship between coaches’ leadership variadoheisathletes’ cognitions and emotions. The
investigator, Jennifer Knight, and faculty spongar, Damon Burton, would appreciate your
daughter’s participation in this study designeélither our understanding of how the motivational
climate created by coaches can influence athletaapetitive experience.

Study Proposal:

The purpose of the study is to examine the dynaofitise competitive sport environment through
the interactions of coaching characteristics, natbnal climate, and athletes’ cognitions and
emotions.

This study has been approved by the Universitglaho Institutional Review Board. The risks and
discomforts that may occur are minimal and all oeses are confidential. Your daughter is free to
skip any question she does not feel comfortablevansg. The potential benefits of participation in
this study include a better understanding of maeitiveal climate, both how coaches create it and
how it influences athletes’ sport experience. Témults of this study may be published. Your
daughter’s identity will not be revealed in any wagd access to all data will be restricted to the
researchers unless you grant prior approval. Amgtions you have concerning this study may be
referred to Jennifer Kniglfknig2503@vandals.uidaho.edu) or Damon Burton
(dburton@uidaho.edu) at any time. Completion of the questionnaire vatjuire 10-20 minutes.

Participation in this study is on a volunteer ba¥sur daughter may withdraw from the study or
refuse to have her data included at any time witpeunalty. Data will remain confidential, which
means that participant and team identity will Ineited to the principal investigator. Data will be
stored in a locked filing cabinet and a secure astep

| have read the above information, and the natiemands, risks, and benefits of the project have
been explained to me. | knowingly assume the iiskslved, and understand that my daughter
may withdraw her consent and discontinue particypadt any time without penalty or loss of
benefit. In signing this consent form, | am noiwirgg any legal claims, rights or remedies and am
certifying that | am at giving consent for my dategtto participate in this study.

Participant’s Printed Name:

Parent’s Printed Name:

Parent’s Signature: Date:
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Appendix 3. Athlete Assent Form
EXAMINING THE MEDIATING ROLE OF MOTIVATIONAL CLIMAT E ON THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COACHES’ LEADERSHIP VARIABLES AND
ATHLETES’ PSYCHOSOCIAL OUTCOMES

This study proposal was designed to investigaténtiveence of motivational climate on the
relationship between coaches’ leadership variadoheisathletes’ cognitions and emotions. The
investigator, Jennifer Knight, and faculty spongar, Damon Burton, would appreciate your
participation in this study designed to further anderstanding of how the motivational climate
created by coaches can influence athletes’ cometkperience.

Study Proposal:

The purpose of the study is to examine the dynaofitise competitive sport environment through
the interactions of coaching characteristics, natbnal climate, and athletes’ cognitions and
emotions.

This study has been approved by the Universitglaho Institutional Review Board. The risks and
discomforts that may occur are minimal becauseeajponses are confidential. You are free to skip
any question you do not feel comfortable answerliing potential benefits of participation in this
study include a better understanding of motivatiatimmate, both how coaches create it and how it
influences athletes’ sport experience. The resifltis study may be published. Your identity will
not be revealed in any way, and access to allwléithe restricted to the researchers unless you
grant prior approval. Any questions you have comiogrthis study may be referred to Jennifer
Knight (knig2503@vandals.uidaho.edu) or Damon Burtiniton@uidaho.edu) at any time.
Completion of the questionnaire will require 10f8bhutes of your time.

Participation in this study is on a volunteer ba¥su may withdraw from the study or refuse to
have your data included at any time without penalata will remain confidential, which means
that participant and team identity will be limitexthe principal investigator. Data will be stoiad
a locked filing cabinet and a secure computer.

| have read the above information, and the natlemands, risks, and benefits of the project have
been explained to me. | knowingly assume the iiskslved, and understand that | may withdraw
my consent and discontinue participation at any twmthout penalty or loss of benefit to myself.

In signing this assent form, | am not waiving aegdl claims, rights or remedies and am certifying
that | am at least 18 years of age or am providipgrental consent form.

Participant’s Printed Name:

Participant’s Signature: Date:




189

Appendix 4

Coach Consent Form



190

Appendix 4. Coach Consent Form
EXAMINING THE MEDIATING ROLE OF MOTIVATIONAL CLIMAT E ON THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COACHES’ LEADERSHIP VARIABLES AND
ATHLETES’ PSYCHOSOCIAL OUTCOMES

This study proposal was designed to investigaténtiveence of motivational climate on the
relationship between coaches’ leadership variadoheisathletes’ cognitions and emotions. The
investigator, Jennifer Knight, and faculty spongar, Damon Burton, would appreciate your
participation in this study designed to further anderstanding of how the motivational climate
created by coaches can influence athletes’ cometkperience.

