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Abstract 

 

Extensive knowledge exists about how coaches influence youth sport participants‟ 

skill development and motivational outcomes, yet less is known about promoting 

sportsmanship (Horn, 2008; M. R. Weiss, Smith, & Stuntz, 2008). The purpose of the 

present studies was to identify mechanisms by which coaches make an impact on youths‟ 

sportsmanship. It was first necessary to create a comprehensive measure of coaching 

behaviors that captures the ways in which coaches influence athletes‟ sportsmanship. 

With such a measure, it was possible to examine relationships between coaches‟ 

behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes consistent with moral development theory. 

Study 1 included a series of steps to develop the measure: (a) completing a 

literature review, (b) conducting focus groups, (c) enlisting an expert panel, and (d) 

conducting a pilot study. These steps resulted in a 40-item measure reflecting 8 coaching 

behaviors: (a) Sets Expectations for Good Sportsmanship, (b) Reinforces Good 

Sportsmanship, (c) Punishes Poor Sportsmanship, (d) Discusses Good Sportsmanship, (e) 

Teaches Good Sportsmanship, (f) Models Good Sportsmanship, (g) Models Poor 

Sportsmanship, and (h) Prioritizes Winning Over Good Sportsmanship. Results from 

Study 1 provided content validity for the Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale 

(SCBS). 

 Study 2 was designed to provide further construct validity for the SCBS. The 

sample included 418 youth (211 females, 207 males), ages 13-18, participating in a 

variety of team sports (e.g., rugby, lacrosse, basketball, soccer). Participants completed 

the SCBS and a measure of prosocial and antisocial behaviors toward teammates and 

opponents. A confirmatory factor analysis established factorial validity for a 6-factor 
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model for the SCBS. Tests for gender invariance showed the 6-factor model to be 

equivalent for male and female athletes. Criterion validity was shown in that four 

coaching behaviors (modeling, reinforcing, teaching, and prioritizing winning) were 

related to athletes‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors in theoretically consistent ways. 

Unique findings emerged for boys and girls in the pattern of relationships between 

coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes. Collectively, results support and extend 

moral development theory and research by identifying the specific mechanisms by which 

coaches promote sportsmanship and by creating a valid and reliable measure of coaching 

behaviors that can be used in future investigations.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Character development through sport participation has long been a topic of 

interest to educators and academics. Historically, it was believed that youth could learn 

positive values and life lessons through participating in sport (Wiggins, 1996). The terms 

character and moral development have been used interchangeably and can be interpreted 

quite differently depending on one‟s perspective. Bredemeier and Shields (2006) defined 

character in sport as perspective-taking, role-taking, empathy, and moral reasoning and 

beliefs. The term moral development has been used as an umbrella term encompassing 

concepts such as sportsmanship, character, prosocial behavior, and fair play (see M. R. 

Weiss & Smith, 2002). In the present study, sportsmanship is the construct used as an 

index of character.  

Significant others within the sport context influence youths‟ sportsmanship 

attitudes and behaviors by interacting with participants in many ways. Coaches, by virtue 

of the amount of time spent with young athletes and their credibility as sources of 

information, have an opportunity to contribute to character development (see Horn, 2008; 

M. R. Weiss, Smith, & Stuntz, 2008). Coaches can impart informational and evaluative 

feedback about sport performance, model desirable behaviors, and establish supportive 

and caring relationships with sport participants (e.g., Black & Weiss, 1992; Hollembeak 

& Amorose, 2005; R. E. Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1979). Such mechanisms of social 
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influence have been related to psychological benefits for youth, such as improved self-

perceptions, enjoyment, and motivation (e.g., Amorose & Anderson-Butcher, 2007; R. E. 

Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007). While much is known about coaches‟ influence on 

youths‟ skill development and motivational outcomes, considerably less is known about 

coaching mechanisms for promoting sportsmanship. This is surprising given the 

importance placed on sport as a vehicle for building character. 

Several theories and conceptual approaches shed light on the mechanisms by 

which coaches may foster sportsmanship among youth sport participants. Social learning 

theory (Bandura, 1986, 1991) proposes that individuals learn moral attitudes and 

behaviors through observational learning and social reinforcement. Accordingly, coaches 

can serve as role models and distribute rewards for desirable behaviors in sport. 

Structural developmental theory (e.g., Haan, 1977; Kohlberg, 1969; Rest, 1986) proposes 

that individuals reach more mature levels of moral reasoning by experiencing moral 

dilemmas and finding balance among their own and others‟ interests though discussion. 

Thus coaches can take advantage of teachable moments by engaging students in 

meaningful dialogue that challenges them to consider others‟ well-being. The positive 

youth development approach proposes that character can be fostered by participating in 

activities that provide opportunities for skill building and engaging in interactions with 

supportive adults (e.g., Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Coaches 

who set expectations for positive behavior, build supportive relationships, and create an 

empowering environment positively influence personal responsibility, caring for others, 

and contribution to society. These theories and conceptual approaches provide insight on 

how coaches might influence young athletes‟ sportsmanship attitudes and behaviors. 
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Theory-driven research suggests that coaches can make an impact on athletes‟ 

character, in particular sportsmanship, in at least four ways―modeling, social approval, 

motivational climate, and dialogue about and resolution of moral dilemmas (see M. R. 

Weiss et al., 2008). First, modeling is a powerful mechanism by which youth learn about 

sportsmanship from watching coaches‟ desirable or undesirable behaviors (e.g., Mugno 

& Feltz, 1985; M. D. Smith, 1975, 1978). In line with social learning theory, coaches‟ 

modeling of morally appropriate or inappropriate behaviors will likely influence players‟ 

own moral actions. Second, the degree to which youth perceive that coaches approve or 

disapprove of sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors affects their own attitudes 

and behaviors (e.g., Guivernau & Duda, 2002; Stuart & Ebbeck, 1995).  

A third way in which coaches can influence athletes‟ sportsmanship is through 

shaping the motivational climate (see Kavussanu, 2007). Higher performance climates 

that define success as outperforming others have been associated with players who 

endorse unsportsmanlike attitudes and behaviors, while higher mastery climates that 

emphasize personal improvement consistently relate to displays of good sportsmanship 

(e.g., Boixados, Cruz, Torregrosa, & Valiente, 2004; Gano-Overway, Guivernau, 

Magyar, Waldron, & Ewing, 2005; Miller, Roberts, & Ommundsen, 2005). Fourth, 

coaches‟ use of dialogue and balance surrounding moral dilemmas can enhance 

sportsmanship outcomes for youth (e.g., Gibbons & Ebbeck, 1997; Gibbons, Ebbeck, & 

Weiss, 1995; Romance, Weiss, & Bockoven, 1986). Consistent with structural 

developmental theory, intervention studies show that instructors who addressed morally-

arousing situations through meaningful discussion helped youth adopt mature moral 
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reasoning and display prosocial behaviors. Collectively these studies suggest that coaches 

influence youths‟ sportsmanship through numerous social mechanisms.   

Two sport-based youth development programs feature coaches as key contributors 

to character development, including respect, responsibility, integrity, and sportsmanship. 

Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility (Hellison, 2003) and The First Tee (World 

Golf Foundation, 2009) rely upon coaches or instructors to simultaneously teach sport 

and life skills to youth in physical activity contexts. In Teaching Personal and Social 

Responsibility programs, instructors in physical education and after-school settings 

incorporate life lessons into physical activities by conducting awareness talks, providing 

opportunities for individual decision-making, holding group meetings to discuss 

conflicts, and encouraging students to reflect on their own behavior. These methods allow 

instructors to lead students through five stages of responsibility, progressing from 

controlling one‟s emotions to transferring responsibility skills to contexts outside 

physical activity. Evaluation research has shown that youth experience improved self-

control, effort, and communication skills within and outside of physical activity contexts 

following participation in Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility programs (e.g., 

Hellison & Walsh, 2002; Walsh, 2008; Wright & Burton, 2008). 

In The First Tee, coaches receive training on how to integrate teaching of golf and 

life skills to optimize positive developmental outcomes, including sportsmanship, respect, 

responsibility, honesty, integrity, and courtesy. Coaches learn four strategies that focus 

on teaching golf and life skills seamlessly―emphasizing doing versus telling, creating 

optimal challenges for mastering skills, empowering youth, and optimizing learning 

through a positive approach to feedback. The First Tee coaches use these mechanisms of 
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teaching life skills and core values to promote positive youth development within and 

outside golf settings. Evaluation research has shown The First Tee programs to be 

effective in teaching for and developing character. Reponses from interviews with youth, 

coaches, and parents converged and showed that The First Tee is having a positive 

impact on youths‟ psychosocial and life skill development (M. R. Weiss, Bhalla, et al. 

2007). Youth in The First Tee have also demonstrated greater responsibility, honesty, and 

integrity compared to youth participating in other out-of-school-time activities (M. R. 

Weiss, Bolter, et al. 2007). The success of The First Tee and Teaching Personal and 

Social Responsibility programs is due, at least in part, to coaches‟ use of teaching 

strategies specifically designed to promote positive youth development, including the 

development of character.  

Despite theoretical frameworks and empirical studies that point to coaches as 

important sources for fostering character development in athletes, less research has 

focused on exactly how coaches teach for character. This is because measures of coaching 

behaviors focus on actions that relate to motivational rather than character outcomes such 

as sportsmanship (e.g., Leadership Scale for Sport [LSS], Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; 

Coaching Behavior Assessment System [CBAS], R. E. Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1978). 

The LSS and CBAS measure coaches‟ feedback, instruction, and decision-making styles 

that relate to participants‟ self-perceptions, affect, and motivation. Theoretically, 

behaviors such as evaluative and informational feedback and autonomy and controlling 

styles should affect perceived competence, enjoyment, and motivational orientation. 

However, these behaviors do not necessarily influence sportsmanship attitudes and 

behaviors. Only one measure has addressed coaching behaviors focused on character. 
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Feltz, Chase, Moritz, and Sullivan (1999) developed the Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES) 

to assess coaches‟ confidence in their behaviors to build character, devise game strategy, 

inspire motivation, and teach proper technique. Across studies, coaches‟ efficacy scores 

have been very high for the character-building subscale (i.e., close to the highest score on 

a nine-point scale) and higher than all other subscales (e.g., Feltz et al., 1999; Myers, 

Vargas-Tonsing, & Feltz, 2005). Findings suggest that coaches are very confident in their 

ability to improve young athletes‟ character, but coaches‟ beliefs have not been 

empirically linked with actual behavior.  

At least four limitations of current research prevent a good understanding of the 

relationship between coaching behaviors and character outcomes. First, coaches’ self-

reported beliefs and behaviors about fostering moral development are problematic. 

Conceptual frameworks and empirical research suggest that athletes‟ perceptions of their 

coaches‟ behaviors should mediate the relationship between coaching behaviors and 

athletes‟ responses (e.g., Horn, 2008; Smoll & Smith, 1989). Only one study has assessed 

athletes‟ perceptions of their coaches‟ ability to build character (Boardley & Kavussanu, 

2009). Athletes who rated their coaches as capable of promoting fair play and 

sportsmanship reported they engaged in more prosocial and less antisocial behaviors. 

Thus, athletes‟ perceptions of their coaches‟ behavior are necessary to assess the 

relationship between coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes.  

 A second limitation of research on coaches‟ character building skills is not 

identifying specific coaching behaviors relevant to sportsmanship. The four items on the 

character building subscale of the CES are vague. Items such as, “Instill an attitude of fair 

play” and “Promote good sportsmanship” reflect abstract philosophies or goals rather 
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than actual behaviors. These items do not indicate what coaches actually do or say to 

instill or promote fair play and sportsmanship. In other research, coaches say they try to 

incorporate moral ideals (e.g., fair play, respect, participation by all) into their coaching 

but cite only general strategies for doing so (McAllister, Blinde, & Weiss, 2000).  

 A third limitation is that moral development theory and research has not guided 

studies of coaches’ behaviors for building athletes’ character. Studies have relied on 

coaches‟ beliefs about developing character rather than theory to guide research design 

and methods (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; McAllister et al., 2000). In addition, athletes‟ 

character outcomes have not been assessed in relation to coaches‟ character-building 

behaviors, thus limiting an evaluation of the coach-athlete relationship. Rather, athlete 

outcomes have included satisfaction and collective efficacy, which do not reflect indices 

of character (e.g., Feltz et al., 1999). Thus, research on coaches‟ character building 

behaviors could benefit from guidance by moral development theory and conceptual 

approaches. 

 A fourth limitation is lack of conceptual clarity in defining character. For 

example, the four items for the character building subscale of the CES refer to good 

sportsmanship, an attitude of fair play, good moral character, and an attitude of respect 

for others. These terms are grouped together, yet may be interpreted in different ways. It 

is important to precisely define character to accurately assess coaching behaviors that 

influence specific moral outcomes. For the purpose of the present study, character is 

defined as individuals‟ sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors.    

 Considering these limitations, we know very little about the specific behaviors 

that coaches might use to teach youth about sportsmanship. To this end, Horn (2002) 
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suggested that future research focus on creating new coaching behavior measures that 

promote athlete outcomes including, “decisions to exhibit aggressive/nonaggressive, 

moral/immoral, or good/bad sporting behaviors in sport contexts” (p. 347). According to 

Horn, such measures are necessary to reveal important associations between coaches‟ 

behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship. Several issues must be addressed to expand the 

knowledge base about coaching behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship: (a) incorporate 

athletes‟ perceptions of coaches‟ behaviors, (b) identify specific coaching mechanisms 

that influence sportsmanship, (c) reflect constructs from moral development theory and 

research, and (d) empirically examine the link between coaching behaviors and athletes‟ 

sportsmanship.  

Therefore, based on theory and research on moral development and coaching 

effectiveness in sport (see Horn, 2008; M. R. Weiss et al., 2008), the purpose of the 

present studies was to identify the mechanisms by which coaches influence young 

athletes‟ sportsmanship. First, I developed and provided initial validity for a measure of 

coaching behaviors that is aligned with sportsmanship outcomes. Study 1 included a 

series of steps to develop the measure, including (a) completing an extensive literature 

review, (b) conducting focus groups, (c) enlisting an expert panel, and (d) conducting a 

pilot study. Second, Study 2 provided additional validity for the measure of coaching 

behaviors created in Study 1: (a) assessed factorial validity of the measure through 

confirmatory factor analysis and tests of measurement invariance, and (b) assessed 

criterion-related validity through examining relationships between coaching behaviors 

and athletes‟ sportsmanship outcomes. In the following sections, I review the role of 

sport as a context for positive youth development, conceptual approaches to studying 
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character development, research on moral development in physical activity contexts, and 

coaches as sources of positive youth development.  

 

Sport as a Context for Youth Development: Historical Overview 

 

Over the past century, educators and researchers have contended that sport and 

physical activity can be an important context for youth development, including character 

development (e.g., Gould, 1982; McCloy, 1930; M. R. Weiss & Bredemeier, 1983; M. R. 

Weiss & Raedeke, 2004). Since the early 1980s, youth sport psychology researchers have 

initiated systematic lines of research to study topics such as self-perceptions, emotions, 

motivation, social relationships, and moral development (see M. R. Weiss, 2008; M. R. 

Weiss & Gill, 2005). Findings from these studies demonstrate that participation in sport 

is associated with children‟s and adolescents‟ cognitive, social, emotional, and physical 

development (see M. R. Weiss, 2004). 

One important area of research has focused on understanding why youth begin 

and continue to participate in sport and physical activity. Youth consistently cite several 

reasons for participation, including enjoyment, learning new skills, and opportunities for 

social interactions (see M. R. Weiss & Ferrer-Caja, 2002). These reasons for participation 

are in concert with theories of motivation that emphasize self-perceptions, emotions, and 

social influence to explain youths‟ attraction toward and commitment to sport (see 

Harwood, Spray, & Keegan, 2008; M. R. Weiss & Amorose, 2008). Research suggests 

that youth who are surrounded by supportive adults and peers, feel competent in their 
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abilities, and enjoy their activities are more likely to be motivated to continue 

participating.  

 Given that social influence is a predictor of motivation, considerable research has 

focused on youths‟ social interactions and relationships with significant others (see 

Partridge, Brustad, & Babkes Stellino, 2008). Family members, such as parents and 

siblings, connote key sources of influence on youths‟ physical activity experiences (see 

Fredricks & Eccles, 2004). Parents socialize their children and teenagers into physical 

activity by modeling attitudes and behaviors, interpreting their children‟s experiences, 

and providing emotional and tangible support (e.g., Fredricks & Eccles, 2005; Gould, 

Lauer, Rolo, Jannes, & Pennisi, 2008). Older siblings positively influence younger 

siblings‟ physical activity participation by being a role model and providing social and 

emotional support (see Horn & Horn, 2007).  

Peers, such as teammates and non-sport friends, also play an important role in 

youths‟ sport experiences. Youth participants cite friendships as a reason for participation 

motivation, see peers as an important source of sport enjoyment, and use peer comparison 

and evaluation to judge their physical competence (see A. L. Smith, 2003, 2007; M. R. 

Weiss & Stuntz, 2004). Acceptance by one‟s peer group and high quality friendships 

enhance youths‟ motivation for and enjoyment of physical activity experiences. 

Collectively, the quality of relationships and interactions with parents, siblings, peers, 

and teammates shape the trajectory of youths‟ psychosocial development through sport.  

Coaches are important adults in physical activity contexts who make an impact on 

youths‟ self-perceptions and motivation (see Horn, 2008). Coaches do this is varying 

ways, including how they structure practices and give performance feedback. Coaches 
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who provide effective instruction and encouragement following mistakes, praise for 

successful performances, and minimal criticism for errors are associated with youth who 

report higher perceptions of competence, positive affect, and motivation for continued 

participation (e.g., Black & Weiss, 1992; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006). Additionally, 

coaches who create a motivational climate focused on effort and improvement can foster 

intrinsic motivation, high ability perceptions, and enjoyable sport experiences (e.g., 

Smith et al., 2007; Theeboom, De Knop, & Weiss, 1995). Furthermore, players who 

report that their coaches provide autonomy support report greater feelings of competence, 

relatedness, and autonomy compared to their peers (e.g., Amorose & Anderson-Butcher, 

2007; Gagné, Ryan, & Bargmann, 2003). Thus, coaches play a unique and powerful role 

in shaping youths‟ psychosocial experiences in physical activity contexts.  

One of the enduring sport psychology topics is the development of youths‟ 

character through sport and physical activity (e.g., Bredemeier & Shields, 2006; McCloy, 

1930; Wiggins, 1996). Parents, coaches, researchers, policy makers, and the popular 

media have long been interested in sport as a potential means for enhancing youths‟ 

character (see Hanlon, 1995). In the mid-19
th

 century, participation in physical activity 

was believed to offer a rich experience for socializing young boys into responsible 

citizens (Wiggins, 1996). Through physical activity programs such as the Young Men‟s 

Christian Association (YMCA), young males learned societal values such as personal 

responsibility and self-control. In turn, they used such values outside the sport context to 

contribute to society.  

In the early 20
th

 century, popularity increased in professional sports (e.g., 

baseball, football) with a parallel increase in highly competitive youth sport programs 
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(see Dyreson, 1995; Wiggins, 1996). In contrast to earlier physical activity programs 

focused on character development, new youth sport programs emphasized competition 

and skill development. In this way, youth sport was viewed as a training ground for elite 

athletes and was attractive to parents and youth as a path to future fame and fortune in 

professional sports. Since the early 20
th

 century, youth sports have continued to increase 

in popularity, and today roughly 47 million youth play organized sports every year 

(Ewing & Seefeldt, 2002). Thus, sport has been and remains an important context for 

developing character.   

Experiences in competitive sport provide opportunities to test one‟s character, 

thus making it an appealing area of study (see Shields & Bredemeier, 2007). Sport 

participation presents youth with numerous occasions to decide what is right and wrong 

and act upon their judgments. For instance, youth may be tempted to cheat or break the 

rules to win a game or can choose to show care and concern for injured opponents. 

Hansen, Larson, and Dworkin (2003) remarked that experiences in sport could be 

described as either “character building” or “character challenging” (p. 50). Bestselling 

author and New York Times writer Thomas Friedman (2009) said, “Play one round of 

golf with someone and you will learn everything you need to know about his character” 

(para. 7). From the popular media to empirical research, sport is a context where youth 

can demonstrate good or poor character.   

Character or moral development have been popular terms in the literature but 

often evade clear definitions. Researchers note there is little agreement on definitions of 

character and moral development (e.g., Bredemeier & Shields, 1998; Shields & 

Bredemeier, 2007). Theoretical conceptions of character and moral development are 
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rooted in philosophical traditions (Wren, 2008). For example, Buddha‟s ideas of loss of 

ego self, Aristotle‟s notion of virtues and habituation, and Kant‟s notion of rational 

reasoning have all shaped modern views of character and moral development (Wren, 

2008). According to Leming (2008), character refers to virtues and qualities that 

individuals possess whereas moral development refers to psychological processes such as 

moral reasoning and moral behavior. Popularity of the terms character and morality has 

varied among researchers and social scientists over time. For example, the word character 

fell out of favor in the 1960s when moral development theory and research became 

widely accepted. However, in recent years, a shift in terminology has occurred where 

morality and moral education have been replaced by character and character education 

(see Leming, 2008; Shields & Bredemeier, 2007).  

Within sport contexts, character and moral development have often been used 

interchangeably and have multiple meanings. For instance, Bredemeier and Shields 

(2006) identified three categories essential to defining character in sport: (a) perspective-

taking, role-taking, and empathy, (b) moral reasoning and beliefs, and (c) motivational 

orientation. Further, the term moral development has been used as an umbrella term 

encompassing other concepts such as sportsmanship, character, prosocial behavior, and 

fair play (see M. R. Weiss & Smith, 2002). According to M. R. Weiss and Smith, moral 

development terms can be interpreted quite differently depending on one‟s perspective.  

To address this issue of conceptual clarity, Table 1 includes definitions and sport-

specific examples for the terms character and sportsmanship (adapted from Weiss & 

Bolter, in press). I conceptualized character as an umbrella term that reflects how  
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Table 1 

 

Definitions and Examples of Character and Sportsmanship 

 

Term Definition Example in sport 

Character Virtues or desirable qualities 

that can be displayed in 

multiple social contexts 

• Being honest with the rules when no one is 

watching;  

• Showing compassion for teammates and 

opponents even when losing 

Sportsmanship Tendencies to engage in more 

prosocial and less antisocial 

behavior within sport 

contexts 

• Respecting the rules, officials, and 

opponents;  

• Encouraging teammates when they are 

performing poorly; 

• Maintaining self-control after a frustrating 

call by the official  

 

individuals display their personal virtues and qualities in a variety of contexts. For the 

purpose of the present studies, I identified sportsmanship as one way in which athletes 

display their character in sport contexts and thus defined character as individuals‟ 

sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors.  

To understand the processes through which sportsmanship develops, it is 

necessary to examine moral development theories. Moral development refers to changes 

in individuals‟ moral thoughts and behaviors over time and has historically been studied 

from two theoretical perspectives, social learning and structural developmental (see 

Kavussanu, 2007; Shields & Bredemeier, 2007; M. R. Weiss & Smith, 2002; M. R. 

Weiss et al., 2008). The next section focuses on moral development theories and 

constructs that may be useful for understanding how sportsmanship is developed.  

 

Conceptual Approaches to Character Development Through Sport 

 

 Sport psychology researchers have used and found support for several theories 

from mainstream psychology, including social learning and structural developmental 
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theories, to understand moral functioning in sport. Other perspectives from the positive 

youth development framework have also been used to study character development 

through sport participation. Each conceptual approach shares a common emphasis on 

social contextual influences of youths‟ moral development processes.  

 

Social Learning Theory 

According to social learning theory (Bandura 1977, 1986), morality reflects 

individuals‟ displays of appropriate behaviors that align with society‟s values and norms, 

such as showing respect to others and being honest. According to Bandura, individuals 

learn morally appropriate or inappropriate behaviors through observation of and 

reinforcement from significant others. For example, Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1961) 

examined young children‟s social learning of aggressive behaviors by dividing study 

participants into three groups: experimental aggressive, experimental non-aggressive, and 

control. The aggressive experimental group observed either a male or female model 

behave physically (e.g., kicking, hitting) and verbally (e.g., “I‟m going to sock you”) 

aggressive toward a Bobo doll. When later given an opportunity to play with the doll, 

youth who had observed aggressive models displayed significantly more physical and 

verbal aggression toward the Bobo doll than children in the non-aggressive and control 

groups. This classic study lends support for children‟s social learning of aggressive 

behaviors.  

Expanding upon social learning theory, Bandura‟s (1991) social cognitive theory 

of moral thought and action suggests that individuals‟ moral cognitions and behavior are 

influenced by both external (i.e., social sanctions) and internal (i.e., self-sanctions) 
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sources. Developmentally, children‟s behaviors are initially externally sanctioned by 

parents and society until they develop internal standards used for self-evaluation. 

Accordingly, children and adolescents will behave prosocially to avoid punishment and 

feel self-satisfaction and self-respect. Moral growth occurs through socialization as 

individuals become aware of and internalize society‟s standards of moral behavior 

(Solomon, 2004).  

Drawing upon Bandura‟s (1986) social learning theory, Eisenberg and colleagues 

have examined the development of children‟s and adolescents‟ prosocial behaviors (e.g., 

Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Eisenberg, Spinrad, & Sadovsky, 2006). According to 

Eisenberg, prosocial responding includes a variety of helping and caring behaviors that 

are focused on others‟ rather than self interests. Individual differences (e.g., moral 

reasoning, empathy) and environmental factors (e.g., influence from significant others) 

work together to determine whether children and adolescents will behave prosocially 

toward others (see Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998). In sum, social learning theorists emphasize 

social contextual influences on youths‟ displays of prosocial and antisocial behaviors.  

 

Structural Developmental Theory 

Structural developmental theorists define morality as expressing care and concern 

for others‟ well-being and focus on the thought processes used when reasoning about 

moral dilemmas (see M. R. Weiss et al., 2008). According to structural developmental 

theorists, moral development is marked by the advancement of one‟s thought processes 

(i.e., moral reasoning) (see Solomon, 2004; M. R. Weiss & Smith, 2002). For example, 

Kohlberg (1969) described one‟s development of moral reasoning as a progression 
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through six sequential and invariant stages. In the first phase, labeled pre-conventional, 

children are focused only on themselves and make decisions based on trying to avoid 

negative personal consequences. As children move to the conventional phase, they make 

moral decisions based on the golden rule of reciprocity (i.e., “do unto others …”). 

Individuals who reach the most mature phase, post-conventional, reason based on 

universal principles and justice for all. According to Kohlberg, children move from a 

lower, more egocentric level to higher, more principled reasoning with cognitive 

maturation and social experiences.  

Kohlberg (1969) believed that one‟s environment and experiences were central to 

individuals reaching higher levels of moral reasoning. According to Kohlberg and Hersh 

(1977), teachers can stimulate youths‟ moral development by facilitating discussions 

around moral issues and challenging students‟ thinking. Power, Higgins, and Kohlberg 

(1989) argued that individuals perceive a moral atmosphere within a particular context 

that reflects the prevailing attitudes of acceptable behavior. According to Higgins, Power, 

and Kohlberg (1984), the moral atmosphere is important because “individual moral 

decisions in real life are almost always made in the context of group norms” (p. 75). 

According to Kohlberg, one‟s progression through the stages of moral development is 

dependent on the interaction between the person and their environment. 

Other structural developmental theorists have expanded upon Kohlberg‟s 

perspective of moral development. For example, while Kohlberg theorized moral 

development as a cognitive process and applied it to hypothetical situations, Haan (1977, 

Haan, Aerts, & Cooper, 1985) believed that action is instrumental to reaching a mature 

moral reasoning level. Specifically, individuals need to personally experience moral 
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dilemmas, dialogue through them, and create balance. Consequently, Haan‟s five levels 

of moral development reflect the interpersonal nature of moral reasoning. Individuals at 

Levels One and Two display assimilation in which experiences are interpreted in relation 

to one‟s own needs. In the accommodation phase during Levels 3 and 4, individuals still 

recognize their own interests but compromise them to appease the group‟s interest. Level 

5 reasoning signifies social equilibrium, in which the individual is able to simultaneously 

distinguish and integrate self, others, and mutual interests.  

Sport psychology researchers have used Haan‟s theory to explain the 

interpersonal nature of moral reasoning in sport (e.g., Bredemeier, 1985; Stephens & 

Bredemeier, 1996). For example, Bredemeier (1985) asked participants to judge the 

legitimacy of four sport-specific scenarios surrounding aggressive acts (e.g., physical 

intimidation, injuring an opponent). Participants made separate judgments about 

hypothetical contexts (i.e., a fictitious protagonist) and engaged contexts (i.e., imagining 

themselves). Results showed that participants rated aggressive acts as more legitimate in 

engaged than in hypothetical situations. These findings support Haan‟s view that personal 

experiences of moral dilemmas are emotionally arousing and therefore different than 

judgments about hypothetical situations.  

Gilligan (1977) advanced structural developmental theory by arguing that moral 

reasoning is based on care and concern for others. From a feminist perspective, Gilligan 

raised concern about Kohlberg‟s moral development studies suggesting that women 

reached less mature levels of moral reasoning than men. Through interviews with women 

about moral dilemmas such as abortion, Gilligan found that women‟s moral reasoning 

revolved around issues of responsibility to others, negotiating self and others‟ interests, 
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and an overriding concern about not hurting others. Gilligan (1977) argued that moral 

judgments based on care and concern for others were equally valid as moral judgments 

based on principles of justice.  

Gilligan‟s theoretical notions have been supported by research in physical activity 

contexts. Fisher and Bredemeier (2000) found that female bodybuilders considered their 

personal responsibility to and relationships with others when making judgments about 

using performance-enhancing drugs. Gilligan‟s ideas are important for including 

individuals‟ social obligations to others as part of the reasoning process about moral 

dilemmas. Gilligan and Haan built upon Kohlberg‟s initial conceptions of moral 

development to highlight the interpersonal aspects of moral development. Collectively, 

structural developmentalists believe that growth in moral reasoning occurs through a 

progression of stages or levels and that both cognitive and interpersonal factors contribute 

to one‟s moral judgments across time.   

 

Rest’s Model of Moral Action 

 Rest (1984, 1986) integrated cognitive, emotional, and behavioral processes into 

his four-component model of moral action. The first component is moral sensitivity, 

referring to an individual‟s ability to recognize moral situations. An individual must 

interpret the situation and assess possible outcomes. The second component is moral 

judgment. An individual must evaluate the situation and decide what course of action is 

closest to the moral ideal. The type of moral reasoning and thought processes behind 

these decisions are most salient in determining moral judgments. The third component, 

moral intention, refers to an individual‟s choice of action relative to competing options. 



20 
 

The fourth component, moral character, refers to enacting the action plan reflected by an 

individual‟s actual behavior.    

According to Rest (1986), all four components of the model are essential to 

explaining individuals‟ moral actions. It is insufficient to examine one‟s moral actions 

without considering the cognitive processes underlying such behaviors. Further, while 

Rest‟s model is presented sequentially, each component does not necessarily lead to the 

next. Rather, one‟s moral sensitivity, moral judgment, moral intention, and moral action 

mutually influence each other. By incorporating multiple components of morality, Rest 

was able to comprehensively represent the complex, multifaceted processes of moral 

development. Shields and Bredemeier (1995) adapted Rest‟s four-component model of 

moral action to sport and physical activity contexts and highlighted personal competency, 

social contextual, and ego processing factors that may impact the four components of 

Rest‟s model.  

Rest‟s model of moral thought and action has been used by many sport 

psychologists to simultaneously study multiple aspects of moral functioning in sport (e.g., 

Gibbons et al., 1995; Kavussanu, Roberts, & Ntoumanis, 2002; Stuart & Ebbeck, 1995). 

For example, Gibbons et al. examined the effects of a moral development intervention on 

youths‟ moral judgments, reasons, intentions, and behaviors. According to Weiss and 

Bredemeier (1990), Rest‟s inclusive model is particularly useful because it includes 

moral cognitions and behaviors as well as the interactions between the two. Thus, Rest‟s 

model of moral action provides a theoretical framework for identifying the cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral aspects of moral development in sport.  
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Positive Youth Development Approach 

The positive youth development framework provides another perspective for 

studying youths‟ character development through sport. This approach views young 

people as valuable resources and contributors to society rather than problems to be fixed 

(e.g., Damon, 2004; Larson, 2000; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Accordingly, 

researchers and practitioners are interested in nurturing youths‟ social, emotional, 

cognitive, and moral competencies (e.g., Hansen et al., 2003; Lerner et al., 2005). 

Positive youth development programs in a variety of contexts (e.g., community 

organizations, performing arts, faith-based activities) are successful when youth learn 

numerous life skills and demonstrate psychosocial growth. Several personal development 

goals focus on enhancing youths‟ character and moral outcomes (e.g., Benson, Leffert, 

Scales, & Blyth, 1998; Lerner et al., 2005). For example, Lerner et al. identified 

character, caring, and compassion as key markers of positive youth development. 

According to Lerner et al., character includes respecting rules, developing standards for 

acceptable behavior, and exhibiting integrity, while caring refers to demonstrating 

sympathy and understanding for others. Further, contribution occurs when youth give 

back to their family and community. 

Damon (2004) discussed the importance of developing a moral identity, whereby 

youth define themselves in terms of moral qualities. According to Damon, one‟s moral 

identity is closely related to one‟s civic identity and can facilitate youths‟ aspirations to 

contribute to society. Wood, Larson, and Brown (2009) identified responsibility as 

another aspect of character development. According to Wood et al., youth develop 

responsibility when adult leaders encourage ownership of one‟s work, create high 
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expectations for behavior, and hold youth accountable for their actions. Collectively, 

character is an important part of youth becoming contributing members of society.  

According to the positive youth development framework, several social 

contextual factors must be in place to elicit positive moral growth among participants. 

Youth must experience physical and psychological safety, appropriate structure, and 

supportive relationships within positive youth development settings (e.g., Eccles & 

Gootman, 2002). Moreover, youth must have opportunities for skill building and 

belonging as well as experience positive social norms to develop physical, intellectual, 

and psychological skills. Youth must also feel empowered and have opportunities to 

occupy leadership roles (e.g., Hansen & Larson, 2007; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). 

Caring and supportive adult leaders who provide opportunities for skill learning and an 

autonomy-supportive environment facilitate character development among participants.  

Positive youth development concepts and processes have been applied to sport 

and physical activity contexts (e.g., Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & Deakin, 2005; Gould & 

Carson, 2008; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 2005; M. R. Weiss & Wiese-

Bjornstal, 2009). According to Petitpas et al., positive psychosocial outcomes are most 

likely to occur when young people participate in a desired activity, are surrounded by 

positive mentors and a supportive community, and can learn transferable life skills. Weiss 

and Wiese-Bjornstal highlight sport as a unique developmental context that promotes 

physical outcomes and benefits, in addition to social and emotional ones. Youth 

development programs in physical activity settings afford opportunities to simultaneously 

learn a variety of psychological and physical skills. Thus, the positive youth development 
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approach is an appealing way to understand character development in sport and physical 

activity contexts.  

In sum, conceptual approaches provide a framework for understanding youths‟ 

development of character. Consistent throughout each theory, children‟s and adolescents‟ 

character is significantly influenced by personal competencies and the surrounding social 

context. The next section focuses on theory-driven studies of moral development in sport 

contexts.  

 

Research on Moral Development in Physical Activity Contexts 

 

Theoretical and conceptual approaches to studying youths‟ moral development 

have been helpful in guiding research in sport and exercise settings. Researchers have 

identified and examined a variety of factors related to both the person and the 

environment that influence sport participants‟ character development. The next sections 

focus on how individual difference and social contextual factors contribute to variations 

in children‟s and adolescents‟ moral development through sport.  

 

Individual Difference Factors 

Numerous individual differences influence how youth think and act when faced 

with moral dilemmas in sport. For example, sport psychology researchers have 

extensively studied young athletes‟ level of moral reasoning. Bredemeier and Shields 

(1984) assessed moral reasoning about sport and life dilemmas among youth who varied 

in age (high school, college), gender (male, female), and athlete status (athlete, 
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nonathlete). Sport moral reasoning was significantly lower than life reasoning across the 

entire sample, suggesting that sport is a context where self-interest reasoning is 

acceptable. Further, Bredemeier (1995) revealed a significant divergence in life and sport 

moral reasoning around 12 years old; 6
th

/7
th

 graders were more likely to use a more 

egocentric level of moral reasoning to solve sport dilemmas compared to life dilemmas.  

Youths‟ level of sport moral reasoning has been linked with moral attitudes and 

behaviors, such as approval of aggression. Lower levels of moral reasoning are associated 

with a greater display and endorsement of aggressive behaviors in sport (e.g., 

Bredemeier, 1985, 1994; Bredemeier, M. R. Weiss, Shields, & Cooper, 1986, 1987). 

Moreover, older male sport participants who play high-contact sports and compete at 

higher levels are more likely to legitimize aggression or take part in aggressive behaviors 

(e.g., Beller & Stoll, 1995; Conroy, Silva, Newcomer, Walker, & Johnson, 2001; 

Loughead & Leith, 2001; Priest, Krause, & Beach, 1999; Romand, Pantaléon, & 

Cabagno, 2009; Silva, 1983).  

Achievement goal orientation is another individual difference related to youths‟ 

moral thoughts and behaviors in sport. Research has shown that higher ego goal 

orientations and lower task goal orientations are associated with greater endorsement of 

and engagement in unsportsmanlike play (e.g., Duda, Olson, & Templin, 1991; Dunn & 

Causgrove Dunn, 1999; Kavussanu & Ntoumanis, 2003; Kavussanu & Roberts, 2001). 

Individuals who primarily define success as comparing favorably to others may do 

whatever it takes to win, even cheating or injuring a competitor. Comparatively, 

individuals who adopt a stronger task orientation are focused on personal improvement 

and do not need to win to feel accomplished.  
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More recently, moral development researchers have begun to focus on social goal 

orientations, which is when individuals feel successful when they have positive social 

interactions and meaningful relationships (e.g., Sage & Kavussanu, 2007; Stuntz, 2005; 

Stuntz & Weiss, 2003). Stuntz and Weiss found that 11-15 year-old boys who defined 

success in terms of having a close friendship or being accepted by peers were more likely 

to approve of unsportsmanlike behaviors when peers similarly condoned unfair play. 

Similarly, Sage and Kavussanu found that youth soccer players‟ displays of prosocial and 

antisocial behaviors were predicted by the extent to which youth defined success as being 

popular with peers (i.e., social status) and having positive peer interactions (i.e., social 

affiliation). Together these studies suggest that how individuals define success in sport 

contributes to their moral thoughts and intentions.  

At least four other individual difference factors have been studied in relation to 

youths‟ moral functioning in sport. First, social perspective taking has been implicated in 

the expression of moral thoughts and prosocial behaviors (see Selman, 1976). Youth who 

are able to see situations from another‟s perspective are more likely to reason at higher 

levels of moral reasoning and act in prosocial ways. Second, youths‟ moral emotions 

(e.g., feelings of empathy or anger) and emotional regulation skills affect youths‟ moral 

judgments and actions during moral dilemmas. Youth who become easily angered and 

have little emotional control during sport may be more likely to engage in aggressive, 

retaliatory behaviors (e.g., Maxwell, 2004). Third, moral disengagement occurs when 

individuals switch off their moral standards and disconnect themselves psychologically 

and emotionally from the right thing to do. Moral disengagement in sport has been 

related to fewer prosocial and more antisocial sport behaviors (e.g., Boardley & 
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Kavussanu, 2008, 2009). Fourth, moral identity is defined as the extent to which being a 

moral person is central to self-concept. Youth sport participants who possess a strong 

moral identity are less likely to approve of and engage in cheating (e.g., Ebbeck & 

Gibbons, 2003; Sage, Kavussanu, & Duda, 2006). Taken together, children‟s and 

teenagers‟ cognitive maturity and self-regulatory skills influence their moral reasoning 

and prosocial behaviors.  

 Collectively, numerous individual differences influence children‟s and teenagers‟ 

moral thoughts and actions in sport contexts. Age, competitive level, gender, sport type, 

and motivational orientation can impact aggressive or unsportsmanlike attitudes and 

behaviors. Moreover, children‟s and adolescents‟ cognitive, emotional, and self-

regulatory abilities can also influence judgments in morally arousing sport situations. It is 

important to remember that individual differences in athletes‟ moral functioning do not 

occur in a social vacuum. To this end, the next section focuses on social contextual 

factors affecting young athletes‟ moral development. 

 

Social Contextual Factors 

Youths‟ judgments and actions regarding moral dilemmas in sport are undeniably 

influenced by their surrounding social context. A variety of significant others, such as 

coaches, parents, teammates, and spectators, all play an important role in shaping how 

youth interpret their experiences in sport and physical activity. Accordingly, youth are 

affected by powerful social mechanisms, such as modeling, perceived social approval, 

moral atmosphere, and motivational climate.  
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 Observational learning or modeling is a powerful means by which significant 

others influence youths‟ moral reasoning and behaviors in sport. Consistent with 

Bandura‟s (1977) social learning theory, modeling occurs when individuals adopt similar 

attitudes or behaviors they see expressed by others (see McCullagh & Weiss, 2002). M. 

D. Smith (1978) found that 12- to 18-year-old hockey players and nonplayers reported 

they had learned to hit illegally from watching professional hockey and over 60% of 

players said they had used these observed tactics during games. Similarly, M. D. Smith 

(1974) found that hockey players who chose more violent professional role models had 

committed more assaultive penalties during games than youth who selected less violent 

models.  

 Mugno and Feltz (1985) replicated Smith‟s (1978) study with youth league and 

high school football players and nonplayers. Players learned illegal aggressive acts from 

watching college and professional football and subsequently used similar behaviors 

during their own games. Recently, Arthur-Banning, Wells, Baker, and Hegreness (2009) 

observed and recorded the sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors of youth, 

coaches, and spectators during 142 basketball games. Regression analyses revealed that 

coaches‟ and spectators‟ sportsmanlike behaviors were significant predictors of 

children‟s sportsmanlike behaviors. Arthur-Banning et al. reasoned that youth take 

behavioral cues from watching significant adults and act in similar ways. Together these 

studies suggest that youth sport participants who observe aggressive behavior by 

professional players, coaches, or teammates are likely to behave in a similar way.  

 Social approval by significant others for aggressive behavior influences athletes‟ 

legitimacy of aggression in sport contexts (e.g., Guivernau & Duda, 2002; Mugno & 
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Feltz, 1985; Stuart & Ebbeck, 1995). For example, Stuart and Ebbeck created five 

hypothetical moral dilemmas in basketball (e.g., injuring another player, arguing with 

official) and assessed 9- to-15 year-old male and female players on moral judgment, 

reasoning, intention, and behavior. Perceived social approval was assessed by asking 

participants to what extent their coach, mother, father, and teammates would approve of 

these aggressive behaviors. Results revealed that perceived approval from all significant 

others was significantly related to indices of youths‟ moral functioning. These findings 

indicate that social approval from coaches, parents, and teammates are important 

predictors of youths‟ sportsmanlike attitudes and behaviors.  

M. D. Smith (1979) found that adolescent male hockey players rated their fathers 

as most approving of illegal and fighting game behaviors. Moreover, fathers‟ approval of 

hockey violence, in addition to age and competitive level, explained a significant portion 

of variance in youths‟ actual violent behaviors in hockey games. Guivernau and Duda 

(2002) found that mothers‟ attitudes about cheating and aggression predicted female 

soccer players‟ aggression beyond that of coaches and team norms. If players believe 

their coaches, parents, or teammates think aggression is acceptable, then players may 

similarly approve of and engage in aggressive behaviors.  

 Significant others may convey approval for aggression to youth through 

reinforcement for unsportsmanlike acts. M. D. Smith‟s (1974, 1975, 1978, 1979) studies 

on youths‟ perceived approval from significant others for hockey violence stemmed from 

theory and research related to sociocultural reinforcement. According to Smith‟s line of 

research, youth hockey players behave aggressively because they are rewarded for and 

encouraged to engage in such violent behaviors by significant others and the larger 
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society. For example, M. D. Smith (1979) observed that parents and coaches applauded 

and cheered for youths‟ aggressive hockey behaviors from the sidelines during games. 

These findings suggest that youths‟ perceptions of approval from significant others are 

likely to be related to significant others‟ actual verbal encouragement and praise for 

aggressive play. Such reinforcement for aggression should, in turn, affect players‟ fair 

play attitudes and behaviors. Consistent with social learning theory, perceived social 

approval and reinforcement for behaviors can determine youths‟ morally-relevant 

thoughts and behaviors in sport.  

In addition to reinforcement for aggressive acts, players may also feel pressured 

by significant others to act in unsportsmanlike ways. Stephens (2001) found that 

beginning and experienced adolescent basketball players would be more likely to injure 

an opponent if their coach asked them to do so. Long, Pantaléon, Bruant, and d‟Arripe-

Longueville (2006) found similar results through interviews with young elite athletes. 

Participants said their decisions to break rules, cheat, or injure opponents were in 

compliance with coaches‟ requests. Coaches who ask or pressure players to break rules or 

injure opponents can persuade players to think and behave in unsportsmanlike ways.  

 Athletes‟ perceptions of significant others‟ power may help explain why athletes 

feel pressure from coaches to behave aggressively. Duquin and Schroeder-Braun (1996) 

interviewed middle school and college students about their perceptions of coaches‟ moral 

behaviors and possible conflict resolutions with coaches in unethical situations. Results 

showed that youth who saw their coaches as an authority figure and knowledgeable in 

sport reported they would be less likely to object to their coaches‟ behavior, even if they 

thought it was wrong. Similarly, Ryan, Williams, and Wimer (1990) asked female high 
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school basketball players if they would engage in aggressive behaviors if their coach 

asked them. Participants most often responded that they would comply with a coach‟s 

request because they trusted their coach‟s judgment. Collectively, these studies suggest 

that athletes see coaches as powerful and knowledgeable adults and are likely to listen to 

coaches‟ suggestions about sportsmanship and fair play.  

 Youths‟ perceptions of the moral atmosphere also influence their moral intentions 

and behaviors. According to Power, Higgins, and Kohlberg (1989), the moral atmosphere 

develops from a shared understanding of values and acceptable behaviors among 

individuals within the same community, group, or team. The moral atmosphere in sport 

has been measured by examining youths‟ perceptions of significant others‟ attitudes and 

behaviors. For example, Stephens and Bredemeier (1996) found that 12-14 year-old 

female soccer players‟ who reported that a greater number of teammates would aggress 

against an opponent and perceived their coach focused on ego-oriented goals reported 

they were also more likely to aggress. Stephens (2000, 2001; Stephens & Kavanagh, 

2003) found similar results for 9-14 year-old male and female soccer players, 11-17 year-

old female basketball players, and 9-to-18 year-old male hockey players. Shields et al. 