Study Proposal:

The purpose of the study is to examine the dynaofitise competitive sport environment through
the interactions of coaching characteristics, natbnal climate, and athletes’ cognitions and
emotions.

This study has been approved by the Universitglaho Institutional Review Board. The risks and
discomforts that may occur are minimal becauseeajponses are confidential. You are free to skip
any question you do not feel comfortable answerliing potential benefits of participation in this
study include a better understanding of motivatiatimmate, both how coaches create it and how it
influences athletes’ sport experience. The resifltis study may be published. Your identity will
not be revealed in any way, and access to allwléithe restricted to the researchers unless you
grant prior approval. Any questions you have comiogrthis study may be referred to Jennifer
Knight (knig2503@vandals.uidaho.edu) or Damon Burtiniton@uidaho.edu) at any time.
Completion of the questionnaire will require 10f8bhutes of your time.

Participation in this study is on a volunteer ba¥su may withdraw from the study or refuse to
have your data included at any time without penalata will remain confidential, which means
that participant and team identity will be limitexthe principal investigator. Data will be stoiad
a locked filing cabinet and a secure computer.

| have read the above information, and the natlemands, risks, and benefits of the project have
been explained to me. | knowingly assume the iiskslved, and understand that | may withdraw
my consent and discontinue participation at any twmthout penalty or loss of benefit to myself.

In signing this consent form, | am not waiving degal claims, rights or remedies and am
certifying that | am at least 18 years of age.

Participant’s Printed Name:

Participant’s Signature: Date:
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Appendix 5. Study Hypotheses
Coach Hypotheses

Coach Hypothesis 1 (CH-1Emotional intelligence core competencies shouldalestrate

a significant positive relationship with servaradership.

Coach Hypothesis 2 (CH-2Loaches’ incremental beliefs about talent and daigktations

should demonstrate a significant positive relatigmsvith servant leadership characteristics.

Coach Hypothesis 3 (CH-3): Coaches’ entity ablig}iefs and ego orientations should

reveal a significant negative relationship withveert leadership characteristics.

Coach-Athlete Hypotheses

Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 1 (CAH-1): Higher levelservant leadership should be

associated with greater mastery-oriented motivatiohmate perceptions.

Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 2 (CAH-2): Lower levelssefvant leadership should be

associated with greater athlete performance-oriemigtivational climate perceptions.

Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 3 (CAH-3): Higher levelservant leadership should
demonstrate a significant positive relationshipghwiigher levels of intrinsic motivation,
incremental learning beliefs, sport confidencek @msentation, satisfaction, and coping with

stress.

Coach-Athlete Hypothesis 4 (CAH-4): Higher levelservant leadership should be
negatively and significantly related with athletego orientation, entity learning beliefs, and

sport anxiety.
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Athlete Hypotheses

Athlete Hypothesis 1 (AH-1): Perceptions of a mgsteotivational climate should reveal a
significant positive relationship with greater ayiko cope with stress, sport confidence,

athlete satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, taskeatation, and incremental learning beliefs.

Athlete Hypothesis 2 (AH-2): Perceptions of a mgsteotivational climate should
demonstrate a significant negative relationshif wport anxiety, ego orientation, and entity

learning beliefs.

Athlete Hypothesis 3 (AH-3): Athletes’ perceptiarfshe coaches’ servant leadership

should show a significant positive relationshiphamiastery climate.

Athlete Hypothesis 4 (AH-4): Athletes’ perceptiarfscoaches’ servant leadership should
reveal a significant positive relationship with aopwith stress, sport confidence, athlete

satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, incrementalteiag beliefs, and task motivation.

Athlete Hypothesis 5 (AH-5): Athletes’ perceptiarfscoaches’ servant leadership should
demonstrate a significant negative relationshif wport anxiety, ego orientation, and entity

learning beliefs.

Athlete Hypothesis 6 (AH-6): Perceptions of a perfance motivational climate should
show a significant negative with coping with streg®ort confidence, athlete satisfaction,

intrinsic motivation, task orientation, dand inciemal learning beliefs.
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Athlete Hypothesis 7 (AH-7): Perceptions of a perfance motivational climate should
reveal a significant positive relationship with gpanxiety, ego orientation, and entity

learning beliefs.