(2007) found that youths‟ poor sport behaviors were predicted by players‟ perceptions of 

team, coach, and parent norms as well as coach and spectator behaviors. These studies 

suggest that youths‟ perceptions of the moral atmosphere establish the tone surrounding 

the sport experience and influence youths‟ moral reasoning and aggressive behaviors.  

 Youths‟ decisions about moral dilemmas in sport are also predicted by youths‟ 

perceptions of the motivational climate. The motivational climate refers to the reward 

structure in achievement domains that can influence youths‟ achievement goals and 
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behaviors (see Ames 1992; Ames & Archer, 1988). Two motivational climates, 

performance/ego-focused and mastery/task-focused, have been studied in relation to 

athletes‟ moral development (see Harwood et al., 2008). Individuals perceive a 

performance climate when significant others reward and evaluate success in terms of 

normative standards such as outperforming others. If significant others emphasize that 

being successful means doing whatever it takes to win, an individual may try to “win at 

all costs” in an effort to achieve. Individuals will believe their behavior, even cheating or 

aggression, is justified because the situation requires such action for success. A mastery 

motivational climate is an environment where significant others reward effort, mastery, 

and personal improvement as indices of success. Individuals who perceive a mastery 

motivational climate may not act aggressively toward others because their success, 

defined as individual progress, can be achieved independently of others‟ performance. 

Some studies have shown a negative relationship between the coach-created 

performance climate and moral reasoning and sportsmanlike behaviors (e.g., Boixados et 

al., 2004; Miller et al., 2005; Ommundsen, Roberts, Lemyre, & Treasure, 2003; Stornes 

& Ommundsen, 2004). These findings support theoretical predictions that coaches‟ 

emphasis on winning that is evident in performance climates may lead players to believe 

that unsportsmanlike attitudes and behaviors are legitimate to achieving the end goal of 

winning. In comparison, a mastery motivational climate has been consistently related to 

displays of sportsmanship and mature moral reasoning (e.g., Boixados et al., Gano-

Overway et al., 2005; Miller et al., 2005; Ommundsen et al., 2003; Stornes & 

Ommundsen, 2004). These results indicate that youth in mastery-focused environments 

do not view cheating or aggression as necessary to feel successful.  
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The parent-initiated motivational climate may also predict youths‟ sportsmanship 

attitudes and behaviors. d'Arripe-Longueville, Pantaléon, and Smith (2006) found that 

players who felt their parents created a learning/enjoyment climate focused on personal 

improvement and fun reported higher sportspersonship behaviors. Similarly, LaVoi and 

Babkes Stellino (2008) found that youth who reported that their parents considered 

mistakes as a natural part of learning and put less pressure on winning/losing reported 

more concern for opponents and less sport-related arguing and fighting. Overall, research 

supports theoretical presumptions that task-involving climates are positively related to 

youths‟ moral reasoning, judgment, and behavior.  

In summary, research suggests that social contextual factors strongly influence 

youths‟ moral judgments and actions in sport. Youth take attitudinal and behavioral cues 

from significant others about acceptable and unacceptable conduct in sport. In turn, 

young athletes think and act in ways consistent with their surrounding social context.  

 

Intervention Studies 

Given that social contextual factors exert a powerful influence on youths‟ moral 

outcomes in sport, developmental sport psychology researchers have used theoretical 

frameworks and evidence-based findings to modify sport and physical activity 

environments with the goal of enhancing moral development. Intervention studies have 

been successful when teachers and coaches are trained to use strategies consistent with 

theory that foster moral growth among children and adolescents (see M.R. Weiss et al., 

2008).  
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Several moral development interventions have implemented strategies in line with 

social learning theory. Sharpe, Brown, and Crider (1995; Sharpe, Crider, Vyhlidal, & 

Brown, 1996) used a positive social instruction approach where elementary school 

physical education teachers defined appropriate social conduct and provided feedback for 

daily behaviors. Orlick (1981) trained kindergarten teachers to organize cooperative 

games and give positive feedback for students‟ displays of cooperative behaviors. Other 

moral development intervention studies have similarly focused on modeling appropriate 

conduct and reinforcing morally mature behaviors among young sport camp participants 

(e.g., Bredemeier, Weiss, Shields, & Shewchuk, 1986) and physical education students 

(e.g., Giebink & McKenzie, 1985). Across interventions, social learning mechanisms 

such as modeling and reinforcement improved children‟s and teenagers‟ displays of 

prosocial behaviors and reduced incidences of antisocial conduct and interpersonal 

conflicts.  

Other successful moral development intervention studies have used structural 

developmental theory to guide teachers‟ and coaches‟ behaviors. Romance et al. (1986) 

designed a curriculum for a 5
th

 grade physical education (PE) class where the teacher 

initially discussed participants‟ rights and responsibilities to create open dialogue among 

students. The teacher then incorporated daily activities that created morally arousing 

situations (e.g., uneven playing time, unfair rules) and subsequently mediated discussions 

and conflict resolutions. Gibbons et al. (1995; Gibbons & Ebbeck, 1997) created 

intervention strategies derived from social learning and structural developmental theory. 

Teachers who implemented structural developmental strategies used activities focused on 
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respecting others, controlling oneself, and equal participation for all and implemented 

strategies for creating dialogue and balance.   

Ennis and colleagues developed a Sport for Peace intervention, where they 

trained high school physical education teachers to moderate conflict negotiations, focus 

on fostering care and concern for others, and share class management with students (e.g., 

Ennis, 1999; Ennis et al. 1999; Ennis & McCauley, 2002). Additional interventions have 

also been successful when teachers and coaches create opportunities for discussion about 

morally arousing situations (e.g., Bredemeier et al., 1986; Miller, Bredemeier, & Shields, 

1997; Solomon, 1997, 2007). Across programs and interventions, coaches and teachers 

who recognize or create moral dilemmas and facilitate dialogue and resolution have 

shown to positively influence participants‟ moral functioning and helping behaviors. 

In sum, interventions based on moral development theory and research have been 

successful in enhancing youths‟ moral thoughts and behaviors. Moreover, teachers and 

coaches were instrumental in aiding participants toward reaching more mature levels of 

moral reasoning and prosocial behaviors.  

 

Studies Based on Positive Youth Development Approach 

Several researchers have adopted a positive youth development approach to study 

character development through sport and physical activity. Consistent with other cross-

sectional and intervention studies, these studies highlight the role of the coach or teacher 

in fostering character among youth (e.g., Fraser-Thomas & Côté, 2009; Gould & Carson, 

2008; Gould, Collins, Lauer, & Chung, 2007). Gould and Carson proposed a model to 

explain how life skills are coached through sport. According to Gould and Carson, 
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coaches‟ characteristics (e.g., philosophy, relationship skills), direct teaching strategies 

(e.g., reinforcement, clear and consistent rules), and indirect strategies (e.g., modeling, 

positive social norms) facilitate youths‟ personal development skills (e.g., life skill use, 

sense of belonging). In turn, youths‟ acquisition and use of personal skills (e.g., respect, 

responsibility) transfer to contexts outside of sport. Fraser-Thomas and Côté found that 

youth had more positive developmental experiences through sport when players felt 

supported by and developed a meaningful connection with their coaches. 

 Positive youth development interventions in physical activity contexts have 

shown promising results for enhancing youths‟ character. Danish and colleagues 

designed the Sports United to Promote Education and Recreation (SUPER) program to 

teach life skills to teenagers through sport participation (Brunelle, Danish, & Forneris, 

2007; Danish, Forneris, & Wallace, 2005; Danish & Nellen, 1997; Papacharisis, Goudas, 

Danish, & Theodorakis, 2005). According to Danish and Nellen, the SUPER program 

uses older peer models (e.g., college student athletes) to instruct younger participants to 

set goals in sport and in life and overcome obstacles in reaching their goals. Brunelle et 

al. found that participation in the SUPER curriculum had a positive influence on prosocial 

attitudes and feelings of social responsibility towards others and their communities.  

The National Football Foundation‟s Play It Smart program was designed to help 

disadvantaged high school football players learn skills useful for school subjects and 

eventually in transitioning to the work force (Petitpas, Van Raalte, Cornelius, & Presbrey, 

2004). Academic coaches structured team building and group work activities, created 

individually-tailored goal setting plans, and enlisted participation from parents and 

community volunteers. Petitpas et al. evaluated the program‟s effectiveness after two 
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years and found that participants‟ grade point averages had increased and hours devoted 

to community service activities exceeded 1,500 hours. Petitpas et al. attributed the 

success of the program to teenagers‟ consistent contact with and relationship building 

with significant adults as well as positive group experiences with peers. These few 

evaluation studies based on the positive youth development framework indicate that 

coaches are critical sources of youths‟ character development. 

 

Physical Activity-Based Youth Development Programs 

Two notable positive youth development programs in physical activity contexts 

have been successful in enhancing participants‟ moral and character development: (a) 

Hellison‟s Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility (TSPR Alliance, 2009) and (b) 

The First Tee (World Golf Foundation, 2009). Each program incorporates the key 

ingredients necessary for positive youth development (e.g., Eccles & Gootman, 2002; 

Petitpas et al., 2005; M. R. Weiss & Wiese-Bjornstal, 2009). These characteristics cover 

a variety of social contextual factors―an intrinsically motivating and challenging 

context, opportunities to develop life skills, and supportive relationships with adults and 

peers, among others. In the next paragraphs, I review each program‟s objectives, life 

skills‟ curriculum, and implementation strategies as well as evaluation research of each 

program‟s effectiveness.  

Hellison and colleagues created the Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility 

model to reduce and prevent inner-city violence among underserved youth as well as arm 

such youth with essential skills for life (e.g., Hellison & Georgiadis, 1992; Hellison, 

Martinek, & Cutforth, 1996; Hellison & Wright, 2003). Hellison‟s model uses physical 
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activity contexts as a platform for teaching children and adolescents about respecting 

others, taking accountability for their actions, and providing leadership for others. 

According to Martinek and Hellison (1997), physical activity contexts are “active, 

interactive, and highly emotional” (p. 44) and thus provide an excellent setting for 

teamwork and conflict resolution, among others. The Teaching Personal and Social 

Responsibility curriculum focuses on guiding youth through five stages of responsibility, 

progressing from controlling one‟s self to eventually transferring responsibility skills to 

contexts outside physical activity. The five levels of the responsibility model include: (a) 

respecting others, (b) becoming self-motivated (c) becoming self-directed, (d) caring 

about others and working together, and (e) demonstrating responsibility outside physical 

activity contexts. These levels of responsibility operate as the internal assets (i.e., life 

skills) that guide youth towards demonstrating positive character outcomes.  

According to Hellison et al. (1996), youth need guidance, instruction, and 

feedback from teachers to learn how to assume personal responsibility and demonstrate 

improved character outcomes. Thus teachers serve as external assets for youth 

development by incorporating five character-building strategies into physical activities. 

These strategies include: (a) conducting awareness talks (b) providing direct instruction, 

(c) giving opportunities for individual decision-making (d) holding group meetings to 

discuss conflicts, and (e) encouraging students‟ reflection on their own behavior. 

Teachers lead students through a process of self-discovery and self-evaluation designed 

to improve the quality of youths‟ character. Hellison and colleagues also believed that 

coaches should “live the values” of the program and model the five levels of 
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responsibility themselves. Thus teachers are difference makers in youths‟ experiences by 

providing feedback, modeling appropriate behaviors, and offering social support.   

Evaluations of programs based on Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility 

have been promising in terms of improving the personal responsibility of participants. 

Hellison and Walsh (2002) reviewed findings from 26 empirical studies over the past 30 

years that have evaluated the effectiveness of responsibility model programs. Results 

showed that youth have demonstrated improved self-control, effort, and communication 

skills within physical activity contexts following participation in the responsibility model 

program. Moreover, program participants were able to transfer their personal 

responsibility and self-management skills to the classroom and become positive models 

in their communities. According to Hellison and Walsh, qualitative studies revealed that 

responsibility model participants valued their relationships with a caring adult and 

experienced a positive climate.  

More recent evaluations of the Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility 

curriculum have also shown promising results (e.g., Walsh, 2008; Wright & Burton, 

2008). For example, Walsh created a nine-week intervention in which seventh- and 

eighth- grade boys and girls (a) mentored elementary school students through a basketball 

program and (b) reflected on their experiences through journaling and meeting with 

teachers. Results showed that discussions with teachers helped participants become more 

self-aware and recognize the importance of personal responsibility and hard work for 

reaching their future career goals. In a martial arts context, Wright and Burton found that 

when instructors shifted control of class activities to students, youth assumed more 

responsibility and accountability for their actions. Collectively, data-based evaluation 
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research shows that the Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility model has been 

successful in developing youths‟ character. The success of the program can be attributed 

to adult leaders‟ guidance and instruction through a life skills curriculum focused on 

personal and social responsibility. 

Another successful sport-based youth development program is The First Tee 

(World Golf Foundation, 2009). The First Tee uses golf as a vehicle for enhancing 

children‟s and teenagers‟ life skill learning and developmental outcomes. In line with the 

positive youth development framework, The First Tee philosophy outlines golf as the 

context, coaches as external assets, and life skills as internal assets. The First Tee life 

skills curriculum focuses on teaching youth interpersonal, self-management, goal setting, 

and resistance skills. In turn, the three program components combine to create positive 

developmental outcomes among youth called The Nine Core Values—respect, 

responsibility, honesty, integrity, sportsmanship, courtesy, judgment, confidence, and 

perseverance. Importantly, six of the Nine Core Values are related to character: respect, 

responsibility, honesty, integrity, sportsmanship, and courtesy.  

The First Tee coaches are essential to implementing The First Tee life skills 

curriculum. Coaches participate in The First Tee coach program to learn how to 

effectively teach youth life skills. Coaches are trained to use four specific strategies or 

building blocks (activity-based, mastery-driven, empower youth, continuous learning) to 

facilitate life skill learning and transfer. First, activity-based coaching suggests coaches 

actively involve youth (i.e., doing vs. telling) and simultaneously integrate golf and life 

skill learning (i.e., seamless approach). Second, mastery-driven coaches should 

encourage youth to focus on their own experience and seek challenging tasks that foster 
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individual skill development. The third building-block, empower youth, encourages 

coaches to show they care about participants and build meaningful relationships with 

them. Finally, the building block of continuous learning encourages coaches to provide 

feedback focused on personal improvement and use opportunities to teach or reinforce 

youths‟ skill development. The First Tee coaches use the building blocks to create a 

mastery motivational climate that positively affects psychosocial development among 

participants, including character. 

Given that The First Tee contains the ingredients for youth development (e.g., life 

skills curriculum, coach building blocks), it is important to assess the effectiveness of the 

program in practice. Weiss and colleagues‟ longitudinal evaluation research has shown 

that The First Tee is successful in achieving its positive youth development goals (e.g., 

M. R. Weiss, Bhalla, et al. 2007, 2008; M. R. Weiss, Bolter, et al. 2007, 2008). Over a 

four-year period, Weiss and colleagues used qualitative and quantitative methods to 

determine program effectiveness. Reponses from interviews with youth, coaches, and 

parents converged that The First Tee is having a positive impact on youths‟ psychosocial 

and life skill development. Youth reported knowledge and use of interpersonal, self-

management, and goal setting skills on the golf course as well as in contexts outside of 

golf (e.g., school, home). Coaches cited numerous examples of using the building blocks 

to teach life skills to youth participants. In addition, youth in The First Tee compared 

favorably to youth participating in other activities on measures of responsibility, honesty, 

and integrity. These positive character outcomes can be credited to coaches‟ intentional 

use of the building blocks aimed at teaching life skills and promoting personal growth.   
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Evaluations of The First Tee have also provided longitudinal evidence for the 

program‟s effectiveness. Youths‟ scores for life skills transfer, general life skills, and 

developmental outcomes remained relatively stable over a three-year period, indicating 

that youth retained their abilities to use life skills and exhibit character, confidence, and 

judgment. Youth continued to report they show respect for self and others, and 

demonstrate personal and social responsibility as a result of participating in The First 

Tee. These findings suggest that The First Tee program is having a sustained impact on 

youths‟ life skills learning and character outcomes. The success of The First Tee program 

indicates that coaches are effective in teaching life skills and promoting The Nine Core 

Values. This success can be attributed to coaches who focus on teaching The First Tee 

life skills curriculum and who engage in supportive, empowering, and caring behaviors 

included in The First Tee coach program.   

 Across theoretical and conceptual approaches to studying character, coaches are a 

key component in cross-sectional, intervention, and program-based studies of character 

development through physical activity. Coaches can be significant positive or negative 

influences on youths‟ character development through sport. The next section details 

theory and research on how coaches influence a variety of youth development outcomes, 

including character development.  

 

Coaches as Sources of Positive Youth Development 

 

 Theory and research in youth development through sport consistently show that 

adult leaders play a significant role in physical activity programs. Coaches influence 
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numerous youth development outcomes, including self-perceptions, affect, motivation, 

and life skills. However, less research exists on the relationship between coaching 

behaviors and athletes‟ moral outcomes. In this section I review research on descriptive 

and theory-based approaches to studying coaching behaviors. Theory-driven studies have 

been drawn from a variety of approaches, such as the meditational model of leadership, 

multidimensional model of leadership, competence motivation theory, self-determination 

theory, and achievement goal theory, among others. Research presented on mechanisms 

of coach influence will cut across theoretical frameworks. Research is first presented on 

coaching behaviors and motivational outcomes (self-perceptions, emotions, behavior) 

followed by coaching behaviors and character development. 

 

Descriptive and Observational Studies 

Several studies have examined coaching effectiveness by interviewing or 

observing “successful” coaches. Gilbert and Trudel (2004) interviewed and observed six 

“model” youth sport coaches over a two-year period. Results suggested that effective 

coaches focus on creating a positive team environment, providing discipline, and 

enhancing the physical and personal growth of youth participants. Other researchers have 

examined the feedback patterns of two highly successful college basketball coaches—

John Wooden and Pat Summit (e.g., Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Gallimore & Tharp, 

2004; Tharp & Gallimore, 1975). After observing each coach throughout a competitive 

season, results showed that the majority of behaviors for both coaches were instructional, 

with few behaviors focused on praise or criticism. According to Gallimore and Tharp 

(2004), Wooden believes that providing lots of instruction reflected a positive approach 
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to coaching and gives players what they need most—information on how to improve. 

Together descriptive and observational studies of coaches show that successful coaches 

provide lots of instructional feedback focused on developing players‟ psychological and 

physical abilities.  

 

Coaching Behaviors and Motivational Outcomes 

Theory-driven studies have identified several categories of coaching behaviors 

linked to athletes‟ motivational outcomes. First, coaches‟ informational and evaluative 

feedback has been related to athletes‟ self-perceptions, emotional experiences, and 

motivation. Smith, Smoll, and colleagues (see R. E. Smith & Smoll, 2007) have 

conducted a series of studies focused on youth sport coaches‟ feedback patterns. R. E. 

Smith, Smoll, and Hunt (1977) created the Coaching Behavior Assessment Scale (CBAS) 

to record and classify coaches‟ responses to players‟ successful performances (e.g., 

reinforcement) and unsuccessful performances (e.g., encouragement, instruction, 

punishment).   

Through a series of studies utilizing the CBAS, R. E. Smith, Smoll, and 

colleagues have demonstrated that coaches who adopt a positive approach, which 

includes reinforcing successful performance and desirable behaviors, providing 

instruction and encouragement following mistakes, and minimizing criticism, are 

associated with athletes who report a more favorable attitude toward their coach and team 

and higher sport enjoyment, self-esteem, and motivation to continue participation 

compared to players whose coaches do not engage as frequently in such behaviors (e.g., 

Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992; Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006; R. E. Smith et al., 1978, 
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1979; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993). Smith and Smoll‟s systematic line of 

research has demonstrated that coaching behaviors aimed at developing physical skills 

and motivation can positively influence youths‟ motivational outcomes.  

 Chelladurai‟s (1993, 2007) model of leadership also addresses coaches‟ 

informational and evaluative feedback to players. Chelladurai and Saleh‟s (1978, 1980) 

Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) assesses five dimensions of coaches‟ leadership 

behaviors: one related to skill development (training and instruction), two related to 

decision-making (democratic, autocratic), and two related to motivation (social support, 

positive feedback). Studies using the LSS have shown that coaches‟ frequency of training 

and instruction and positive feedback are positively related to athletes‟ satisfaction and 

intrinsic motivation (e.g., Amorose & Horn, 2000, 2001; Chelladurai, 1984; Hollembeak 

& Amorose, 2005).  

 Other researchers have used theories of motivation to study coaches‟ feedback 

patterns (e.g., Allen & Howe, 1998; Amorose & Horn, 2000; Black & Weiss, 1992). 

Black and Weiss found that 12-18 year-old swimmers who perceived their coaches as 

giving more instruction and praise following successes and more encouragement and 

instruction following mistakes reported greater enjoyment, perceptions of competence, 

and intrinsic motivation. Similar results related to coaches‟ instructional and evaluative 

feedback have also been found among female adolescent field hockey players (Allen & 

Howe, 1998) and college athletes (Amorose & Horn, 2000). Taken together, research 

suggests that coaches who provide contingent and appropriate feedback as well as 

generous amounts of instruction and encouragement positively influence players‟ affect, 

ability perceptions, and motivation to participate.  
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 Coaches‟ expectations for players can influence the quality and quantity of 

feedback given to athletes and players‟ motivational outcomes. According to Horn, Lox, 

and Labrador (2006), coaches form performance expectations about players and treat 

athletes in ways consistent with their expectations. For high-expectancy players, coaches 

give lots of quality instruction and feedback appropriate to players‟ skill level. In 

contrast, coaches give non-contingent praise (e.g., applaud a mediocre performance) and 

less overall instructive feedback to low-expectancy players. Depending on coaches‟ 

expectancies, coaches‟ behaviors can have either have a negative or positive effect on 

athletes‟ perceptions of competence, motivation to participate, and physical skill 

development. Research suggests that coaches‟ expectations can influence coaching 

behaviors and, in turn, athletes‟ motivational outcomes (e.g., Horn, 1984, 1985; Solomon, 

et al., 1996).  

Coaches‟ social support behaviors have also been linked to athletes‟ motivational 

outcomes. According to the LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), coaches‟ social support 

behaviors can include encouraging a close and caring relationship and helping athletes 

outside of sport, among others. Players who perceive greater social support from their 

coaches also report lower anxiety, higher intrinsic motivation, and greater satisfaction of 

sport experiences (e.g., Amorose & Horn, 2000; Chelladurai, Imamura, Yamaguchi, 

Oinuma, & Miyauchi, 1988; Price & Weiss, 2000). W. M. Weiss and Weiss (2006) 

examined two types of coach influence (i.e., coach support, social constraints from 

coach) related to the sport commitment profiles of highly competitive adolescent 

gymnasts. Results revealed that youth classified as “attracted” to sport commitment 

perceived greater social support from coaches and parents than youth identified as 
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“entrapped” in their commitment. Collectively, these studies suggest that coaches who 

provide meaningful social support for players can positively influence players‟ enjoyment 

for and commitment to sport participation.  

 Quality coach-athlete relationships can also be important predictors of youths‟ 

experiences in sport. According to Jowett (2007), the coach-athlete relationship can be 

viewed as an interpersonal relationship whereby athletes and coaches are interdependent 

in three ways—closeness, commitment, and complementarity (i.e., the 3Cs). First, 

closeness refers to the degree to which athletes and coaches trust and respect each other. 

Next, commitment signifies athletes‟ and coaches‟ long-term loyalty to each other as a 

mutual obligation to continue their relationship. Finally, complementarity indicates the 

extent to which coaches‟ and athletes‟ behaviors are compatible with each other. Support 

for Jowett‟s framework has primarily come from studies conducted with adult sport 

participants.  

Coaches‟ autonomy supportive behaviors are important contributors to athletes‟ 

psychosocial outcomes. Mageau and Vallerand (2003) suggest that coaches‟ autonomy 

supportive behaviors include giving athletes‟ choice, providing non-controlling feedback, 

prompting athletes to express feelings, and creating initiative opportunities. According to 

Mageau and Vallerand, coaches‟ autonomy-supportive behaviors impact athletes‟ 

perceptions of competence, autonomy, and relatedness, which in turn predict athletes‟ 

intrinsic and self-determined extrinsic forms of motivation. Research shows that coaches 

who adopt an autonomy supportive leadership style positively influence athletes‟ basic 

psychological needs, vitality, and motivation for continuing sport (e.g., Amorose & 

Anderson-Butcher, 2007; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2007; Gagné et al., 2003; Reinboth & 
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Duda, 2006; Standage, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2005). Consistent with Mageau and 

Vallerand‟s motivational model, coaches who empower youths‟ initiative and decision-

making skills as well as provide emotional support can enhance youths‟ self-perceptions, 

feelings of relatedness, and overall psychological health.  

 Another mechanism of coaches‟ influence is the motivational climate. Across 

physical activity contexts, research shows that youth who perceive a higher mastery 

motivational climate experience greater satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and well-being 

than those who perceive a higher performance climate (e.g., Cumming, Smoll, Smith, & 

Grossbard, 2007; Theodosiou & Papaioannou, 2006; Treasure & Roberts, 1998). Further, 

physical activity interventions that have emphasized a mastery motivational climate have 

shown positive physical skill development, enjoyment, and anxiety reduction among 

child and adolescent participants (e.g., R. E. Smith et al., 2007; Theeboom et al., 1995). 

Thus, research shows that a mastery motivational climate is adaptive for participant 

outcomes in terms of promoting intrinsic motivation, positive emotional experiences, and 

psychological well-being. Collectively, research suggests that coaches are powerful 

influences on athletes‟ motivational outcomes and skill development. 

Horn (2002, 2008) created a model of coaching effectiveness that integrates 

theories, antecedents, and outcomes of coaching behaviors. The center of Horn‟s model is 

coaches‟ behaviors, with antecedents on the left side and outcomes on the right side. 

Precursors of coaches‟ behavior include personal characteristics (e.g., years of 

experience, gender) and situational factors (e.g., organizational climate) that shape 

coaches‟ expectations, values, and beliefs. Consequently, coaches‟ beliefs determine the 

type and frequency of coaching behaviors exhibited. Coaching behaviors then may 



48 
 

directly affect athletes‟ cognitions and behavior as well as indirectly affect outcomes 

through athletes‟ perceptions of their coaches‟ behavior. That is, how players interpret 

their coaches‟ behavior affects their self-perceptions, attitudes, motivation, and 

performance. Horn‟s model synthesizes the processes underlying how coaching behaviors 

can influence athletes‟ psychosocial and behavioral outcomes.  

 Horn‟s (2002, 2008) integrated model of coaching effectiveness is consistent with 

theory and research on coaching effectiveness. Coaches‟ feedback patterns, leadership 

style, motivational orientation, autonomy-supportive behaviors, and interpersonal 

relationship style all affect young athletes‟ motivation, perceptions of competence, and 

affective experiences. Coaches who supply instruction and encouragement following 

mistakes as well as contingent praise and reinforcement for successes positively influence 

youths‟ self-esteem and attraction to sport. Coaches who provide athletes with choice and 

autonomy enhance athletes‟ sport enjoyment, feelings of personal autonomy, and intrinsic 

motives for continuing participation. Thus, Horn‟s model is useful as an organizational or 

heuristic approach to understand and examine the mechanisms by which coaches shape 

athletes‟ psychosocial and behavioral outcomes.  

In sum, theory-based and empirical studies of coaching effectiveness solidify 

coaches as critical sources of youths‟ developmental experiences in sport. However, we 

know considerably less about coaching mechanisms for promoting character 

development. This is surprising given the importance placed on sport and coaches in 

particular as a vehicle for building character.  
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Coaching Behaviors and Character Development 

The few studies conducted on coaching behaviors and character development 

have focused on coaches‟ perceptions of their role as character builders. Coaches see 

their role in teaching players about sportsmanship and becoming better people (e.g., 

Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Shields, Bredemeier, LaVoi, & Power, 2005). Feltz et al. (1999) 

created the coaching efficacy model and coaching efficacy scale (CES) to assess coaches‟ 

confidence in several areas—game strategy, motivation, technique, and character 

building. For each item on the CES, coaches are asked, “How confident are you in your 

ability to …” and respond on a scale from 0 (not at all confident) to 9 (extremely 

confident).  

The character building subscale is comprised of four items, including “Instill an 

attitude of good moral character”, “Instill an attitude of fair play among your athletes”, 

“Promote good sportsmanship”, and “Instill an attitude of respect for others.” Across 

studies, coaches‟ efficacy scores have been very high for the character building subscale 

(i.e., close to the highest score on a nine-point scale) and higher than all other subscales 

(e.g., Feltz et al., 1999; Myers et al., 2005). Myers et al. commented that most coaches 

were “quite confident in their ability to influence personal development and positive 

attitude toward sport” (p. 134). Collectively research suggests that coaches see character 

building as a part of their role and are very confident in their ability to do so.  

Based on this scarce amount of research, at least four limitations reflect existing 

knowledge on coaches‟ character building skills. First, coaches’ self-reported beliefs and 

behaviors about fostering moral development are problematic. According to Horn (2002, 

2008) and Smoll and Smith (1989), athletes‟ perceptions of their coaches‟ behaviors 
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mediate the relationship between coaches‟ behaviors and athletes‟ responses. The way 

athletes interpret their coaches‟ behavior ultimately determines athletes‟ psychological 

and behavioral outcomes. Moreover, studies have shown that coaches‟ and athletes‟ 

reports of coaches‟ behaviors are weakly related (e.g., R. E. Smith et al., 1978). 

According to Smith et al., coaches‟ ability to accurately rate their own behavior is 

limited, and athletes‟ perceptions of their coaches‟ behavior are essential to explain 

coaching behaviors and athlete outcomes. 

Recently, Myers, Feltz, Maier, Wolfe, and Reckase (2006) created the Coaching 

Competency Scale (CSS) to capture collegiate athletes‟ perceptions of coaches‟ 

competencies, including character-building. To date, only one study has used the 

character-building subscale of the CSS―Boardley and Kavussanu (2009) found that 

perceived character-building competency was significantly related to field hockey and 

netball players‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Athletes who perceived their coaches 

as capable of promoting fair play and sportsmanship also reported greater prosocial 

behavior toward their opponents and less antisocial behaviors directed at teammates and 

opponents. In addition, athletes‟ scores on the CSS for character building were moderate 

and variable (M = 6.72, SD = 1.41) compared to coaches‟ high self-reports of 

competencies on the CES (M = 7.94, SD = 0.84) (Boardley & Kavussanu, 2009; Myers et 

al., 2005). This research indicates that athletes‟ assessments of their coaches‟ capability 

to teach for character are related to athletes‟ own moral conduct.  

 A second limitation of research on coaches’ character building skills is not 

identifying specific coaching behaviors relevant to sportsmanship. For instance, the four 

items on the character building subscale of the CES and CSS are vague. Items such as 
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“instill an attitude of good moral character” and “promote good sportsmanship” reflect 

abstract philosophies or goals rather than actual behaviors. That is, items do not indicate 

what coaches actually do or say to instill or promote fair play and sportsmanship. 

Similarly, McAllister et al. (2000) found that coaches valued many moral ideals (e.g., fair 

play, respect, participation by all) and felt they were trying to incorporate these principles 

into their coaching. However, coaches could only cite general strategies for building 

character, such as leading by example and punishing players. Further, some of the 

coaches‟ examples of strategies were inconsistent with their philosophy. For example, 

coaches would say that fun was more important than winning but would emphasize that 

“winning is the most fun.” These findings suggest that coaches may have good intentions 

to build athletes‟ character but are unable to identify specific ways in which they do so.  

 A third limitation is that moral development theory and research has not guided 

studies of coaches’ behaviors for building athletes’ character. Items used for the 

character building subscale of the CES or CSS were not initially generated from the 

moral development literature (Feltz et al., 1999). Feltz et al. drew from literature on 

coaching education and perspectives from coaches to identify character-building 

coaching strategies. While items may reflect face validity, they lack theoretical grounding 

and predictive validity. Other studies have relied on coaches‟ perceptions of character 

development rather than theory to guide research design and methods (Gilbert & Trudel, 

2004; McAllister et al., 2000). McAllister et al. asked coaches‟ to provide their coaching 

philosophies for teaching values to youth. In addition, athletes‟ character outcomes have 

not been assessed in relation to coaches‟ character-building competencies or behaviors, 

thus limiting an evaluation of the coach-athlete relationship. Rather, athlete outcomes 
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have included satisfaction and collective efficacy, which do not reflect indices of 

character (e.g., Feltz et al., 1999). Only one study has linked athletes‟ self-reported 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors with perceptions of coaches‟ ability to build character 

(e.g., Boardley & Kavussanu, 2009). Thus, research on coaches‟ character building 

behaviors could benefit from guidance by moral development theory and conceptual 

approaches. 

 A fourth limitation is lack of conceptual clarity in defining character. The four 

items for the character building subscale of the CES refer to good sportsmanship, an 

attitude of fair play, good moral character, and an attitude of respect for others. These 

terms are grouped together yet may be interpreted in different ways. It is important to 

precisely define character to accurately assess coaching behaviors that influence specific 

outcomes. For the purpose of the present study, character is defined as individuals‟ 

sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors.    

 Considering these limitations, we know very little about the specific behaviors 

that coaches might use to teach youth about sportsmanship. To this end, Horn (2002) 

suggested that future research should focus on creating new coaching behavior measures 

that relate to athlete outcomes including, “decisions to exhibit aggressive/nonaggressive, 

moral/immoral, or good/bad sporting behaviors in sport contexts” (p. 347). According to 

Horn, such measures are necessary to reveal important associations between coaches‟ 

behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship. Thus I conducted a series of studies to create and 

validate a measure of coaching behaviors that relate to character development. Several 

issues will be addressed in the present study to expand the knowledge base about 

coaching behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship: (a) incorporating athletes‟ perceptions of 
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coaches‟ behaviors, (b) identifying specific coaching mechanisms related to 

sportsmanship, (c) reflecting constructs from moral development theory and research, and 

(d) empirically examining the link between coaching behaviors and athletes‟ 

sportsmanship.  

 

Purposes of the Present Studies 

 

 Theory and research suggest that character development is an important outcome 

of sport participation. Youth have the opportunity to learn about sportsmanship, fair play, 

and helping others. Youths‟ sport-related judgments and behaviors are influenced by the 

surrounding social context, notably coaches through mechanisms of modeling, social 

approval, reinforcement, and motivational climate, among others (e.g., Gano-Overway et 

al., 2005; Stephens, 2001; Stuart & Ebbeck, 1995).   

Coaches are important in shaping youth sport participants‟ developmental 

experiences, including character development. Coaches‟ feedback patterns, leadership 

styles, and interpersonal skills significantly contribute to the quality of youths‟ sport 

experiences (e.g., Amorose & Anderson-Butcher, 2007; Black & Weiss, 1992; R. E. 

Smith et al., 2007). While much is known about coaches‟ influence on youths‟ skill 

development and motivational outcomes, considerably less is known about the 

relationship between coaching behaviors and participants‟ sportsmanship. It is thus 

necessary to integrate theory and research on coaching effectiveness and moral 

development to assess how coaches may promote youths‟ sportsmanship.   
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Therefore, the main purpose of the present studies was to identify mechanisms by 

which coaches make an impact on youth participants‟ sportsmanship. It was first 

necessary to create a comprehensive measure of coaching behaviors that captures the 

ways in which coaches can influence young athletes‟ sportsmanship. With such a 

measure, it was possible to examine specific relationships between coaches‟ behaviors 

and sportsmanship outcomes that are consistent with moral development theory. 

Study 1 was designed to create a psychometrically valid measure of coaching 

behaviors that relate to athletes‟ sportsmanship. Development of the measure was guided 

by theory and research on moral development and coaching effectiveness. Study 1 

contained several phases of measure development: (a) completing a comprehensive 

literature review on coaching effectiveness and moral development, (b) conducting focus 

groups to assess youths‟ perspectives on coaching behaviors related to sportsmanship, (c) 

enlisting an expert panel to evaluate the pool of items generated from the first two phases, 

and (d) conducting a pilot study to derive initial psychometric data and revise the 

measure further.  

Each phase of measure development was intentionally designed to build upon one 

another. Phase 1, the literature review, was conducted to identify the ways in which 

coaches might influence athletes‟ sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors. The 

coaching behaviors identified in the literature review guided the development of the focus 

group questions asked in Phase 2. The focus groups in Phase 2 were designed to access 

young athletes‟ perspectives on coaching behaviors related to sportsmanship. It was 

important to consider youths‟ opinions and experiences because they may differ from 

those reflected in theory and research. The emergent coaching behaviors from the focus 
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groups were integrated with the findings from Phase 1 to create categories of coaching 

behaviors and a pool of items that could be presented to an expert panel in Phase 3. 

Phase 3, the expert panel, was important for obtaining feedback regarding the 

categories of coaching behaviors and generated items from Phases 1 and 2. Panel 

members were asked to comment on age-group appropriateness, consistency of 

definitions, and unambiguous content of items. It was important to have knowledgeable 

and experienced individuals review and offer input on specific items being considered. 

The pilot study in Phase 4 was conducted to provide further validity for the measure 

created in previous phases and determine which categories of coaching behaviors and 

items should be retained for Study 2.  

The purpose of Study 2 was to provide additional validity for the measure created 

in Study 1. More specifically, Study 2 included two purposes: (a) assess factorial validity 

of the measure through confirmatory factor analysis and tests of gender invariance, and 

(b) assess criterion validity though testing a model of the relationships between coaching 

behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship behaviors. Gender and caring climate were also 

explored as moderator variables to determine if relationships differed for male and female 

athletes or athletes who perceive a higher versus lower caring climate. Thus Study 2 was 

designed to provide further construct validity for a measure of coaching behaviors related 

to sportsmanship and determine whether relationships aligned with conceptually-driven 

hypotheses.  
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CHAPTER 2 

STUDY 1: DEVELOPMENT OF A MEASURE 

 

The purpose of Study 1 was to create a theory-driven measure of coaching 

behaviors that is consistent with promoting young participants‟ sportsmanship. Effective 

measure development requires a systematic process to create a valid and reliable 

instrument (Marsh, 2007; Schutz & Park, 2004). Thus, Study 1 involved several phases to 

develop a comprehensive measure that was inclusive of specific coaching behaviors 

relevant to promoting sportsmanship. The four phases consisted of (a) completing an 

extensive literature review, (b) conducting focus groups, (c) enlisting an expert panel, and 

(d) conducting a pilot study.  

These phases were purposefully selected to establish content validity of the 

measure. The literature review provided theoretical and research-based perspectives on 

the ways in which coaches can influence athletes‟ sportsmanship. The focus groups 

added youths‟ perspectives on what coaches say or do to teach sportsmanship. The expert 

panel consisted of researchers knowledgeable in coaching behaviors and moral 

development who provided feedback on the measure. The pilot study provided initial 

psychometric data to determine how many and which items should be retained for the 

measure to be used in Study 2, a large-scale investigation of the relationships between 

coaching behaviors and adolescent athletes‟ sportsmanship. Together these phases in the 

development of the measure lent strength to its validity and reliability.  
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Phase 1: Literature Review 

 

I conducted a comprehensive literature review of relevant theory and research of 

coaching behaviors that are likely to foster athletes‟ moral development. The literature 

review was conducted to identify all the ways in which coaches might influence athletes‟ 

sportsmanship that are consistent with theory and research. The literature review was an 

important first step in the development of the measure because it yielded research-based 

coaching behaviors that could then be compared to focus groups responses in Phase 2. In 

addition, the pool of items created from the literature review would be helpful in creating 

measure items for the expert panel in Phase 3.  

Sources included over 150 refereed journal articles and 30 book chapters/reviews 

covering coaching behaviors and moral development. Six coaching behaviors were 

identified as mechanisms by which coaches can influence athletes‟ sportsmanship 

attitudes and actions: (a) instruction, (b) modeling, (c) encouragement/reinforcement, (d) 

pressure, (e) motivational climate, and (f) dilemma, dialogue, and balance.  

Based on this review, I created a pool of items (N = 115) to reflect these six 

coaching behaviors. To create these items, I grouped articles by coaching mechanism and 

adopted terminology, phrasing, and examples that illustrated each mechanism. Items for 

the same coaching mechanism reflected a variety of wording options. For example, items 

for reinforcing desirable behaviors included, “My coach encourages,” “My coach 

discourages,” and “My coach does not encourage.” The pool of items by coaching 

category can be seen in Appendix A.  
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Phase 2: Focus Groups 

 

In Phase 2, youths‟ perspectives on coaching behaviors that promote good or poor 

sportsmanship were gleaned through focus group interviews. Participants were also asked 

to define good sportsmanship and poor sportsmanship to complement their perspectives 

on coaches‟ behaviors. Youths‟ perspectives were valuable to compare and possibly add 

to the coaching mechanisms identified in the literature review in Phase 1. In addition, the 

emergent coaching behaviors from the focus groups, along with mechanisms identified in 

the literature review, were used to create categories of coaching behaviors and a pool of 

items given to expert panel members to review in Phase 3.  

Focus groups were selected for several reasons. First, focus group interviews 

provide a natural setting where individuals can reflect upon and respond to others‟ 

comments (Krueger & Casey, 2000). Second, focus group interviews allow the moderator 

to explore similar and varying opinions among participants (Morgan, 1997). The 

moderator can probe with follow-up questions to clarify and elaborate on participants‟ 

perspectives within and across focus groups. Third, compared to individual interviews, 

focus group interviews allow the researcher to collect a large amount of data in an 

efficient way (Krueger & Casey, 2000).  

Finally, interviews can be a valuable tool in measure development. Carron, 

Widmeyer, and Brawley (1985) used several focus groups to assess participants‟ 

interpretation of team cohesion to generate items for their questionnaire. Weiss and Smith 

(1999) used individual interview data from a previous qualitative study on sport 

friendship (M. R. Weiss, Smith, & Theeboom, 1996) that captured distinct dimensions of 
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friendships in sport. Both Carron et al. (1985) and Weiss et al. (1996) indicated that 

including participants‟ perspectives provided unique and valuable information when 

designing a measure.  

 

Participants 

A total of 30 (14 girls, 16 boys) high school athletes participated in 6 focus 

groups, with an average of 5 youth in each group (range = 3 to 9). Two focus groups 

contained boys only, two focus groups contained girls only, and two focus groups were 

composed of boys and girls. Participants ranged in age from 14 to 18 years (M = 16.1,  

SD = 0.9) and participated in a variety of team and individual sports (baseball, basketball, 

cross country, dance, football, gymnastics, ice hockey, soccer, softball, tennis, track & 

field, volleyball, weight training). Participants had been involved in 1-8 sports (M = 3.3, 

SD = 1.4) for almost 5 years in each sport (M = 4.6, SD = 1.8). The majority of youth 

(28/30) described themselves as White, while two participants identified as Multiracial.  

Participants were selected based on several criteria. First, youth must have 

participated in an organized sport with regularly scheduled practices for at least one 

season. This criterion ensured that athletes had interacted and spent extended time with 

multiple coaches, thus providing ample opportunity to observe and experience coaching 

behaviors that do or do not exemplify sportsmanship. Second, adolescents were selected 

because they are cognitively mature to understand and discuss abstract concepts such as 

sportsmanship, which may be difficult for younger, more concrete thinkers (Solomon, 

2004). Third, the sample was purposefully inclusive of sport type (team/individual, 

contact/non-contact) and gender (male/female) to capture a wide range of teenagers‟ 



60 
 

experiences with their coaches. This inclusive approach is beneficial during early, 

exploratory stages of measure development (Clark & Watson, 1995).  

 

Interview Guide 

Based on focus group methodology (Krueger & Casey, 2000), the moderator‟s 

guide was divided into three sections (see Appendix B). The first section included warm-

up questions (e.g., “Why do you like participating in sports?”) designed to stimulate 

conversation and help participants feel comfortable. The second section included two sets 

of main questions. The first set of main questions focused on participants‟ ideas about 

sportsmanship (e.g., “What does it mean to be a good sport?” “What does it mean to be a 

poor sport?”). Participants‟ definitions of good and poor sportsmanship provided 

examples that could be revisited in later questions about coaches‟ behaviors that promote 

or hinder sportsmanship.  

The second set of main questions addressed five mechanisms of coach influence 

identified in the literature review (i.e., instruction, modeling, pressure, 

encouragement/reinforcement, and dilemma, dialogue, and balance). The sixth coaching 

mechanism from the literature review, motivational climate, was excluded from the 

moderator‟s guide because a valid and reliable measure of motivational climate exists 

that has been used to study coaching behaviors and sportsmanship (see Harwood et al., 

2008). Examples of focus group questions about coaching mechanisms included, “How 

does your coach encourage you to be a good sport?” and “Does your coach ever act like a 

bad sport? How so?” Elaboration and clarification probes were used generously to derive 

participants‟ meanings. The final section included wrap-up questions to provide youth an 
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opportunity to discuss topics not included in the interview guide (e.g., “What is the most 

important thing you‟ve learned from your coach about being a good sport?”).  

Prior to conducting the focus groups, I completed a pilot study to evaluate the 

clarity and comprehension of the interview guide questions. Seven high school athletes (3 

males, 4 females; ages 13-18) participated in a one-hour focus group at a private 

residence. Participants had played a variety of sports (e.g., soccer, basketball, tennis, 

track, ice hockey). On average, each teenager had participated in two sports for almost 

six years in each sport. At the end of the interview, participants were asked if any 

questions were confusing and were invited to provide any general comments. Based on 

youths‟ feedback and responses, the only modification I made to the final moderator‟s 

guide was changing the order of questions.  

 

Procedure 

Subsequent to obtaining approval from the institutional review board, coaches and 

athletic directors from high schools in the metropolitan area were contacted by phone and 

email. Each coach or athletic director received a letter detailing the researchers‟ 

background and information about the study. Interested coaches and athletic directors set 

up a time before or after a practice so that I could meet with potential participants. At 

each meeting, I introduced myself, explained the purpose of the study, and outlined 

procedures for completing the interview. Following my introduction of the study, I 

distributed parental consent forms along with an explanatory letter. I then scheduled a 

day/time to interview potential participants and made a reminder phone call the day 

before the interview. The IRB approval letter and consent forms can be found in 
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Appendix C. The recruitment letters sent to coaches and parents can be found in 

Appendix D.  

On the day of the interview, participants under 18 years old handed in their signed 

parent consent form and all youth completed an assent form prior to starting the 

interview. Each focus group took place in a quiet place away from others; four focus 

groups in conference rooms, one focus group in a classroom, and one focus group in an 

empty pizza parlor. At the beginning of each interview, participants were assured that 

there were no right or wrong answers and responses would remain confidential. At the 

end of the interview, each participant completed demographic information. Focus groups 

ranged in length from 43 to 86 minutes (M = 60.7, SD = 17.1). 