Athlete Hypothesis 8 (AH-8): Athletes’ perceptiarfshe coaches’ servant leadership

should demonstrate a significant negative relalignwith performance climate.
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Appendix 6. Athletic Coping with Sport Inventory28 (ACSI-28)
REACTIONS TO COMPETITION QUESTIONNAIRE

(Subscales: Coping with Adversity (CWA); Peakimglar Pressure (PUP)

1=NOT AT ALL

2= SOMEWHAT

3= MODERATELY SO

4= VERY MUCH SO

How often do you experience each of these reactiéh€ircle your answer.

| maintain emotional control no matter how things going for me

When things are going badly, | tell myself to keatm and this works for me.

When | feel myself getting too tense, | can quidldiax my body and calm myself.

| remain positive and enthusiastic during compmtitino matter how badly things are
going during competition.

To me, pressure situations are challenges thatcome.

The more pressure there is during a game, the hemey it.

| tend to play better under pressure because k thiore clearly.

| make fewer mistakes when the pressure’s on bedatancentrate better.

PwpNPE

© NGO

Scoring Key:
Coping with Adversity: Iltems 1, 2, 3, 4;
Peaking under Pressure: ltems 5, 6, 7, 8
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Appendix 7. Sport Confidence Inventory (SCI)

1=
2=
3=
4=
5=
6=
7=

REACTIONS TO COMPETITION-2

CAN'T DO AT ALL
VERY UNCERTAIN
FAIRLY UNCERTAIN
MAYBE | CAN
FAIRLY CERTAIN
VERY CERTAIN
TOTALLY CERTAIN

How certain are you that....

1.

© ©®© N o g & W D

10
11

12.
13.
14.

You can execute the physical skills necessasytceed?

You can keep mentally focused throughout thepmtition?

You can bounce back from performing poorlydocessfully execute your skills?
Your physical training has prepared you endogéucceed?

You can successfully make critical decisiongrdpcompetition?

You can regain your mental focus after a penéorce error?

Your physical fitness level will allow you tompete successfully?

You can effectively use strategies needed ¢oesed?

You can overcome doubt after a poor performance

. You can successfully perform the physicalskéquired in your sport?

. You can maintain the mental focus needed timpe successfully?

You can overcome problems and setbacks tonpeguccessfully?

You have the physical preparation that is edéd compete successfully?
You can successfully manage your nervousreetgas it doesn’t hurt your

performance?

Scoring Key:

Physical Subscale: 1, 4, 7, 10, 13.
Mental Subscale: 2, 5, 8, 11, 14.
Resilience Subscale: 3, 6, 9, 12.
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Appendix 8. Conceptions of the Nature of Athletibilky Questionnaire - Version 2
(CNAAQ-2)
BELIEFS ABOUT COMPETITION
1 =NOT AT ALL
2=ALITTLE BIT
3 = SOMEWHAT
4 = MODERATELY SO
5 = VERY MUCH SO
How often do you experience each of these reactiGh€ircle your answer

1. You have a certain level of talent and you canaally do much to change that level.

2. Even if you try hard, the skills or knowledge leyeu reach will change very little.

3. ltis difficult to change how good you are at anyth

4. To be successful, you need to develop knowledgbantgues and skills, and practice

them regularly.

You need to learn and work hard to be good.

To reach a high level of performance you must goubh periods of learning and

training.

7. You need to have certain “gifts” to be good at amg.

8. To be good at anything you need to be naturalledif

9. To be good at anything, you need to be born wilidogualities, which allow you to
succeed.

10.1f you work hard at it, you will always get better.

11.How good you are at anything always improves if wark hard at it.

12.1f you put enough effort into it, you will alway®gbetter.

oo

Scoring Key:
Incremental Learning Beliefs: ltems 4, 5, 6, 10, 12
Entity Learning Beliefs: Items 1, 2, 3,7, 8,9
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Appendix 9. Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Qoesiaire (TEOSQ)
SUCCESS IN SPORT QUESTIONNAIRE

1 = STRONGLY DISAGREE

2 = DISAGREE

3 = NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE
4 = AGREE

5=STRONGLY AGREE

When do you feel most successful in sports? In otheords, when do you feel a sport
activity has gone really good for you? Circle youanswer

I’'m the only one who can do the play or skKill.

| learn a new skill and it makes me want to practiwore.
| can do better than my friends.

The others can’t do as well as me.

| learn something that is fun to do.

Others mess-up and | don't.

| learn a new skill by trying hard.

| work really hard.

| score the most points/goals/hits.