 

Data Analysis 

Focus groups were transcribed verbatim, yielding 161 singe-spaced pages of 

narrative. Both deductive and inductive content analyses were used to reduce and make 

sense of the data (Patton, 2002). I used deductive analysis because data were interpreted 

in relation to the theoretical frameworks from the literature review on moral 

development, and I used inductive analysis by allowing unique themes and categories to 

emerge from the data. Data were analyzed and themes were derived using focus group as 

the unit of analysis (N = 6) because participants are mutually influenced by each other 

within a focus group (Krueger & Casey, 2000; Morgan, 1997).  

Two researchers trained in qualitative methods read the transcripts multiple times 

to get an overall sense of the data. Next, each individual independently coded the data 

and identified raw data quotes, such as a word, phrase, sentence, or paragraph. Coders 
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then met to compare highlighted portions and agree upon the final set of raw data quotes. 

Next, coders separately grouped these basic units of analysis into conceptually consistent 

lower-order themes and created labels to reflect underlying meaning. Coders then met to 

compare and agree on lower-order themes. The same process was repeated to combine 

lower-order themes into the final set of higher-order themes. Analyses were considered 

complete when data within each theme were conceptually consistent (i.e., internal 

homogeneity) and each theme was uniquely distinguishable from one another (i.e., 

external heterogeneity) (Patton, 2002). Three separate content analyses were conducted 

for (a) definitions of good sportsmanship, (b) definitions of poor sportsmanship, and (c) 

mechanisms of coaching influence on sportsmanship. In addition to the content analyses, 

quantitative results were calculated by assessing how many of the focus groups (N = 6) 

cited each of the higher-order and lower-order themes.  

 

Trustworthiness 

Analogous to reliability and validity in experimental study designs, 

trustworthiness refers to criteria needed to demonstrate rigor in naturalistic research 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1986). According to Lincoln and Guba, researchers must ensure that 

qualitative data are credible, transferable, dependable, and confirmable. Accordingly, 

four steps were taken to ensure trustworthiness. First, I was trained in qualitative 

methodology through coursework and research conducted with children and adolescents 

in sport. Second, informal member-checking was used at the end of each interview 

(Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993). I summarized the focus group‟s responses 

and gave participants an opportunity to verify, modify, or add to summary statements. 
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Third, a collaborator and I independently coded the data and reached consensus at each 

level of analysis before moving on to the next level. This graduate student had also 

completed qualitative methodology coursework and had previous experience with 

interviewing and data analysis. Fourth, a graduate student familiar with developmental 

sport psychology and qualitative analysis served as an external reviewer. She assigned 

randomly selected lower-order themes into higher-order themes and achieved an 83.3% 

match with coders‟ analyses. 

 

Results 

The results are presented in three sections. The first and second sections detail 

focus groups‟ responses to questions about defining good sportsmanship and poor 

sportsmanship, respectively. The third section includes focus groups‟ responses to 

questions about coaches‟ behaviors that exemplify teaching for sportsmanship.  

 

Being a Good Sport  

Four higher-order themes emerged from responses about what it means to be a 

good sport: (a) has a positive attitude, (b) helps others, (c) shows respect, and (d) works 

hard. Table 2 displays the higher- and lower-order themes for youths‟ responses for 

defining good sportsmanship.  
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Table 2  

Themes for Being a Good Sport (N = 6) 

Higher-order theme   

          Lower-order theme  

Higher-order theme 

n 

Lower-order theme 

n 

   

Has a positive attitude 6  

   

Accepts unfavorable outcomes  5 

Is not mean  4 

Self-regulates  4 

Acknowledges other team's accomplishments  4 

Keeps the game in perspective  2 

   

Helps others  5  

   

Helps teammates  3 

Encourages others  3 

Helps the other team  3 

Makes sacrifices for others  2 

   

Shows respect   4  

   

Is respectful  3 

Is sincere   2 

Listens to coach   1 

   

Works hard 3  

   

Works hard to improve  1 

Gives 100%  1 

Works to be a good sport  1 

   

 

Has a positive attitude. This theme was defined as being able to deal with 

disappointment by staying positive in the face of adversity. Youth felt that good sports 

can control their emotions and keep winning in perspective even if they lose the game. 

Lower-order themes included is not mean, accepts unfavorable outcomes, self-regulates, 

acknowledges other team's accomplishments, and keeps the game in perspective. 
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Quotations such as, “Congratulate them if they beat you” and “Don‟t spaz out if someone 

makes an interception” exemplify this higher-order theme. One focus group gave an 

example from softball, 

If you have a really good hit but then like you think it‟s going to go through but 

they reach their hand out and grab it, it‟s hard too „cause like the home fans are 

cheering for them … you can‟t be mean because like they‟re being good at the 

sport. 

Helps others. This theme was defined as encouraging teammates and being nice 

to the other team. Lower-order themes included helps teammates, encourages others, 

helps the other team, and makes sacrifices for others. One focus group provided an 

example of helping teammates, “For softball, there‟s always like the older girls that kind 

of like help you out or if they see something, they‟ll kind of point it out to tell you.” 

Another group added an example of helping an opponent, “Well like in basketball, if you 

like accidentally foul someone and they fall to the ground and you help „em up, that‟s 

being a good sport.” 

Shows respect. Participants defined good sports as showing respect to their 

teammates, opponents, coaches, and referees by paying attention and listening to them. 

Lower-order themes included is respectful, listens to coach, and is sincere. The following 

quotation from one focus group explains how the handshake at the end of a game 

demonstrates respect, 

I really think the handshake is huge … I think that‟s just a sign that‟s saying, you 

know, I respect you no matter what … You look at „em in the eye … you‟re 
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shaking their hand and saying, you know, I respect you, no matter if you did good 

or bad…there‟s no hard feelings.  

Works hard. Youth reported that good sports are players who consistently put 

forth full effort and try to improve regardless of the game outcome. Lower-order themes 

included works hard to improve, gives 100%, and works to be a good sport. One focus 

group said, “Know that the other people just beat you and you got to work harder to beat 

them the next time. I mean they beat you fair and square.” Another group added, “In 

practice, if you‟re on the B team playing against the A team, on paper, they‟re technically 

better but you‟re still going to give 100%, even try and beat them.”  

 

Being a Poor Sport 

Eight higher-order themes emerged from responses about what it means to be a 

poor sport: (a) is not a team player, (b) has a negative attitude, (c) pushes the boundaries, 

(d) retaliates, (e) is mean, (f) loses self-control, (g) doesn‟t try, and (h) breaks the rules. 

Table 3 displays the higher- and lower-order themes for youths‟ responses related to poor 

sportsmanship.  

Is not a team player. This theme was defined by unsportsmanlike behaviors such 

as blaming others for mistakes and being unsupportive of teammates. Lower-order 

themes included blames others, takes it out on others, is egocentric, and doesn't support 

teammates. One focus group expressed blaming others as, “When something goes wrong, 

when you just blame stuff on other people, like it‟s never your fault, it‟s always  
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Table 3  

Themes for Being a Poor Sport (N = 6)  

Higher-order theme 

          Lower-order theme 

Higher-order theme 

n 

Lower-order theme 

n 

   

Is not a team player  6  

   

Blames others   3 

Doesn‟t support teammates   3 

Takes it out on others   1 

Is egocentric  1 

 

Has a negative attitude   

 

6 

 

   

Complains   3 

Swears   3 

Is an embarrassment   2 

Has a bad attitude   1 

   

Retaliates  5  

   

Adopts an eye for an eye attitude  4 

Fights   1 

   

Pushes the boundaries  4  

   

Uses intentional aggression   3 

Takes cheap shots   2 

Pushes the boundaries of rules   1 

   

Loses self-control 3  

   

Throws temper tantrums   3 

   

Is mean  4  

   

Yells   4 

Insults   4 

   

Doesn't try  3  

   

Doesn't try   2 

Is clueless   1 

   

Breaks the rules 2  

   

Cheats   2 

Uses drugs  
 

 1 
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somebody else‟s fault.” Another group explained is egocentric as, “You are more about 

yourself … your personal gain instead of doing well for the team … throwing yourself  

before the team, like you just focus on yourself, self-centered, one-sided, you‟re really 

not there for anybody else on the team.”  

Has a negative attitude. This theme was characterized by players who 

demonstrate a bad attitude by swearing and complaining. This higher-order theme 

derived from lower-order themes has a bad attitude, complains, swears, 

and is an embarrassment. Quotations such as, “They complain a lot to the refs and to 

other players” and “Kind of being all pouty, like you come off the field … and you whine 

about … the bad play” illustrate this higher-order theme. While youth acknowledged that 

being frustrated is understandable in many sport situations (e.g., an unfair call by the 

referee), youth still feel embarrassed by such poor sporting behaviors. One focus group 

explained, “Just like swearing sometimes when like you just get so frustrated … you 

don‟t really mean to … it‟s embarrassing when the parents hear it.” Another group added, 

“It‟s kind of embarrassing for everyone else too.”  

Pushes the boundaries. This theme characterized athletes‟ behaviors that test the 

rules of the game, and emerged from lower-order themes uses intentional aggression, 

takes cheap shots, and pushes the boundaries of rules. Players gave examples of athletes 

taking advantage of situations where they behave in an unsportsmanlike way yet still act 

within the rules of the game. One focus group commented, “Like in soccer, so many 

cheap things that they do like slide tackling and you can‟t do anything about it „cause it‟s 

allowed … they‟ll like push you out of bounds on purpose.” Another group added, 
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On the bases, if you like get a tag put on you … like a little extra push … they‟ll 

put a tag on you like extra hard, they‟ll like hit you … I kind of think that‟s part of 

the game though „cause they‟re trying to knock the ball out of your glove .. I don‟t 

think it really should be. 

Retaliates. This theme reflected behaviors of players who try to get back at 

another player for doing something to them first. This theme included violent behaviors 

directed at individuals that went beyond yelling or instrumental aggression. Lower-order 

themes included fights and adopts an eye for an eye attitude. One focus group recalled, 

“If the other team‟s really cheap and just taking cheap shots everywhere it kind of sucks 

because there‟s nothing much you can do except for get mad and try and do it back.” 

Another group added, “[Name] blocked him and this kid totally spazzed up at him and 

started throwing fists at him and stuff … just kind of swinging at him.” One girl said that 

when she gets pushed out of bounds in soccer, “I do it right back because I get so into it.” 

This last quote suggests that youth can become so absorbed in playing the game that they 

lose concern for others‟ welfare and only focus on getting revenge.  

Loses self-control. This theme referred to players losing control of their behavior 

and included the lower-order theme throws temper tantrums.  Quotations such as, “They 

slam the ball down on the ground,” “Throw your stick or … your helmet,” and “Throw 

the ball across the court if you get beat” exemplified this higher-order theme. This theme 

reflected angry behaviors directed at inanimate objects rather than human beings.  

Is mean. This theme was characterized by players being mean and insulting to 

others. Lower-order themes included yells and insults. One focus group offered an 

example in volleyball, “It‟s happened before where someone was on the other side of the 
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net and they‟re just saying stuff that made one of our girls cry … she was just saying stuff 

… she‟s right in her face.” Another group added an incident in cross country, “Some 

[Name of school] kids showed up, the [Name of school] team wasn‟t supposed to be there 

but they showed up and the only thing you heard from them was, „[Name of school] 

sucks‟ and all their guys were like behind us.” This theme is distinct from loses control 

because these angry behaviors and outbursts are directed at other people.  

Breaks the rules. This theme was defined as behaviors that violate game and team 

rules. Lower-order themes included cheats and uses drugs. One focus group provided an 

example of cheating in tennis, “We were playing a team and they‟d call it out before it hit 

the ground.” Another group added an incident in cross country, “Like you‟re the number 

one runner and you get a DWI [driving while intoxicated] and then you‟re out for the 

next two races … and then you‟re messing the whole team up.”  

Doesn't try. This theme reflected participants‟ feelings that bad sports are players 

that do not put forth any effort. Lower-order themes doesn't try and is clueless comprised 

this higher-order theme. One focus group said this about a basketball teammate, “He 

walks up and down the court sometimes and we have to play 4 on 5 sometimes.” 

 

Mechanisms of Coaching Influence on Sportsmanship 

Nine higher-order themes emerged from responses about coaching behaviors 

focused on sportsmanship: (a) sets expectations for sportsmanship, (b) provides 

consequences for sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors, (c) leads discussions on 

sportsmanship, (d) instructs how to behave in sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike ways, 

(e) models sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors, (f) focuses on improvement, 
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(g) prioritizes winning, (h) provides support, and (i) disrespects players. Table 4 displays 

the higher- and lower-order themes for coaching mechanisms related to sportsmanship.   

Sets expectations for sportsmanship. Youth felt that coaches set expectations for 

sportsmanship at the beginning of the season and from year to year. Players said they 

know their coaches expect them to represent their team in a positive way and uphold their 

team‟s and school‟s reputations. Lower-order themes included implies expectations for 

good sportsmanship, expects players to be good athletes and people, tells you to 

represent team well, and tells you to act professional. The following quote illustrates this 

higher-order theme, 

I don‟t think they really say like, “You guys need to be good sports.” They just 

kind of imply it and they like expect it … „cause a lot of the coaches we‟ve been 

playing with them for a year or a couple and so like they‟ll know us and like they 

just expect it. Like they don‟t say, “Okay if we lose, be a good sport,” like they 

expect that we‟ll be a good athlete and a good person.  

One focus group commented that, “Once you‟ve been playing for a while, it just 

kind of … sticks on you … I think that‟s why coaches now don‟t spend that much time 

on it „cause they kind of expect that we‟ve been taught that.” When asked how players 

know coaches‟ expectations, one focus group commented, “Because you get yelled at if 

you don‟t.” Players understand what is expected of them in terms of good sportsmanship 

and anticipate consequences if they do not live up to coaches‟ expectations.  
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Table 4 

Themes for Mechanisms of Coaching Influence on Sportsmanship (N = 6) 

Higher-order theme   

          Lower-order theme  

Higher-order 

theme (n) 

Lower-order 

theme (n) 

  

Sets expectations for sportsmanship 
 

6 
 

   

          Implies expectations for good sportsmanship  3 

          Expects players to be good athletes and people  3 

          Tells you to represent team well  3 

          Tells you to act professional  1 

   

Provides consequences for sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike behaviors 

6  

   

Provides consequences for poor sportsmanship   5 

Talks to players about bad sportsmanship  5 

Praises good sportsmanship  3 

Yells at players for bad sportsmanship   2 

Holds players accountable  2 

Expresses disappointment with non-verbal 

communication 

 2 

Expresses approval with non-verbal 

communication 

 2 

Encourages continued sportsmanship  2 

Rewards good sportsmanship  1 

   

Leads discussions on sportsmanship 6  

   

Gives lessons on sportsmanship  6 

Discusses meaning of sportsmanship  1 

   

Instructs how to behave in sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike ways 

6  

   

Respect others   5 

Try hard   4 

Work together    4 

Manage emotions  3 

Focus on the game  3 

Play fair   3 

Accept failure   3 

Push the boundaries   3 

Retaliate   3 

Be disrespectful   2 

Apply lessons learned in sport to life   1 

Be independent   1 
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Table 4 (cont.) 

Themes for Mechanisms of Coaching Influence on Sportsmanship (N = 6) 

Higher-order theme 

          Lower-order theme 

Higher-order 

theme (n) 

Lower-order 

theme (n) 

 

Models sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors  
 

6 
 

   

Has temper tantrums   5 

Yells without encouragement   4 

Teaches by example   4 

Is friendly to others   4 

Models emotion regulation   4 

Swears  3 

Is not nice   2 

Has high intensity   2 

Doesn‟t run up the score   2 

Is respectful   1 

Has a positive attitude   1 

Is honest   1 

   

Prioritizes winning  3  
   

Prioritizes winning    2 

Plays favorites   2 

Prioritizes skill over good sportsmanship   2 

Gives lip service to good sportsmanship   1 

   

Focuses on improvement  6  
   

Uses opportunities for improvement   5 

Gives tough encouragement   4 

Provides consequences for poor performance   3 

Rewards good performance   2 

Pushes to get better   2 

   

Provides support  6  
   

Cares about players on and off field   4 

Provides social support   3 

Is interested in player's development   3 

Makes commitment   2 

Treats you like family   2 

   

Disrespects players 4  
   

Harps on mistakes   3 

Publicly criticizes/humiliates   2 

Doesn't care about players   1 

Is just a coach   1 
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Provides consequences for sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors. This 

theme was defined as coaches‟ responses to players‟ displays of good sportsmanship and 

poor sportsmanship. Players cited numerous examples of coaches‟ reactions to youths‟ 

sportsmanlike behaviors (e.g., helping others, showing emotional control) and 

unsportsmanlike behaviors (e.g., losing self-control, displaying aggression). Lower-order 

themes included reinforcement for good sportsmanship (praises good sportsmanship, 

encourages continued sportsmanship, rewards good sportsmanship, expresses approval 

with non-verbal communication) as well as punishment for poor sportsmanship (holds 

players accountable, provides consequences for poor sportsmanship, yells at players for 

bad sportsmanship, talks to players about bad sportsmanship, expresses disappointment 

with non-verbal communication). One focus group offered the following explanation for 

reinforcement,  

The coach will commend you on how you did like during the race like, “I saw 

him push you and shove you and I‟m glad you didn‟t do it back. That was a great 

thing to do. Good job.” You get a little pat on the back and you feel good. You 

feel good about yourself … It‟s like yeah I didn‟t succumb to his level so then like 

you make sure next time you don‟t do it. 

Another group added, “You always get told you do a good job. Like even though 

it‟s expected, you still get kind of told if they notice.” In addition to reinforcement, 

coaches also punish poor sportsmanship,  

We had a couple people running back to the sidelines, they were really, just really 

mad, and they would let a couple of words slip and the next day, the coach says, 

“So I heard a couple of words yesterday. One started with an F, one started with 
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an S. Guess what we‟re going to do?” And we had to do some up-downs … They 

keep to their word every single time … It‟s not really they say much. It‟s just 

you‟re going to do things for all the wrong things you do.  

 This quote shows that coaches immediately punished players for poor 

sportsmanship behaviors. Players receive both verbal and nonverbal reinforcement and 

punishment for sportsmanship behaviors and feel that coaches‟ reactions affect their 

behaviors in future situations.  

Leads discussions on sportsmanship. This theme was defined as coaches talking 

or having a specific conversation about sportsmanship. Lower-order themes included 

gives lessons on sportsmanship and discusses meaning of sportsmanship. One focus 

group mentioned, “You do like team bonding activities and you just kind of bond as a 

team and it kind of teaches you just how to be a better sport.” Another focus group 

described meetings where the coach and team captains would provide definitions for 

sportsmanship. Besides pre-planned meetings, players reported that coaches also have 

conversations about sportsmanship if a specific incident comes up (e.g., someone missed 

practice, someone was caught for underage drinking, referees made unfair calls).  

Players commented that coaches‟ discussions of sportsmanship can be 

monotonous or repetitive. One focus group lamented the lessons on sportsmanship at the 

beginning of each sport season during sign-ups, “It was kind of long … you hear it three 

times a year so it gets kind of boring after a while.” Another group remarked about their 

coach, “He gives a speech every day … he repeats himself … like 70% of anything he 

says in that speech in practice is always going to be like fluff about how he wants you to 
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be better.” Thus, players sometimes perceive coaches‟ discussions about sportsmanship 

as insincere and uninteresting.  

Instructs how to behave in sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike ways. This theme 

was defined as coaches‟ explicit instructions and directives for how players should act in 

sportsmanlike ways. Youth said their coaches tell them to play by the rules, work hard to 

improve, and work well with teammates. Lower-order themes included manage emotions, 

focus on the game, play fair, try hard, accept failure, work together, respect others, apply 

lessons learned in sport to life, and be independent. One focus group elaborated, 

When the other team does something bad, like our coach will just say, “Just calm 

down. Play your own game. Beat „em fair and square; don‟t stoop down to their 

level.” Our coach is just always telling us to just beat „em, do it your way and 

play your game.  

In contrast to directions about being good sports, players also gave examples of 

how coaches tell them to play dirty, retaliate against certain opponents, and to not be nice 

to the other team. Other lower-order themes in this category included push the 

boundaries, be disrespectful, and retaliate. Youth gave examples of coaches‟ subtle 

instructions of taking advantage of the rules or certain situations. One focus group 

explained the lower-order theme push the boundaries, 

There are sometimes when something bad‟s going on and you know you want to 

do something but you shouldn‟t but the coaches‟ll just tell you, you know, “Just 

get in there but don‟t make it physical” … “Don‟t make it bad enough where 

something‟s going to happen” … Or like when … it‟s a really pushy game and 

like the refs don‟t call anything, [the coach will] be like, “Okay take that to your 
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advantage, you know, push her around a little bit, You‟re not going to get called” 

… For tennis, when you make your own calls, sometimes the coaches are like, 

“Well you know if it‟s close, you should call it your way.”  

Models sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors. This theme characterized 

coaches demonstrating good or poor sport behaviors. Players reported they see their 

coaches control their emotions in difficult situations, be respectful to other coaches and 

referees/officials, and encourage other teams. Lower-order themes included teaches by 

example, is friendly to others, is respectful, has a positive attitude, is honest, models 

emotion regulation, and doesn't run up the score. One focus group elaborated, 

The volleyball coach makes friends with a lot of the other coaches. She just kind 

of goes over there and introduces herself and is really friendly so that kind of 

shows us that we can be friends with them like off the court … whatever, you‟re 

just on a different team. 

In addition to being role models for good sportsmanship, players also see their 

coaches sometimes act like bad sports. Players perceive coaches as bad sports when they 

yell at a referee, swear loudly, or yell at players. Lower order-themes for this higher-

order theme also included swears, is not nice, has high intensity, has temper tantrums, 

and yells without encouragement. Quotations about coaches‟ negative role modeling 

included, “They get mad and start yelling,” “Bad mouth other teams,” and “If we lose, 

you‟ll see them slamming their clipboards around.” The following quotation provides a 

vivid account of one girls‟ basketball coach‟s outburst,  

We were in a tournament and it was a holiday so he was wearing a Santa hat and 

he‟s calling time outs at the end of the game for no reason just because we were 
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losing and he wanted to make the game longer and the refs weren‟t giving him 

full timeouts because they knew what he was trying to do so he walked out onto 

the court and stuck his face right up to the refs and he was like yelling and he got 

thrown out of the game, in his Santa hat. There was a bunch of people that just 

stopped and stared at him because he was just so crazy looking. 

While players provided examples of their coaches acting like bad sports, all focus 

groups believe their coaches are good sports “for the most part.” Moreover, players 

understand why coaches sometimes get angry and act like bad sports. One focus group 

commented that their basketball coach, “Just always got caught up in the game” while 

another said their softball coach, “Doesn‟t mean anything in a bad way … maybe he 

doesn‟t look like the best sport but he does it for good intentions.” Another focus group 

added, “It‟s kind of the coach‟s responsibility to stick up for his team „cause he doesn‟t 

want his players to have to.”  

Prioritizes winning. This theme referred to perceptions of coaches placing greater 

importance on winning than on good sportsmanship. Lower-order themes included 

prioritizes winning, plays favorites, gives lip service to good sportsmanship, and 

prioritize skill over good sportsmanship. Several focus groups discussed situations where 

coaches treat players unfairly in the pursuit of winning. One focus group recalled when a 

coach changed a baseball player‟s grades to ensure playing eligibility and remarked that, 

“He‟s [the coach] pretty much saying „cause you‟re a good player and we need you to 

win, then you get better treated than everyone else.” One focus group commented on 

coaches‟ mixed messages about winning and losing, 
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It‟s hard to lose … because they‟re expecting you to win … it makes you feel like 

winning is your top priority, like if you lose … then you‟re not as good and like 

your confidence isn‟t as high … They‟ll always say like as long as you go out 

there and give us all your effort, you know we won‟t be mad but then they always 

end up being mad.  