10 Something | learn makes me want to go and praotimes.
11.I'm the best.

12. A skill I learn really feels right.

13.1do my very best.

©CoNokrwNE

Scoring Key:
Task Orientation: Items 2, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13
Ego Orientation: Items 1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11
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Appendix 10. Sport Motivation Scale-6 (SMS-6)
SPORT MOTIVATION SCALE

1 = DOES NOT CORRESPOND AT ALL
2 = CORRESPONDS VERY LITTLE

3 = CORRESPONDS SOMEWHAT

4 = CORRESPONDS MODERATELY

5 = CORRESPONDS QUITE A BIT

6 = CORRESPONDS A GREAT DEAL

7 = CORRESPONDS EXACTLY

How often does each statement correspond to reasdios your participation in the
sport? Circle your answer

1. For the excitement | feel when | am really involvedhe activity

2. Because it's part of the way in which I've chosefivte my life

3. Because it is a good way to learn lots of thinggcivicould be useful to me in other
areas of my life

Because it allows me to be well regarded by pethael know

Because | feel a lot of personal satisfaction whikestering certain difficult training
techniques

Because it is absolutely necessary to do spootsafwants to be in shape
Because it is one of the best ways | have chosdewvelop other aspects of my life
Because it is an extension of me

Because | must do sports to feel good about myself

10 For the prestige of being an athlete

11.Because participation in my sport is consistenhwity deepest principles

12.For the satisfaction | experience while | am pearfecmy abilities

13.Because it is one of the best ways to maintain getadionships with my friends
14.Because | would feel bad if | was not taking tiraelo it

15.For the pleasure of discovering new performanceesjies

16. For the material and/or social benefits of beingtete
17.Because training hard will improve my performance

a s

© 0N

18.Because participation in my sport is an integrat pamy life

19.Because | must do sports regularly
20.To show others how good | am at my sport

Scoring Key:

External Regulation: ltems 4, 10, 16, 20
Introjected Regulation: Items 6, 9, 14, 19
Identified Regulation: Items 3, 7, 13, 17
Integrated Regulation: ltems 2, 8, 11, 18
Intrinsic Motivation: ltems 1, 5, 12, 15
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Appendix 11. Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (AS
SPORT SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
1 =NOT AT ALL SATISFIED
2 =ALITTLE BIT SATISFIED
3 = SOMEWHAT SATISFIED
4 = MODERATELY SATISFIED
5 =ALOT SATISFIED
6 = VERY MUCH SATISFIED
7 = EXTREMELY SATISFIED
How satisfied are you in the following situationsZircle your answer

The degree of which | have reached my performapne¢sgluring the season.
The improvement in my performance over the preverason.

The improvement in my skill level thus far.

The team’s win/loss record this season.

The team’s overall performance this season.

The extent to which the team has met its goalgh®iseason thus far.

oA ONE

Scoring Key:
Individual Performance: ltems 1, 2, 3

Team Performance: ltems 4, 5, 6
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Sport Anxiety Scale-2 (SAS-2)
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Appendix 12. Sport Anxiety Scale-2 (SAS-2)

1=
2 =
3=
4 —

REACTIONS TO COMPETITION-2

NOT AT ALL
ALITTLE BIT
PRETTY MUCH SO
VERY MUCH SO

How often do you experience each of these reactiobsfore or while you compete in
sport? Circle your answer

1. Itis hard to concentrate on the game.

2. My body feels tense.

3. l'worry that | will not play well.

4. Itis hard for me to focus on what | am supplasedo.
5. I worry that | will let others down.

6. | feel tense in my stomach.

7. llose focus on the game.

8. l'worry that | will not play my best.

9. I worry that | will play badly.

10. My muscles feel shaky.

11. I worry that | will mess up during the game.

12. My stomach feels upset.

13. | cannot think clearly during the game.

14. My muscles feel tight because | am nervous.

15. | have a hard time focusing on what my coatls me to do.
Scoring Key:

Somatic: Items 2, 6, 10, 12, 14
Worry: Items 3, 5, 8, 9, 11
Concentration Disruption: ltems 1, 4, 7, 13, 15
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Appendix 13. Perceived Motivational Climate in SpQuestionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2)
SPORT CONTEXT QUESTIONNAIRE

1 =NOT AT ALL TRUE
2=ALITTLE TRUE

3 = SOMEWHAT TRUE
4=ALOT TRUE

5 =VERY TRUE

How often do you experience each of these reactiGh€ircle your answer

Players feel good when they try their best.

The coach gets mad when a player makes a mistake.

The coach has his/her favorites.

Each player contributes in some important way.

Players are ‘psyched’ when they do better tharr teemmates in a game.
The players are encouraged to work on their weaases

Players help each other learn.

The coach yells at players for messing up.

The coach gives most of his/her attention to therss

10 Each player has an important role.

11.Players are encouraged to outplay their own teagsnat

12.The coach makes sure players improve on skillSitheyt good at.
13.Players feel successful when they improve.

14.Players are punished when they make a mistake.

15.The coach favors some players more than others.

16.The coach believes that all of the players areialtim the success of the team.
17.The coach praises players only when they outplayteates.
18.The focus is to improve each game/practice.

19.Trying hard is rewarded.

20.Players are taken out of games for mistakes.

21.The coach makes it clear who he/she things arbdakeplayers.
22.Players at all skill levels have an important rohethis team.
23.The coach emphasizes always trying your best.

24.Players help each other to get better and excel.

25.Players are afraid to make mistakes.

26.0nly the top players ‘get noticed’ by the coach.

27.The players really ‘work together’ as a team.

28.0nly the players with the best ‘skills’ get praised

29.The coach encourages players to help each other lea

CoNooOrWNE

Scoring Key:
Mastery Climate: Items 1, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13,14,19, 22, 23, 24, 27, 29
Performance Climate: Items 2, 3, 5, 8. 9, 11, 4,17, 20, 21, 25, 26, 28
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Appendix 14. Revised Servant Leadership ProfileSport (RSLP-S)

1=
2 =
3=
4 =
5=
6 =
7=

SPORT LEADERSHIP SKILLS

STRONGLY DISAGREE
MODERATELY DISAGREE
SLIGHTLY DISAGREE
NEUTRAL

SLIGHTLY AGREE
MODERATELY AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

In evaluating my leadership skills...

©CoNokrwNE

| inspire team spirit by communicating enthusiasmd eonfidence

| listen actively and receptively to others.

| practice plain talking (mean what | say and sdail mean)

| always keep promises and commitments to others.

| grant the athletes a fair amount of responsipilit

| willingly accept other’s ideas whenever they begter than my own.
| promote tolerance, kindness, and honesty.

| promote a climate of trust/openness to facilifzaeticipation in decision making.

| want to build trust through honesty and empathy.

.1 devote a lot of energy to promoting trust, mutuwatlerstanding and team spirit.
.1 have the courage to assume full responsibilitynfiy mistakes
.1 believe that the leader should not be front agnter.

.I'am not primarily concerned with always havind flthority.
.1 do not have my name attached to every initiative.

.1 allow subordinates to have some control.

.1 'do not look at my position as one of power.

.1 do not have to be seen as superior to the athieteverything.
.1 serve others and do not expect anything in return

.I'am willing to make personal sacrifices in servotgers.

.1 find enjoyment in serving others in whatever rotecapacity.
.I' have a heart to serve others.

.1 take great satisfaction in bringing out the besithers.

Scoring Key:

Trust/Inclusion: ltems 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7, 8,0, 11
Humility: Items 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17

Service: Items 18, 19, 20, 21, 22

212
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Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS)



Appendix 15. Wong and Law Emotional Intelligencal®@qWLEIS)

1 = STRONGLY DISAGREE2 = MODERATELY DISAGREE
3 = SLIGHTLY DISAGREE

4 = NEUTRAL

5 = SLIGHTLY AGREE

6 = MODERATELY AGREE

7 = STRONGLY AGREE

SPORT LEADERSHIP-2

| have a good sense of why | have certain feelingst of the time
| have good understanding of my own emotions.

| really understand what | feel.

| always know whether or not | am happy.

| always know my friends’ emotions from their belway

| am a good observer of others’ emotions.

| am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of isthe

| have good understanding of the emotions of peapand me.

©CoNorwNE

10.1 always tell myself | am a competent person.

11.1 am a self-motivated person.

12.1 would always encourage myself to try my best.

13.1 am able to control my temper and handle diffiegtrationally.
14.1 am quite capable of controlling my own emotions.

15.1 can always calm down quickly when | am very angry

16.1 have good control of my own emotions.

Scoring Key:

Self-Emotional Appraisal: ltems 1, 2, 3, 4
Others’ Emotional Appraisal: Items 5, 6, 7, 8
Use of Emotion: Items 9, 10, 11, 12
Self-Regulation of Emotion: Iltems 13, 14, 15, 16

| always set goals for myself and then try my bestchieve them.

214