Focuses on improvement. This theme was characterized by coaches‟ emphasis on 

personal improvement. Lower-order themes included uses opportunities for improvement, 

rewards good performance, pushes to get better, gives tough encouragement, and 

provides consequences for poor performance. One focus group explained, “One of my 

coaches just always said, „Try again‟ … He wouldn‟t get mad and the only time he would 

get mad is if we weren‟t trying.” Another group added, “They‟re not going to completely 

ignore you and help out the all-stars of the team. They‟re always trying to help and be 

there for every single person.” Even though sometimes coaches are tough on players, 

several focus groups feel that coaches have players‟ best interests in mind. One focus 

group elaborated, “They‟ll push you a lot, but it feels good though because you know that 

they want you to get better.” Despite many comments from participants about how 

coaches focus on improvement, youths‟ responses did not reveal how coaches‟ emphasis 

on personal improvement taught them about sportsmanship.   

Provides support. This theme was characterized by coaches showing care and 

support. Players feel that coaches show they care by being fully committed to coaching 

and genuinely supportive of players as athletes and as people. Lower-order themes 

included makes commitment, cares about players on and off field, provides social 

support, treats you like family, and is interested in player's development. Similar to 
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youths‟ responses about coaches‟ emphasis on personal improvement, youths‟ responses 

did not explicitly tie coaches‟ supportive behaviors to how they learn about 

sportsmanship.  

Disrespects players. This theme was characterized by coaches being critical of 

players‟ poor performances. Lower-order themes included doesn't care about players, is 

just a coach, harps on mistakes, and publicly criticizes/humiliates. Players feel like 

coaches do not really care about them and were just there to get a paycheck. One focus 

group commented, “You can tell the coaches that are just kind of there to coach you, you 

can tell that they just want nothing to do with you after you‟re done … It‟s like I coach 

and nothing else.” In addition, some coaches humiliate players in public and harshly 

criticize their performance. Similar to higher-order themes focused on improvement and 

provides support, youth did not specify how coaches‟ disrespecting behaviors taught 

them about sportsmanship.   

 

Discussion 

The main purpose of the focus group interviews was to assess youths‟ 

perspectives on how coaches teach about sportsmanship. Responses from focus groups 

were integrated with coaching behaviors identified in the literature review in Phase 1 to 

prepare a pool of items for the expert panel in Phase 3. Youth responded to two sets of 

questions. First, youth were asked about what it means to be a good sport and what it 

means to be a poor sport. Youths‟ responses from six focus groups yielded four 

dimensions of good sportsmanship (has a positive attitude, helps others, shows respect, 

works hard) and eight dimensions of poor sportsmanship (is not a team player, has a 
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negative attitude, retaliates, pushes the boundaries, loses self-control, is mean, doesn’t 

try, breaks the rules). Youths‟ definitions of sportsmanship provided examples that could 

be used when discussing coaches‟ behaviors that promote or hinder sportsmanship. 

Second, youth responded to questions about what coaches say or do to teach 

athletes about sportsmanship. Youths‟ responses revealed nine dimensions of coaching 

behaviors that influence athletes‟ sportsmanship attitudes and behaviors: (a) sets 

expectations for sportsmanship, (b) provides consequences for sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike behaviors, (c) leads discussions on sportsmanship, (d) teaches 

sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors, (e) models sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike behaviors, (f) focuses on improvement, (g) prioritizes winning, (h) 

provides support, and (i) disrespects players. In the following paragraphs, I discuss 

youths‟ definitions of good and poor sportsmanship and perceptions of coaching 

behaviors focused on sportsmanship based on theory and research on coaching behaviors 

and moral development.  

 

Definitions of Good and Poor Sportsmanship 

Youths‟ characterizations of sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors are 

consistent with moral development theory and research. For example, emergent themes 

for good sportsmanship are in concert with social learning theory. Good sport behaviors 

reflect social norms that youth learn by watching and receiving reinforcement from 

significant others. For example, youth shake hands with opponents at the end of a game 

because such behavior is expected. Moreover, youth adhere to these social conventions 

because they will likely be punished by coaches if they do not. The theme helps others is 
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consistent with Kavussanu and Boardley‟s (2009) notion of prosocial behaviors toward 

teammates and opponents. The themes has a positive attitude, shows respect, and works 

hard are compatible with Vallerand et al.‟s (1997) multidimensional notion of 

sportspersonship of adhering to social conventions, respecting the rules and officials, and 

showing commitment. These themes are also consistent with Bovyer‟s (1963) findings 

that youth define sportsmanship as respecting others‟ opinions, requests, and feelings. 

Focus group responses were in agreement with theory and research that good 

sportsmanship means showing respect, engaging in helping behaviors, and putting forth 

full effort at all times.  

The eight themes related to poor sportsmanship are also compatible with theory 

and previous research. Consistent with social learning theory, these themes suggest that 

youth can also learn norms for poor sportsmanship. Youth model unsportsmanlike 

attitudes and behaviors of significant others and receive reinforcement (or a lack of 

punishment) for such behaviors. The themes is not a team player, is mean, and retaliates 

are consistent with antisocial behavior toward teammates and opponents (e.g., Kavussanu 

& Boardley, 2009). Previous researchers have also recognized strategic play, 

gamesmanship, and cheating as dimensions of poor sportsmanship, which are similar to 

emergent themes pushes the boundaries and breaks the rules (e.g., Duda et al., 1991; Lee 

et al., 2007). The themes has a negative attitude and loses self-control are reminiscent of 

Vallerand et al.‟s (1997) negative approach to sportsmanship (e.g., showing a temper 

after a mistake). These themes are also consistent with Stuart‟s (2003) findings that youth 

identify negative game behaviors (e.g., disrespecting opponents, physical harm) and 

negative team behaviors (e.g., losing self-control, fighting in practice) as moral issues in 
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sport. In summary, youths‟ perceptions of sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors 

are consistent with theory and research on moral development.  

 

Coaching Behaviors That Promote Good or Poor Sportsmanship  

Seven of the nine emergent coaching behaviors were consistent with character-

building coaching mechanisms identified in the literature review in Phase 1. For example, 

the theme instructs how to behave in sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike ways was 

consistent with previous research suggesting that players listen to their coaches‟ 

instructions or even feel pressure to comply with coaches‟ requests (Long et al., 2005; 

Stephens, 2001). The theme models sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors aligns 

with research on observational learning, suggesting that players watch and learn about 

sportsmanship from significant others, including coaches (e.g., Arthur-Banning et al., 

2009; Mugno & Feltz, 1985). The theme provides consequences for sportsmanship 

describes coaches‟ reactions to players‟ sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors 

and is compatible with social learning theory. Young athletes‟ sportsmanship attitudes 

and behaviors are shaped by modeling, reinforcement, and punishment by coaches.   

The theme leads discussions on sportsmanship is compatible with intervention 

research suggesting coaches can be effective in fostering positive attitudes and prosocial 

behaviors by facilitating dialogue and resolution of dilemmas among players (e.g., 

Gibbons et al., 1995; Gibbons & Ebbeck, 1997). Consistent with structural 

developmental theory, discussions about moral dilemmas can modify youths‟ level of 

moral reasoning and prosocial behaviors. It is important to note that focus group 

responses revealed that some discussions of sportsmanship were not meaningful. 
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Coaches‟ conversations or speeches were sometimes perceived as uninteresting and 

tedious, suggesting these discussions may not necessarily facilitate better sportsmanship. 

Moral development interventions have been successful when teachers and coaches were 

trained in specific strategies for engaging students in meaningful dialogue (e.g., 

incorporating moral dilemmas into practice, facilitating peer-to-peer problem-solving). 

Thus, coaches‟ discussions with athletes must be sincere and engaging to positively 

influence athletes‟ sportsmanlike attitudes and behaviors.   

The theme prioritizes winning and focuses on improvement was consistent with 

previous research linking motivational climates and sportsmanship (e.g., Boixados et al., 

2004; Miller et al., 2005). Players who perceive their coach as emphasizing a 

performance climate by prioritizing winning view unsportsmanlike behaviors such as 

cheating or aggression as acceptable because the goal is to win or compare favorably to 

others. Players who perceive coaches as emphasizing a mastery climate by focusing on 

improvement and personal bests report higher levels of good sportsmanship. However, 

focus group responses did not indicate how a coach‟s emphasis on personal improvement 

relates to sportsmanship. 

The theme sets expectations was consistent with strategies for promoting positive 

youth development (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Gould & Carson, 2008). Coaches who 

create expectations for positive behavior help youth develop responsibility, integrity, and 

moral commitment. Sets expectations was also consistent with previous research on 

coaches‟ expectancy effects (e.g., Horn et al., 2006). According to Horn et al., coaches‟ 

expectations influence their behavior towards athletes, which in turn influences athletes‟ 

perceptions and behaviors. It is possible that coaches‟ expectations for good 
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sportsmanship influence athletes‟ sportsmanship through similar mechanisms but this 

relationship has not yet been empirically examined. 

Two of the coaching behaviors were not identified in Phase 1 in the literature 

review as mechanisms by which coaches teach sportsmanship― supports players and 

disrespects players. The theme supports players referred to athletes‟ perceptions that 

coaches genuinely care about them as a person and provide emotional support. In 

contrast, the theme disrespects players reflected players‟ examples of coaches who focus 

on mistakes, criticize them, and don‟t care about them. These themes are discussed in the 

coaching effectiveness literature on motivational outcomes, but not in relation to 

sportsmanship (Chelladurai, 2007; Jowett, 2007; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). Focus 

group responses did not reveal how coaches‟ socially supportive or disrespectful 

behaviors influence athletes‟ sportsmanship attitudes and behaviors.  

In sum, seven emergent themes from focus group responses (instructs, models, 

provides consequences, leads discussions, prioritizes winning, focuses on improvement, 

sets expectations) were consistent with the six theory-based coaching behaviors for 

promoting sportsmanship identified in the Phase 1 literature review on moral 

development (instruction, modeling, encouragement/reinforcement, pressure, 

motivational climate, and dilemma, dialogue, and balance). Focus group responses 

yielded two additional coaching behaviors to consider for building sportsmanship, such 

as supporting players and disrespecting players. Collectively, focus group responses 

provided valuable insight on adolescents‟ perspectives of coaches‟ behaviors that target 

sportsmanship. These results guided the selection of coaching behavior categories and the 

pool of items that were presented to the expert panel in Phase 3.  
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Phase 3: Expert Panel 

 

I enlisted an expert panel to review a large pool of items consistent with coaching 

mechanisms generated from Phases 1 and 2. The expert panel was important for 

providing content validity for generated items, including issues such as age-group 

appropriateness, consistency of definitions, and unambiguous content (see Schutz & 

Park, 2004). Other sport psychology researchers have used experts‟ feedback in the early 

phases of developing an instrument (e.g., Conroy et al., 2001; Lee et al., 2007). The 

expert panel was an important step in evaluating the themes derived from Phases 1 and 2 

and preparing the measure for the pilot study to be conducted in Phase 4.  

 

Pool of Items 

I created a pool of items representing the 9 coaching behaviors that emerged from 

focus groups in Phase 2. I used raw data quotes and lower-order themes from focus group 

responses to create items that were understandable and meaningful to adolescent sport 

participants. I also reviewed items generated from the literature review in Phase 1 to get 

ideas for item wording. Overall, the pool of items reflected the following categories of 

coaching behaviors: (a) sets expectations, (b) provides consequences for sportsmanship, 

(c) leads discussions on sportsmanship, (d) explicitly instructs players about 

sportsmanship, (e) models sportsmanlike or unsportsmanlike behaviors, (f) prioritizes 

winning, (g) focuses on improvement, (h) provides support, and (i) disrespects players. In 

addition to individual items, I created a definition for each category of coaching 

behaviors to clarify its meaning to panel members. Instructions, response format, 
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definitions of coaching behaviors, and pool of items sent to panelists can be found in 

Appendix E. 

 

Procedure 

My doctoral advisor and I identified 12 professionals and graduate students 

knowledgeable in moral development and coaching behaviors to serve on the expert 

panel. Most of these individuals also had previous experiences as coaches and athletes. I 

sent a standardized email to each potential panel member describing the purpose of the 

study and the tasks requested. I attached a Word document to the email that included: (a) 

specific instructions for the expert panel, (b) sample instructions targeted for youth 

completing the measure, (c) proposed item stem and response format, (d) definitions for 

each category of coaching behavior, and (e) pool of items (see Appendix E). Instructions 

directed panelists to provide three types of feedback: (a) identify items that were unclear 

or ambiguous to 14-to-18 year olds, (b) determine if any items were inconsistent with the 

definition of the coaching mechanism with which they are associated, and (c) select up to 

10 items per category they believed best reflected each mechanism. I also asked panel 

participants to provide any general comments or suggestions for improving the measure.  

Ten of the 12 individuals completed the review process. My doctoral advisor and 

I reviewed each panel member‟s responses. I consolidated responses into a master 

document to get an overall sense of the data by comparing and contrasting panelists‟ 

feedback. Together, we discussed and came to consensus on the final pool of items to be 

included for the pilot study in Phase 4.   
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Results 

Panel members‟ feedback focused on modifying individual items, instructions, 

and categories of coaching mechanisms. First, panelists discovered several items that 

included compound wording (e.g., “expects athletes to be good sports on and off the 

field”). These types of questions could be problematic because both must be true for 

youth to agree with the statement. Second, panelists identified items that were ambiguous 

(e.g., “expects players to be good people” or “penalizes players when they are overly 

aggressive toward others”). Panelists wondered what was meant by “good people” or 

“overly aggressive” and suggested re-wording or avoiding such confusing phrases. Third, 

panelists felt some items were too specific (e.g., “punishes poor sportsmanship by 

making players run at practice” or “praises good sportsmanship such as by saying „good 

job‟”). They argued that a coach may punish poor sportsmanship or praise good 

sportsmanship in other ways not listed in the item. Fourth, panelists identified items that 

overlapped with other coaching dimensions. For example, the item “encourages players 

to break the rules if it will help the team to win” appeared under prioritizes winning but 

some panelists felt the item also reflected the coaching behavior explicitly instructs 

players about sportsmanship.  

Panelists also had several suggestions for improving the instructions. For 

example, they suggested modifying instructions such as replacing “Try your best to 

remember how much you agree with” to “Think about how well each statement describes 

that coach”. Several panelists suggested that the instructions should direct youth to focus 

on their current coach in a specific sport to avoid confusion in thinking about several 

coaches when responding to questions. One panelist suggested including a definition of 
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sportsmanship with the instructions. Youth may have differing views of what 

sportsmanship means, which may cause problems when answering questions about 

coaches‟ influence on sportsmanship.   

One reviewer commented in detail on the coaching behavior categories. This 

panelist strongly argued that the coaching behaviors of focuses on improvement, supports 

players, and disrespects players were, “Actually antecedents, correlates, or consequences 

of coaching behaviors relative to the development of sportsmanship rather than actual 

components of coaches‟ behavior with regard to sportsmanship.” She suggested that 

participants may have cited these behaviors because coaches who are socially supportive 

and focus on improvement may also engage in other coaching behaviors (i.e., modeling, 

instruction) that promote good or poor sportsmanship. The reviewer pointed out that 

other measures have been criticized for including correlates, antecedents, or 

consequences to define a construct (e.g., Intrinsic Motivation Inventory), and 

acknowledged that while these themes emerged from the focus groups, they may not 

necessarily be compatible with the original purpose of the measure to assess coaching 

behaviors that relate to sportsmanship. Her points were compelling and resulted in my 

decision to delete these behaviors from the measure.  

Finally, panelists identified the items they felt should remain as candidates for the 

final pool of items. These items were tagged and others added by my doctoral advisor and 

I to complete the next phase of measure development.  
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Discussion 

 Based on panelists‟ feedback and discussions with my doctoral advisor, I made 

several modifications to the measure. First, I modified instructions to have players focus 

on their current head coach, and added a line for participants to write down the name of 

their current head coach. Second, I added definitions of good sportsmanship and poor 

sportsmanship to the instructions. To create these definitions, I reviewed (a) definitions of 

sportsmanship from previous studies (e.g., Bovyer, 1963; Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009; 

Lee et al., 2007; Vallerand et al., 1997), and (b) sportsmanship themes from focus group 

responses in Phase 2. I identified three dimensions of good or poor sportsmanship (i.e., 

showing respect or disrespect, encouraging or criticizing others, maintaining or losing 

self-control). These dimensions provide context for responding to questions about 

coaches‟ behaviors related to sportsmanship. Based on these modifications, the 

instructions read:  

 

Instructions: As you probably know, coaches differ in how much they value sportsmanship and 

in how they teach their athletes to show sportsmanship. The following items have to do with what 

your coach says or does to teach you about sportsmanship. Good sportsmanship includes things 

like respecting the rules, officials, and opponents; encouraging others; and maintaining self-

control. Poor sportsmanship includes disrespecting the rules, officials, and opponents; criticizing 

others; and losing self-control.  

 

For each item, please circle the statement that describes how frequently your coach engages in 

each behavior. Your answers will be kept confidential so please answer honestly. Think of your 

current head coach as you answer the items. Please write your coach’s name below to remind you 

to think of your head coach. 

 
Name of your current head coach        

  

Third, I reviewed the coaching behavior literature for relevant and appropriate 

response formats. Several coaching behavior measures, such as the LSS and CBAS, focus 
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on the frequency of coaches‟ behaviors (e.g., always to never) (e.g., Amorose & Horn, 

2000; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; R. E. Smith et al., 1978). I decided to use a frequency 

scale to assess whether and how much coaches teach for sportsmanship. The 5-point 

response format includes never, rarely, sometimes, often, and very often. This response 

format was also parallel to the response format for the main outcome variables in Study 

2―prosocial and antisocial behaviors (Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009). 

Fourth, I eliminated 3 of the original 9 coaching behaviors that one expert panelist 

made a compelling argument for deletion―focusing on improvement, providing social 

support, and disrespecting players. The panelist‟s comments were consistent with (a) 

focus group responses that did not identify how these behaviors teach athletes about 

sportsmanship, and (b) the literature review in Phase 1 that did not situate these 

mechanisms within theory. Thus, these behaviors were excluded from the measure. Fifth, 

the mechanism prioritizes winning was changed to prioritizes winning over good 

sportsmanship to focus on coaching behaviors directly related to sportsmanship. A 

coach‟s emphasis on winning may not have consequences for athletes‟ sportsmanlike 

attitudes or behaviors, but coaches who place more importance on winning than on good 

sportsmanship will likely influence youths‟ actions. Together these changes were made to 

ensure that the measure included coaching behaviors consistent with the original purpose 

of creating a theoretically-driven and psychometrically sound instrument.  

Of the remaining six coaching behaviors retained for the measure, three were split 

into positive and negative behaviors because results from the first three phases of 

measure development suggested that coaching behaviors could either positively or 

negatively influence athletes‟ sportsmanship attitudes and behaviors. Thus, provides 
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consequences for sportsmanship was divided into reinforces good sportsmanship and 

punishes poor sportsmanship; explicitly instructs players about sportsmanship was 

divided into teaches good sportsmanship and teaches poor sportsmanship; and models 

sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors was split into models good sportsmanship 

and models poor sportsmanship. This decision was also consistent with focus group 

responses in Phase 2 when youth gave examples of both positive and negative coaching 

behaviors in each of these three categories (see Table 4, pp. 73-74). In Phase 3, expert 

panelists were given a definition for each of these three categories that included both 

positive and negative behaviors and the individual items for the positive and negative 

behaviors were listed separately (see Appendix E).  

In these first three phases of measure development, both positive and negative 

behaviors were included under one category because I was interested in identifying the 

mechanism (e.g., modeling, instructing) rather than the direction of influence. However, 

for the pilot study in Phase 4, it made sense to separate these categories into positive and 

negative behaviors to distinguish their direction of influence. The other categories of 

coaching behaviors (sets expectations for good sportsmanship, discusses good 

sportsmanship, prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship) were retained as is because 

they did not present positive and negative sides in any of the previous phases. Table 5 

reflects the final categories and definitions of coaching behaviors. 

Finally, individual items retained for the measure to be administered in Phase 4 

(pilot study) included ones that were: (a) consistent with expert panelists‟ 

recommendations, and (b) consistent with the definition for each coaching mechanism. 

Items for each category reflected similar yet distinct wording to maximize chances that  
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Table 5 

Categories and Definitions of the Nine Retained Coaching Behaviors  
  

Category of Coaching Behavior 

Definition of Coaching Behavior 

  

1. Sets Expectations for Good Sportsmanship 

Coach establishes expectations for good sportsmanship. 

  

2. Reinforces Good Sportsmanship  

Coach responds to players‟ sportsmanlike behaviors with reinforcement (e.g., verbal praise). 

  

3. Punishes Poor Sportsmanship  

       Coach responds to players‟ unsportsmanlike behaviors with punishment (e.g., yelling at            

       players). 

  

4. Discusses Good Sportsmanship 

Coach has specific conversations with athletes about the meaning and importance of good 

sportsmanship. 

  

5. Teaches Good Sportsmanship   

Coach deliberately teaches players sportsmanlike behaviors such as to be respectful, play fair, 

and stay calm.  

  

6. Teaches Poor Sportsmanship  

Coach deliberately teaches players unsportsmanlike behaviors such as to be disrespectful, cheat, 

or get even with an opponent.  

  

7. Models Good Sportsmanship  

Coach demonstrates good sport behaviors such as controlling emotions, being respectful to 

others, and encouraging others. 

 

8. 

 

 

Models Poor Sportsmanship 

Coach demonstrates poor sport behaviors such as losing self-control, disrespecting opponents 

and officials, and criticizing others. 

  

9. Prioritizes Winning over Good Sportsmanship 

Coach places highest importance on winning at the expense of good sportsmanship. 
  

  

 

youth would respond in a similar way on items reflecting the same underlying construct. 

Marsh (2007) recommends at least three items per scale and that more items are better 

than fewer to maximize reliability. It was also beneficial to have several items per 

category in case some items were unreliable in the pilot study. Thus, the total number of 
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items (N = 55) retained for the pilot study reflected 9 coaching behaviors with 6-7 items 

per category. The newly developed scale was named the Sportsmanship Coaching 

Behaviors Scale (SCBS). In summary, expert panelists‟ feedback was valuable in 

creating the measure to be used in the pilot study in Phase 4.  

 

Phase 4: Pilot Study 

 

A pilot study was conducted using the SCBS created from the expert panel in 

Phase 3. Pilot testing was intended to provide valuable feedback in three ways. First, 

athletes‟ responses yielded initial psychometric data for the items generated in Phase 3 

and indicated which items should be retained for the next phase. Second, pilot testing was 

an opportunity to assess the reliability of additional measures (i.e., outcome and 

moderator variables) to be used in Study 2. Finally, the pilot study provided an 

opportunity to evaluate the protocol for administering the survey and identify any 

necessary changes.  

 

Participants 

Participants included 51 high school athletes (23 females, 28 males), ages 13 to 

18 years (M = 16.9; SD = 1.1). Youth were currently participating on basketball or ice 

hockey teams and had played for their current head coach for about 2 seasons (M = 2.00; 

SD = 0.8). Participants reported they had also played 3 other sports (M = 3.3; SD = 1.1) 

for an average of 6 years in each sport (M = 5.8; SD = 2.2). The majority of participants 

identified themselves as White (74.5%), followed by Multiracial (13.7%) and African 

American (11.8%). The majority of mothers (74.5%) and fathers (56.8%) had completed 
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college or graduate school. About one-fourth of the sample (21.6%) indicated they 

qualified for free or reduced cost lunch at school.  

Selection criteria included having played for their coach for at least one season to 

have sufficient experiences to evaluate their coach‟s behaviors. In addition, athletes in 

basketball and ice hockey were chosen because they include boys‟ and girls‟ teams, and 

team sport participation provides opportunities to display sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike behaviors, such as engaging in or refraining from physical and verbal 

aggression toward teammates and opponents.  

 

Measures 

Coaching Behaviors Focused on Sportsmanship  

 Participants completed the Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS) 

created in Phase 3. The SCBS includes 55 items that reflect 9 coaching behaviors related 

to sportsmanship: (a) Sets Expectations for Good Sportsmanship, (b) Reinforces Good 

Sportsmanship, (c) Punishes Poor Sportsmanship, (d) Discusses Good Sportsmanship, (e) 

Teaches Good Sportsmanship, (f) Teaches Poor Sportsmanship, (g) Models Good 

Sportsmanship, (h) Models Poor Sportsmanship, and (i) Prioritizes Winning over Good 

Sportsmanship. In the instructions, youth are given definitions of good sportsmanship and 

poor sportsmanship to provide context for answering questions about their coach‟s 

behaviors focused on sportsmanship. Youth are then instructed to write down the name of 

their current head coach and rate how frequently their coach engages in each behavior on 

a 5-point scale (never, rarely, sometimes, often, and very often). The items for the SCBS 

can be seen in Table 6.  
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Table 6 

Items for the Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS) 
 

 

Subscale  
 

  

Individual Items  
 

 

 

Sets Expectations for  

Good Sportsmanship                      

                                                

 

 

 

1. 

 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
 

 

 

Sets an expectation for players to represent our team as 

good sports  

Creates an expectation for athletes to be good sports 

Sets an expectation that every player be a good sport  

Sets an expectation that athletes be good sports  

Creates an expectation that every athlete be a good sport 

Sets expectations that athletes show good sportsmanship 

   
   

Reinforces Good Sportsmanship              1. 

2. 

 

3. 

4. 

 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship 

Compliments athletes when they demonstrate good 

sportsmanship 

Rewards athletes for showing good sportsmanship  

Praises athletes when they demonstrate good 

sportsmanship 

Rewards athletes when they show good sportsmanship 

Praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way  

Compliments athletes when they act like a good sport 

   

Punishes Poor Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Punishes athletes who display poor sportsmanship 

Disciplines athletes who show poor sportsmanship 

Punishes athletes for showing poor sportsmanship  

Punishes athletes who show poor sportsmanship 

Punishes athletes when they act like poor sports 

Disciplines athletes who behave in unsportsmanlike 

ways 

   
   

Discusses Good Sportsmanship  1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Discusses the importance of good sportsmanship with 

athletes  

Talks with athletes about the importance of good 

sportsmanship 

Takes time to discuss how to be a good sport 

Talks with athletes about how to act like good sports  

Discusses the importance of showing good 

sportsmanship 

Talks with athletes about how to be a good sport 

   

Teaches Good Sportsmanship  1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Instructs athletes how to show good sportsmanship 

Instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike ways  

Teaches athletes how to be good sports 

Teaches athletes to show good sportsmanship 

Teaches athletes to act in sportsmanlike ways 

Instructs athletes how to be good sports 
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Table 6 (cont.) 

Items for the Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS) 
 

 

Subscale  
 

  

Individual Items  
 

   

Teaches Poor Sportsmanship          1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Instructs athletes how to show poor sportsmanship 

Instructs athletes how to be poor sports 

Teaches athletes to show poor sportsmanship 

Teaches athletes how to be poor sports 

Instructs athletes to act in unsportsmanlike ways  

Teaches athletes how to show poor sportsmanship 
   

Models Good Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Shows by example how to be a good sport  

Demonstrates good sportsmanship  

Is a model of good sport behavior  

Shows good sportsmanship 

Is a role model for good sportsmanship 

Is an example of a good sport 

   

Models Poor Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

 

Shows by example how to be a poor sport  

Demonstrates poor sportsmanship  

Is a model of poor sport behavior 

Shows poor sportsmanship 

Is a role model for poor sportsmanship 

Is an example of a poor sport 

 

Prioritizes Winning over 

Good Sportsmanship  

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Emphasizes winning over good sportsmanship 

Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship 

Focuses on winning more than on being a good sport 

Emphasizes winning more than being a good sport 

Prioritizes winning over being a good sport 

Focuses on winning more than good sportsmanship 
 

 

Prosocial and Antisocial Behaviors 

Participants completed Kavussanu and Boardley‟s (2009) Prosocial and 

Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS), which was selected as the main outcome 

variable for Study 2. The PABSS assesses athletes‟ self-reported prosocial and antisocial 

behaviors towards teammates and opponents. The 20 items reflect behaviors comprising 

four subscales, including prosocial behavior toward teammates, prosocial behavior 

toward opponents, antisocial behavior toward teammates, and antisocial behavior toward 
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opponents. Participants respond how often they engage in each behavior during the 

season on a 5-point scale (never, rarely, sometimes, often, and very often). Kavussanu and 

Boardley (2009) demonstrated initial validity and reliability for the subscales (α = .73 to 

.86) across different team sports (e.g., soccer, hockey, basketball, netball) and ages (12 to 

64 years, M = 21.97, SD = 5.47).   

It was important to include the PABSS in the pilot study for several reasons. First, 

the PABSS is a relatively new instrument and only two studies have published reliability 

estimates for the measure (Boardley & Kavussanu, 2009; Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009). 

Second, previous studies using the PABSS have shown lower reliabilities for the two 

prosocial subscales (α = .73 to .76). Thus it was necessary to determine if these subscales 

demonstrated acceptable internal reliability prior to using the measure in the larger study. 

Third, previous studies using the PABSS surveyed a wide age range of participants (12 to 

64 years old). Therefore it was necessary to gather reliability estimates specifically for 

adolescent sport participants, who would be the targeted sample for Study 2. Finally, the 

measure was initially administered to British athletes and it was important to assess if the 

measure would be applicable to a sample of American youth.  

Based on conversations with my doctoral advisor, I made several modifications to 

the original PABSS for the pilot study. First, I modified the wording for three individual 

items. The item, “I tried to wind up an opponent” was changed to “I tried to annoy an 

opponent.” The phrase “wind up” may be more commonly used in England and might be 

difficult for American youth to understand. I changed “retaliated after a bad foul” to 

“retaliated after a bad foul from an opponent” to give more context to the item. The item, 
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“helped an opponent off the floor” was changed to “helped an opponent up after falling” 

for clarity.  

I also added two new items to the PABSS. Kavussanu and Boardley (2009) 

recommended adding items to the prosocial subscales to increase the internal consistency. 

I added the item, “complimented a teammate on a good performance” to the prosocial 

behavior toward teammates subscale, and added the item, “assisted an injured opponent” 

to the prosocial behavior toward opponents subscale. These additions increased the total 

number of items from 20 to 22. The subscales and items for the PABSS appear in        

Table 7. 

 

Table 7 

Items for the Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS) 
 

 

Subscale  
 

  

Individual Items  
 

 

 

Prosocial Behavior Toward 

Teammates                       

                                                

 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

 

 

Encouraged a teammate  

Congratulated a teammate for good play  

Gave positive feedback to a teammate 

Gave constructive feedback to a teammate 

Complimented a teammate on a good performance 

Prosocial Behavior Toward Opponents   1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Helped an injured opponent  

Asked to stop play when an opponent was injured  

Helped an opponent up after falling  

Assisted an injured opponent 
 

   

Antisocial Behavior Toward 

Teammates  

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Verbally abused a teammate  

Swore at a teammate 

Argued with a teammate  

Criticized a teammate  

Showed frustration at a teammate‟s poor play 
 

Antisocial Behavior Toward Opponents 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Tried to injure an opponent  

Tried to annoy an opponent 

Deliberately fouled an opponent 

Intentionally distracted an opponent  

Retaliated after a bad foul from an opponent 

Intentionally broke the rules of the game 

Physically intimidated an opponent 

Criticized an opponent 
 

Note: Italicized items reflect the ones modified or added to the scale.  
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Caring Climate 

Participants completed the Caring Climate Scale (CCS; Newton et al., 2007), 

which was selected as a moderator variable for Study 2. The CCS contains 13 items that 

assess the extent to which athletes perceive their environment to be safe, supportive, and 

respectful. Participants read statements about their team and coaches and rate their 

agreement with each statement on a 5-point scale, with response options strongly 

disagree, disagree, not sure, agree, and strongly agree. Past research has shown 

acceptable factorial validity and internal reliability (α = .92) for the scale with children 

and adolescents (ages 9 to 17) (Gano-Overway et al., 2009; Newton et al., 2007). Table 8 

displays the individual items for the CCS. It was important to include the CCS in the pilot 

study because it is a relatively new instrument and only a few studies have published 

reliability estimates.  

 

 

Table 8 

Items for the Caring Climate Scale (CCS) 

   

1. On this team, the coaches care about athletes.  

2. On this team, the coaches try to help athletes.   

3. On this team, athletes feel safe.  

4. On this team, athletes feel welcome every day.  

5. On this team, the coaches listen to athletes.   

6. On this team, the coaches want to get to know 

all the athletes. 

 

7. On this team, the coaches respect athletes.   

8. On this team, the coaches accept athletes for 

who they are. 

 

9. On this team, athletes feel comfortable.   

10. On this team, athletes feel that they are treated 

fairly.  

 

11. On this team, everyone likes athletes for who 

they are. 

 

12. On this team, athletes are treated with respect.   

13. On this team, the coaches are kind to athletes.  
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Procedure 

A fellow graduate student with connections to public school coaches sent an 

initial email to the athletic directors and head coaches at two local high schools, 

indicating that a study was being conducted with high school athletes and that I would 

follow up with more information. I then sent a standardized email to each coach 

explaining the purpose of the study and required tasks. For coaches who expressed 

interest in participating, I scheduled two meetings with each team, including one day to 

introduce the study and another day to complete the survey. At the initial meeting, I 

provided a brief personal background, explained the purpose and tasks of the study, and 

distributed parent consent forms. Prior to data collection, I called each participant to 

remind them of the time and location of the survey and to bring their signed parent 

consent form.  

On the day of data collection, an assistant and I collected parent consent forms 

upon arrival and situated the desks in an orderly fashion, placing a survey and a pencil at 

each desk or desk space. Three teams completed the survey in a classroom while one 

team completed the survey in a cafeteria. Before administering the survey, I asked any 

coaches, parents, or other youth not participating in the survey to leave the room. While 

administering the survey, I followed a detailed script that included instructions on how to 

complete each section of the survey (see Appendix F). Participants took on average 20 

minutes to complete the survey. Once completed, my assistant or I checked each 

participant‟s survey to see if any answers had been skipped and thanked youth for 

participating in the study. The survey in its entirety can be seen in Appendix G.  
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Results and Discussion 

 Descriptive statistics (i.e., minimum, maximum, means, standard deviations) and 

item analyses (i.e., item correlations, squared multiple correlations, item-total 

correlations) were computed for all items and scales using SPSS. I first present results for 

the SCBS, followed by results for the PABSS and CCS.  

 

Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS) 

Table 9 displays the item analysis for the 9 subscales of the SCBS. Recall that 

participants rated their coaches on a 5-point scale (never, rarely, sometimes, often, and 

very often) for each item on the SCBS. Results showed that participants used the full 

range of responses for the majority of the items (50/55). All 9 subscales showed 

acceptable internal reliability (α = .78 to .95). The majority of items within each subscale 

had acceptable reliability but one to two items within each subscale were lower in 

reliability. These items with poorer reliability were targeted for removal. In addition, one 

subscale, teaches poor sportsmanship, demonstrated poor psychometric properties 

compared to other subscales. This scale showed lower inter-item correlations, and several 

items on the subscale had a small range of scores and a skewed mean.  

Subscale means for the SCBS indicated that participants rated their coaches 

higher on behaviors that promote good sportsmanship (e.g., sets expectations for good 

sportsmanship, discusses good sportsmanship) and lower on behaviors that encourage 

poor sportsmanship (e.g., models poor sportsmanship, teaches poor sportsmanship). The 

large majority of participants reported that their coaches never or rarely instruct athletes 

to be poor sports, showing little variability in scores for this subscale.  
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Table 9 

Item Analysis for the SCBS (N = 51) 

Subscale 
No. of 

items 
Mean SD  α 

Mean 

squared 

multiple 

correlation 

Mean  

inter-item 

correlation 

Mean 

 item-total 

correlation 

Sets expectations 

for good 

sportsmanship 

6 4.20 .67 .92 .65 .66 .78 

        

Reinforces good 

sportsmanship 
7 3.26 .91 .95 .79 .71 .82 

        

Punishes poor 

sportsmanship 
6 3.48 .77 .88 .59 .56 .70 

        

Discusses good 

sportsmanship 
6 3.46 .74 .88 .55 .55 .69 

        

Teaches good 

sportsmanship 
6 3.63 .69 .84 .45 .48 .63 

        

Teaches poor 

sportsmanship 
6 1.23 .41 .81 .52 .45 .60 

        

Models good 

sportsmanship 
6 4.12 .71 .93 .67 .70 .80 

        

Models poor 

sportsmanship 
6 1.61 .57 .78 .44 .38 .56 

        

Prioritizes 

winning over good 

sportsmanship 

6 2.26 .97 .94 .78 .72 .82 

 

Based on these findings, several modifications were made to the SCBS. First, the 

subscale teaches poor sportsmanship and corresponding items were deleted. This 

coaching behavior was identified in the literature review in Phase 1, emerged in the focus 

groups in Phase 2, and was accepted by the expert panel in Phase 3. However, item 

analyses from the pilot study in Phase 4 revealed a small range of scores and a low scale 

mean. The majority of participants responded that coaches rarely or never teach poor 

sportsmanship. Thus the subscale did not discriminate between participants, and it made 

sense to eliminate this subscale.   
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After deleting one subscale, I retained the 8 remaining subscales because they 

showed good psychometric data. I deleted two items from the subscale reinforces good 

sportsmanship and one item from each of the other seven subscales to shorten the final 

measure. I removed items that showed a smaller range of scores, lower squared multiple 

correlations, and lower inter-item correlations. These modifications resulted in reducing 

55 to 40 items. A minimum of five items per subscale were retained per 

recommendations by measurement experts (see Marsh, 2007). Besides eliminating one 

category of coaching behaviors and 15 individual items, no other changes were made to 

the instructions or response format for the SCBS. The modified SCBS can be seen in 

Table 10. 

 

Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS) 

 In general, participants reported they engaged in prosocial behavior toward 

teammates (M = 4.54, SD = .19) often or very often and prosocial behavior toward 

opponents (M = 2.39, SD = .46) rarely or sometimes. Youth also reported they engaged in 

antisocial behavior toward teammates (M = 2.26, SD = .40) and opponents (M = 2.50,   

SD = .50) rarely or sometimes. Internal consistency for each of the four subscales was 

acceptable: antisocial behavior toward opponents (α = .82), antisocial behavior toward 

teammates (α = .80), prosocial behavior toward opponents (α = .70), prosocial behavior 

toward teammates (α = .71). Consistent with previous research, reliabilities for the 

prosocial subscales were lower than the antisocial scales. Individual items showed 

acceptable squared multiple correlations and item-total correlations. Thus, no 

modifications were made to the PABSS.  
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Table 10 

Items for the SCBS after the Pilot Study 
 

 

Coaching Behavior  
 

  

Individual Items  
 

 

 

Sets Expectations for  

Good Sportsmanship                      

                                                

 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

 

 

Creates an expectation for athletes to be good sports 

Sets an expectation that every player be a good sport  

Sets an expectation that athletes be good sports  

Creates an expectation that every athlete be a good sport 

Sets expectations that athletes show good sportsmanship 
   

Reinforces Good Sportsmanship      1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship 

Rewards athletes for showing good sportsmanship  

Praises athletes when they demonstrate good sportsmanship 

Rewards athletes when they show good sportsmanship 

Praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way  
 

Punishes Poor Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Punishes athletes who display poor sportsmanship 

Disciplines athletes who show poor sportsmanship 

Punishes athletes who show poor sportsmanship 

Punishes athletes when they act like poor sports 

Disciplines athletes who behave in unsportsmanlike ways 
 
 

  

Discusses Good Sportsmanship  1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Discusses the importance of good sportsmanship with 

athletes  

Talks with athletes about the importance of good 

sportsmanship 

Takes time to discuss how to be a good sport 

Discusses the importance of showing good sportsmanship 

Talks with athletes about how to be a good sport 

Teaches Good Sportsmanship  1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Instructs athletes how to show good sportsmanship 

Instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike ways  

Teaches athletes how to be good sports 

Teaches athletes to show good sportsmanship 

Instructs athletes how to be good sports 

Models Good Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Demonstrates good sportsmanship  

Is a model of good sport behavior  

Shows good sportsmanship 

Is a role model for good sportsmanship 

Is an example of a good sport 

Models Poor Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Demonstrates poor sportsmanship  

Is a model of poor sport behavior 

Shows poor sportsmanship 

Is a role model for poor sportsmanship 

Is an example of a poor sport 
 

Prioritizes Winning over 

Good Sportsmanship  

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship 

Focuses on winning more than on being a good sport 

Emphasizes winning more than being a good sport 

Prioritizes winning over being a good sport 

Focuses on winning more than good sportsmanship 
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Caring Climate Scale (CCS) 

In line with previous research (Gano-Overway et al., 2009; Newton et al., 2007), 

the CCS showed good internal consistency (α = .94). In addition, the 13 individual items 

showed good reliability, with squared multiple correlations and item-total                   

correlations > .60. The mean of the scale was 4 on a 5-point scale (M = 4.01, SD = .87), 

indicating that participants in general feel safe and supported by their coaches and 

teammates. Because of the strong psychometric data for the CCS, I did not make any 

modifications to the scale.  

 

Summary: Phases 1-4 

 

 The purpose of Study 1 was to initiate steps to create a psychometrically valid 

measure of coaching behaviors that promote or discourage sportsmanship. To accomplish 

this, Study 1 included four phases of measure development: (a) completing a literature 

review, (b) conducting focus groups, (c) enlisting an expert panel, and (d) conducting a 

pilot study. Figure 1 displays the mechanisms of coaching influence on sportsmanship 

identified in each phase of measure development. Results from the literature review in 

Phase 1 yielded 6 coaching behaviors that were consistent with theory and previous 

research on coaching effectiveness and moral development. Focus group responses in 

Phase 2 generated 9 mechanisms of coach influence on athletes‟ good or poor 

sportsmanship, 7 of which were consistent with Phase 1.  
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In Phase 3, expert panelists agreed that 6 of the 9 coaching behaviors that 

emerged from the focus group responses in Phase 2 were mechanisms by which coaches 

influence athletes‟ sportsmanship. Three coaching behaviors (focuses on improvement, 

supports players, disrespects players) were not viewed as direct mechanisms of influence. 

In addition, results from the literature review, focus groups, and expert panel suggested 

that 3 of the coaching mechanisms should be split into positive and negative behaviors 

(models sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors, provides consequences for 

sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike behaviors, and instructs how to behave sportsmanlike 

and unsportsmanlike). Thus Phase 3 concluded with 9 coaching behaviors believed to 

affect athletes‟ sportsmanship. 

Finally, results from the pilot study in Phase 4 indicated that 8 of the 9 coaching 

behavior subscales and associated items were reliable, while one subscale (teaches poor 

sportsmanship) was not reliable and was eliminated for Study 2. In summary, Study 1 

provided content validity for a measure of coaching behaviors focused on sportsmanship, 

and guided the coaching behavior categories and final items to be used in Study 2. Study 

2 was designed to provide further validity of the SCBS through confirmatory factor 

analysis and empirical testing of relationships between coaching behaviors and 

sportsmanship outcomes.  
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDY 2: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN COACHING BEHAVIORS AND 

SPORTSMANSHIP OUTCOMES 

 

The purpose of Study 2 was to provide further validity for the measure created in 

Study 1 that assesses coaching behaviors focused on sportsmanship. Validity is defined 

as the extent to which a scale measures the construct it is designed to assess (Schutz & 

Park, 2004). According to Messick (1995), “validity is not a property of the test or 

assessment as such, but of the meaning of the test scores” (p. 741). That is, validity 

establishes the theoretical and practical significance of a scale by determining whether 

scores on the measure are related to other constructs of interest. Schutz and Park (2004) 

state that validity is a complex concept that cannot be established through one study 

alone. Rather, demonstrating the validity of a measure is an ongoing process that 

necessitates multiple studies to establish the meaningfulness of scores from a measure.    

Messick (1995) used the term construct validity to encompass and describe 

different types of validity (e.g., content, factorial, criterion validity). According to 

Messick, all assessments of validity provide evidence for interpreting scores of a measure 

and should be integrated as collective support for the validity of a scale. Therefore, the 

purpose of Study 1 and Study 2 was to provide construct validity for the SCBS by 

conducting several analyses to determine how well the SCBS measures the construct of 

coaching behaviors that promote sportsmanship. The four phases of measure 
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development in Study 1 established content validity for the SCBS. Study 2 was then 

designed to provide further construct validity by assessing factorial and criterion validity.  

The first purpose of Study 2 was to provide factorial validity for the SCBS. 

Factorial validity assesses the degree to which scores reflect the underlying, hypothesized 

constructs of a measure (Messick, 1995). A test of factorial validity was important for 

determining whether observed scores on the SCBS indeed reflect mechanisms of 

coaching influence on sportsmanship as identified in the four phases of Study 1. To 

demonstrate factorial validity, I first conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to 

determine whether the observed items on the SCBS reflect the underlying theoretical 

construct of coaching behaviors they are hypothesized to measure (Schutz & Park, 2004). 

A confirmatory factor analysis is appropriate when researchers have theoretical 

expectations for the number of factors and relationships between observed indicators and 

latent factors (Thompson, 2004). The measurement development steps in Study 1 

provided a strong conceptual rationale for the factor structure of the SCBS. Based on 

Study 1 findings, an 8-factor model was specified, consisting of 8 latent coaching 

behaviors represented by 40 observed items (see Figure 2). The paths from latent factors 

to observed variables signify the factor loadings, while errors in measurement are 

represented by the paths to the observed indicators. The model is deemed a good fit to the 

data if analyses show that (a) each observed variable reflects only its hypothesized latent 

construct, (b) each observed variable shows a strong relationship with its latent factor, 

and (c) the error terms are small and not overlapping (Marsh, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001). 
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Factorial validity was also examined through tests of measurement invariance for 

gender. That is, invariance testing demonstrates whether the measurement model is 

appropriate for male and female adolescents, thus determining whether the SCBS is a 

valid instrument for both genders. Once a final measurement model is determined using 

confirmatory factor analysis, a target model is then compared for males and females to 

determine whether the factor pattern, factor loadings, factor variances, and error 

variances are the same (i.e., invariant) (Byrne, 1998). An acceptable fit of the model to 

the data would indicate that the configuration of relationships between observed items 

and latent factors are the same for both genders (i.e., equal factor pattern), the strength of 

relationships between items and latent factors are similar for male and female athletes 

(i.e., equal factor loadings), and the variances in the latent factors are the same for both 

genders (i.e., equal factor variances). If analyses reveal measurement invariance by 

gender, this would provide further validity of the SCBS and indicate that the measure is 

equally appropriate to assess male and female athletes‟ perceptions of their coaches‟ 

behaviors.  

The second purpose of Study 2 was to provide criterion validity for the SCBS. 

Criterion validity assesses whether scores on the measure reflecting the construct of 

interest are related in theoretically consistent ways with selected outcome variables 

(Messick, 1995; Schutz & Park, 2004). Criterion validity is shown when empirical 

relationships among measured constructs are consistent with theoretical relationships 

underlying such constructs. To demonstrate criterion validity, I determined relationships 

between coaching behaviors as measured by the SCBS with athletes‟ self-reported 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Criterion validity is demonstrated if scores on the 
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SCBS are related in theoretically consistent ways to prosocial and antisocial behaviors. 

Figure 3 depicts the hypothesized model of relationships. Direct relationships are 

specified between coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes, with solid lines 

reflecting positive relationships and broken lines reflecting negative relationships.  

Based on theory and research on coaching behaviors and moral development (see 

Horn, 2008; M. R. Weiss et al., 2008), behaviors that promote good sportsmanship (sets 

expectations for good sportsmanship, reinforces good sportsmanship, punishes poor 

sportsmanship, discusses good sportsmanship, teaches good sportsmanship, models good 

sportsmanship) should be positively related to prosocial behaviors towards teammates 

and opponents and negatively related to antisocial behaviors towards teammates and 

opponents. For example, youth who report that their coaches frequently teach them to act 

in sportsmanlike ways would be expected to report more frequent helping behaviors 

towards others and fewer retaliatory actions towards opponents. In contrast, I expected 

coaching behaviors that encourage poor sportsmanship (models poor sportsmanship, 

prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship) to show a negative relationship to prosocial 

behaviors and a positive relationship to antisocial behaviors. For instance, youth who rate 

their coach as frequently prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship would be 

expected to report more frequent engagement in unsportsmanlike aggressive acts and less 

helping behaviors. While the model specifies paths from coaching behaviors leading to 

athletes‟ sportsmanship outcomes, it should be noted that the study design was 

correlational. This means it was not possible to infer causal relationships between 

coaching behaviors and athletes‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Rather, the present  
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study aimed to establish criterion validity for the SCBS by investigating theoretical 

relationships between coaching behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship outcomes.  

 Criterion validity was also assessed by determining whether the relationship 

between coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes is dependent upon moderator 

variables. Moderating effects are commonly known as interaction effects, such that 

predictor variables (coaching behaviors) relate to outcome variables (sportsmanship) 

differently based on variations of the moderating variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). I 

selected gender as a moderator variable because previous research has shown differences 

between males and females on moral reasoning and perceived legitimacy for 

unsportsmanlike aggression (see M. R. Weiss et al., 2008). Male athletes score lower on 

sport moral reasoning and higher on endorsing aggressive and injurious acts than female 

athletes (Beller & Stoll, 1995; Bredemeier & Shields, 1984, 1986; Bredemeier et al., 

1986, 1987; Gardner & Janelle, 2002). Moreover, Bredemeier et al. (1987) found gender 

differences in the relationship between moral reasoning, legitimacy judgments, and 

aggressive tendencies. Boys‟ legitimacy beliefs for unsportsmanlike acts were related to 

level of moral reasoning and aggressive tendencies while girls‟ legitimacy judgments 

were related only to aggressive tendencies. Thus it was reasonable to consider gender as a 

moderator of the relationship between coaches‟ behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes.  

Caring climate was also selected as a moderator variable. This construct captures 

the extent to which athletes perceive their team environment to be respectful and 

supportive (Gano-Overway et al., 2009; Newton et al., 2007). Caring climate was 

expected to moderate the relationship between coaches‟ behaviors and sportsmanship 

outcomes because athletes who perceive a warm and supportive environment should be 
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more engaged with and pay attention to their coaches‟ behaviors compared to youth who 

do not feel supported or respected on their team. Thus variations in relationships were 

expected for youth perceiving a higher versus lower caring climate. Including gender and 

caring climate as potential moderating variables can provide further validity for the SCBS 

by uncovering unique relationships between coaching behaviors and sportsmanlike 

conduct.   

In sum, the purpose of Study 2 was to provide further construct validity for the 

SCBS by determining factorial and criterion validity. Factorial validity was assessed 

through (a) a confirmatory factor analysis and (b) tests for gender invariance. Factorial 

validity would be established if observed items on the measure reflect the hypothesized 

latent coaching behaviors and if the factor structure was similar for boys and girls. 

Criterion validity was assessed by (a) examining relationships between coaching 

behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes and (b) investigating whether gender and caring 

climate moderate their relationship. Criterion validity would be established if significant 

relationships emerged in theoretically consistent ways and if the relationships varied by 

gender and level of caring climate. Collectively, Study 2 was designed to provide further 

construct validity for the SCBS, extending beyond the content validity established 

through Study 1.  
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Method 

 

Participants 

Participants were eligible for the study based on two criteria: (a) youth must have 

played for their current head coach for at least one season to have sufficient experiences 

to evaluate their coach‟s behaviors for promoting sportsmanship, and (b) team sport 

participants were chosen because many opportunities are afforded to display good or poor 

sportsmanship toward teammates and opponents. Participants included 418 male                 

(n = 207) and female (n = 211) adolescent athletes, ages 13-18 (M = 16.7, SD = 1.2). 

Youth were currently participating in 1 of 8 team sports (rugby, lacrosse, basketball, 

soccer, softball, ice hockey, football, baseball) on a high school or club team. Boys and 

girls were recruited from 34 teams; on average 12 athletes per team participated in the 

study (range = 1 to 38).  

Youth had played for their current head coach for about two seasons (M = 1.8,   

SD = 1.0), and played the sport for which they completed the survey for 6 years (M = 6.0, 

SD = 3.9). Youth also participated in two other sports on past occasions (M = 2.4,               

SD = 1.2) for 5 years in each sport (M = 5.0, SD = 2.6). Thus, the sample represented 

experienced sport participants who could reliably comment on their coaches‟ behaviors. 

The majority of participants identified themselves as White (86.4%), with others 

identifying as African American (1.9%), Native American (0.7%), Asian (1.2%), 

Hispanic (1.2%), Multiracial (6.7%), and Other (1.7%). One person did not indicate 

ethnicity. Athletes reported that their mothers (63.7%) and fathers (60.8%) had completed 
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college or more than college/graduate school. A total of 12.3% of athletes reported they 

qualified for free or reduced cost lunch at school.  

 

Measures 

Coaching Behaviors Focused on Sportsmanship  

Participants completed the Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS) 

created in Study 1. Based on measure development steps, the SCBS consists of 40 items 

representing 8 mechanisms of coach influence (5 items each): (a) Sets Expectations for 

Good Sportsmanship, (b) Reinforces Good Sportsmanship, (c) Punishes Poor 

Sportsmanship, (d) Discusses Good Sportsmanship, (e) Teaches Good Sportsmanship, (f) 

Models Good Sportsmanship, (g) Models Poor Sportsmanship, and (h) Prioritizes 

Winning over Good Sportsmanship (see Table 11). Instructions require respondents to 

write down the name of their current head coach and rate how frequently their coach 

engages in each behavior on a 5-point scale, with response options of never, rarely, 

sometimes, often, and very often. Definitions of good and poor sportsmanship were 

included to provide a context for answering questions. Good sportsmanship was defined 

as respecting the rules, officials, and opponents; encouraging others; and maintaining 

self-control. Poor sportsmanship was defined in a parallel way―disrespecting the rules, 

officials, and opponents; criticizing others; and losing self-control.   
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Table 11 

Items for the Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS) 
 

 

Subscale  
 

  

Individual Items  
 

 

 

Sets Expectations for  

Good Sportsmanship                      

                                                

 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

 

 

Creates an expectation for athletes to be good sports 

Sets an expectation that every player be a good sport  

Sets an expectation that athletes be good sports  

Creates an expectation that every athlete be a good sport 

Sets expectations that athletes show good sportsmanship 
   

Reinforces Good Sportsmanship      1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship 

Rewards athletes for showing good sportsmanship  

Praises athletes when they demonstrate good sportsmanship 

Rewards athletes when they show good sportsmanship 

Praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way  
 

Punishes Poor Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Punishes athletes who display poor sportsmanship 

Disciplines athletes who show poor sportsmanship 

Punishes athletes who show poor sportsmanship 

Punishes athletes when they act like poor sports 

Disciplines athletes who behave in unsportsmanlike ways 
 
 

  

Discusses Good Sportsmanship  1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Discusses the importance of good sportsmanship with 

athletes  

Talks with athletes about the importance of good 

sportsmanship 

Takes time to discuss how to be a good sport 

Discusses the importance of showing good sportsmanship 

Talks with athletes about how to be a good sport 

Teaches Good Sportsmanship  1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Instructs athletes how to show good sportsmanship 

Instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike ways  

Teaches athletes how to be good sports 

Teaches athletes to show good sportsmanship 

Instructs athletes how to be good sports 

Models Good Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Demonstrates good sportsmanship  

Is a model of good sport behavior  

Shows good sportsmanship 

Is a role model for good sportsmanship 

Is an example of a good sport 

Models Poor Sportsmanship 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

Demonstrates poor sportsmanship  

Is a model of poor sport behavior 

Shows poor sportsmanship 

Is a role model for poor sportsmanship 

Is an example of a poor sport 
 

Prioritizes Winning over 

Good Sportsmanship  

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship 

Focuses on winning more than on being a good sport 

Emphasizes winning more than being a good sport 

Prioritizes winning over being a good sport 

Focuses on winning more than good sportsmanship 
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Prosocial and Antisocial Behaviors 

Participants completed the Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale  

(PABSS) developed and validated by Kavussanu and Boardley (2009). The PABSS 

contains 4 subscales and 20 items that assess athletes‟ self-reported prosocial behavior 

toward teammates, prosocial behavior toward opponents, antisocial behavior toward 

teammates, and antisocial behavior toward opponents. I selected the PABSS to represent 

sportsmanship outcomes for two reasons. First, the PABSS is consistent with definitions 

of sportsmanship in the literature and in the instructions for the SCBS. That is, good 

sportsmanship is defined as respecting opponents and encouraging others, which is 

consistent with prosocial behavior toward teammates and opponents. Poor sportsmanship 

is defined as disrespecting opponents and criticizing others, which is consistent with 

antisocial behavior toward teammates and opponents.  

Second, the PABSS was validated with both genders, adolescent athletes, and 

multiple team sports, thus making it applicable for my sample of male and female high 

school athletes participating in various team sports. Kavussanu and Boardley (2009) 

demonstrated initial validity and reliability for the measure across different team sports 

(e.g., soccer, hockey, basketball, netball) and ages (12 to 64 years, M = 21.97,                         

SD = 5.47). However, previous studies using the PABSS have shown lower reliabilities 

for the two prosocial subscales (α = .73 to .76). To increase internal consistency, one item 

was added to the prosocial behavior toward teammates subscale and one item was added 

to the prosocial behavior toward opponents subscale. The final items and subscales for 

the PABSS can be found in Table 12. Participants respond to items based on how often  
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Table 12 

Items for the Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS) 
 

 

Subscale  
 

  

Individual Items  
 

 

 

Prosocial Behavior Toward 

Teammates                       

                                                

 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
 

 

 

Encouraged a teammate  

Congratulated a teammate for good play  

Gave positive feedback to a teammate 

Gave constructive feedback to a teammate 

Complimented a teammate on a good performance 

Prosocial Behavior Toward Opponents   1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Helped an injured opponent  

Asked to stop play when an opponent was injured  

Helped an opponent up after falling  

Assisted an injured opponent 
 

   

Antisocial Behavior Toward 

Teammates  

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Verbally abused a teammate  

Swore at a teammate 

Argued with a teammate  

Criticized a teammate  

Showed frustration at a teammate‟s poor play 
 

Antisocial Behavior Toward Opponents 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Tried to injure an opponent  

Tried to annoy an opponent 

Deliberately fouled an opponent 

Intentionally distracted an opponent  

Retaliated after a bad foul from an opponent 

Intentionally broke the rules of the game 

Physically intimidated an opponent 

Criticized an opponent 
 

Note: Italicized items reflect the ones modified or added to the scale.  

 

they engage in each behavior during the season on a 5-point scale, with response options 

of never, rarely, sometimes, often, and very often. 

 

Caring Climate  

 Participants completed the Caring Climate Scale (CCS; Newton et al., 2007), 

which contains 13 items that assess the extent to which athletes perceive their team 

environment to be safe, supportive, and respectful. Participants rate their agreement with 

each statement on a 5-point scale, with response options strongly disagree, disagree, not  
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sure, agree, and strongly agree. Previous research has demonstrated factorial validity and 

internal reliability (α = .92) for the scale with children and adolescents (ages 9 to 17) 

(Gano-Overway et al. 2009; Newton et al., 2007). Table 13 displays the individual items 

for the CCS.  

 

Table 13 

Items for the Caring Climate Scale (CCS) 

   

1. On this team, the coaches care about athletes.  

2. On this team, the coaches try to help athletes.   

3. On this team, athletes feel safe.  

4. On this team, athletes feel welcome every day.  

5. On this team, the coaches listen to athletes.   

6. On this team, the coaches want to get to know 

all the athletes. 

 

7. On this team, the coaches respect athletes.   

8. On this team, the coaches accept athletes for 

who they are. 

 

9. On this team, athletes feel comfortable.   

10. On this team, athletes feel that they are treated 

fairly.  

 

11. On this team, everyone likes athletes for who 

they are. 

 

12. On this team, athletes are treated with respect.   

13. On this team, the coaches are kind to athletes.  
 

 

 

 

Procedure 

Upon receiving final approval from the IRB, I recruited youth from local high 

schools and community sport teams in the Twin Cities and surrounding areas. I initially 

contacted athletic directors and coaches by phone and email to introduce myself and 

provide an overview of the study. For coaches and teams interested in participating, I met 

with each team in person to explain the purpose of the study and describe the required 

tasks. At the end of my introduction, I provided a sign-up sheet for interested participants 
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and distributed parent consent forms to youth under 18 years old. I next scheduled a date 

to return before or after a practice to administer the survey to the team. I arranged data 

collections when athletes were at least halfway through their season to ensure they had 

enough experiences in games/competitions to comment on their coaches‟ behaviors. 

Using contact information from the sign-up sheets, I followed up by phone and/or email 

with youth to remind them of the time and location to complete the survey and to bring 

their signed parent consent form. 

Data collection took place before or after a practice and in a quiet location away 

from coaches and parents (e.g., empty cafeteria or classroom). Upon arrival to the data 

collection site, an assistant and I arranged the desks and chairs so participants would be 

spaced far enough apart and not distract one another. We placed a blank survey and 

pencil at each desk space so athletes would know exactly where to sit. When participants 

arrived, we collected their signed parent consent forms and asked them to sit at a seat 

with a survey and pencil. Once participants were seated, I followed a detailed script to 

administer the survey (see Appendix F). At the start of the survey, I assured youth that 

their answers would not be shared with anyone else and asked for their written assent on 

the first page. I also assured youth there were no right or wrong answers and to raise their 

hand if they had any questions while completing the survey. Once finished, we checked 

each participant‟s survey to ensure they answered all questions and thanked them for 

their participation. A copy of the final survey can be found in Appendix H.  
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Data Analysis 

Prior to conducting the main analyses, I conducted an item analysis and 

descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, correlations). Data screening revealed 

15 missing data points. I substituted the harmonic mean for each missing value because 

there was no discernable pattern in how data points were missing. Thus all analyses were 

based on the total sample (N = 418). Next, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were 

conducted to address the first study purpose, factorial validity. Structural equation 

modeling (SEM) was then conducted to address study purpose 2, criterion validity. For 

each purpose, I followed three steps: (a) specified a model based on theoretical 

hypotheses, (b) assessed the fit of the model to the data, and (c) estimated parameters for 

the measurement and structural models (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Both CFA and SEM 

analyses were conducted using LISREL 8.8 and maximum likelihood estimation 

procedures (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). 

 

Results 

 

Item Analysis for the SCBS 

Table 14 displays the item analysis for all subscales on the SCBS. Participants 

used the full range of scores (1-5) for almost all items (37/40). Values for skewness and 

kurtosis indicated that the majority of item responses were normally distributed. Squared 

multiple correlations (R
2
) and item-total correlations showed acceptable values. Notably, 

items for Models Poor Sportsmanship had relatively higher values of skewness and 

kurtosis and lower squared multiple correlations and item-total correlations.  

 



127 
 

Table 14 

Item Analysis for the SCBS (N = 418) 

Item Item Description Skewness Kurtosis 

Squared 

multiple 

correlation 

Item- 

total 

correlation 

Sets Expectations for Good Sportsmanship    

s1 
Creates an expectation for 

athletes to be good sports 
-1.03 0.84 .31 .55 

s9 
Sets an expectation that every 

player be a good sport  
-0.97 1.03 .50 .69 

s17 
Sets an expectation that 

athletes be good sports  
-0.72 0.31 .60 .77 

s25 
Creates an expectation that 

every athlete be a good sport 
-0.81 0.62 .48 .69 

s33 
Sets expectations that athletes 

show good sportsmanship 
-0.65 -0.05 .55 .73 

Reinforces Good Sportsmanship     

s6 
Praises athletes for showing 

good sportsmanship 
-0.28 -0.54 .58 .76 

s14 
Rewards athletes for showing 

good sportsmanship  
 

-0.04 -0.64 .72 .84 

s22 

Praises athletes when they 

demonstrate good 

sportsmanship 

-0.18 -0.54 .71 .83 

s30 
Rewards athletes when they 

show good sportsmanship 
-0.02 -0.50 .73 .84 

s38 
Praises athletes who act in a 

sportsmanlike way  
-0.23 -0.56 .65 .80 

Punishes Poor Sportsmanship    

s2 
Punishes athletes who display 

poor sportsmanship 
-0.23 -0.53 .58 .76 

s10 
Disciplines athletes who show 

poor sportsmanship 
-0.09 -0.48 .60 .77 

s18 
Punishes athletes who show 

poor sportsmanship 
0.04 -0.44 .70 .83 

s26 
Punishes athletes when they 

act like poor sports 
-0.08 -0.46 .67 .81 

s34 

Disciplines athletes who 

behave in unsportsmanlike 

ways 

-0.11 -0.60 .67 .81 
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Table 14 (cont.) 

Item Analysis for the SCBS (N = 418) 

Item Item Description Skewness Kurtosis 

Squared 

multiple 

correlation 

Item- 

total 

correlation 

Discusses Good Sportsmanship    

s3 

Discusses the importance of 

good sportsmanship with 

athletes  

-0.49 -0.37 .59 .74 

s11 

Talks with athletes about the 

importance of good 

sportsmanship 

-0.36 -0.36 .65 .81 

s19 
Takes time to discuss how to 

be a good sport 
-0.20 -0.48 .67 .79 

s27 
Discusses the importance of 

showing good sportsmanship 
-0.49 -0.16 .70 .83 

s35 
Talks with athletes about how 

to be a good sport 
-0.29 -0.37 .72 .84 

Teaches Good Sportsmanship     

s5 
Instructs athletes how to show 

good sportsmanship 
-0.56 0.15 .49 .69 

s13 
Instructs athletes how to act in 

sportsmanlike ways  
-0.53 0.25 .56 .75 

s21 
Teaches athletes how to be 

good sports 
-0.46 -0.20 .71 .82 

s29 
Teaches athletes to show good 

sportsmanship 
-0.29 -0.23 .72 .83 

s37 
Instructs athletes how to be 

good sports 
-0.42 -0.19 .77 .86 

Models Good Sportsmanship     

s8 Is an example of a good sport -0.88 0.61 .59 .55 

s16 
Is a role model for good 

sportsmanship 
-0.74 0.29 .63 .77 

s24 Shows good sportsmanship -0.78 0.50 .73 .79 

s32 
Is a model of good sport 

behavior  
-0.98 0.97 .74 .85 

s40 
Demonstrates good 

sportsmanship 
-0.72 0.02 .69 .82 
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Table 14 (cont.) 

Item Analysis for the SCBS (N = 418) 

Item Item Description Skewness Kurtosis 

Squared 

multiple 

correlation 

Item- 

total 

correlation 

Models Poor Sportsmanship     

s4 
Demonstrates poor 

sportsmanship  
1.32 1.66 .31 .48 

s12 
Is a model of poor sport 

behavior 
1.41 2.30 .47 .68 

s20 Shows poor sportsmanship 1.19 1.65 .59 .74 

s28 
Is a role model for poor 

sportsmanship 
1.22 0.63 .31 .49 

s36 Is an example of a poor sport 1.31 1.56 .50 .67 

Prioritizes Winning Over Good Sportsmanship    

s7 
Prioritizes winning over good 

sportsmanship 
0.73 -0.21 .41 .64 

s15 
Focuses on winning more than 

on being a good sport 
0.76 0.00 .80 .88 

s23 
Emphasizes winning more than 

being a good sport 
0.90 0.41 .77 .86 

s31 
Prioritizes winning over being 

a good sport 
0.85 0.23 .70 .82 

s39 
Focuses on winning more than 

good sportsmanship 
0.82 -0.04 .78 .87 

 

 

 

Descriptive Statistics and Scale Reliabilities 

 Table 15 shows the means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients for all 

subscales on the SCBS, PABSS, and CCS for the total sample, females, and males. Alpha 

coefficients showed acceptable to good internal reliability for all subscales (α = .80 to 

.94). Mean values on the SCBS showed that youth rated their coaches as sometimes to 

often engaging in behaviors that promote good sportsmanship and as rarely engaging in 

behaviors that promote poor sportsmanship. Athletes reported relatively higher scores for
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Table 15 

Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities for All Scales 

 

Note: * indicates significant differences between males and females, p < .004.

 

 

Total sample 

(N = 418) 

             Females 

            (n =211) 

               Males 

           (n = 207) 

Scales   M  SD   α   M SD   α   M  SD α 

Sets expectations for good sportsmanship 4.19 0.63 .86 4.31* 0.60 .87 4.08 0.65 .85 

Reinforces good sportsmanship 3.32 0.91 .93 3.45* 0.90 .93 3.19 0.90 .92 

Punishes poor sportsmanship 3.19 0.86 .92 3.06 0.89 .93 3.33* 0.82 .91 

Discusses good sportsmanship 3.61 0.85 .92 3.71 0.85 .93 3.51 0.84 .92 

Teaches good sportsmanship 3.67 0.80 .92 3.78* 0.78 .92 3.56 0.80 .91 

Models good sportsmanship 4.15 0.72 .93 4.25* 0.71 .94 4.04 0.73 .92 

Models poor sportsmanship 1.72 0.67 .81 1.68 0.67 .79 1.77 0.66 .83 

Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship 2.11 0.92 .93 1.96 0.93 .93 2.27* 0.90 .92 

Prosocial behavior toward teammates 4.33 0.56 .80 4.44* 0.52 .80 4.21 0.58 .78 

Prosocial behavior toward opponents 2.45 1.01 .82 2.69* 1.05 .82 2.21 0.93 .79 

Antisocial behavior toward teammates 1.97 0.70 .81 1.73 0.56 .74 2.22* 0.74 .82 

Antisocial behavior toward opponents 2.21 0.81 .86 1.97 0.68 .81 2.46* 0.86 .88 

Caring climate 4.18 0.62 .94 4.28* 0.60 .94 4.08 0.63 .94 
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prosocial behaviors toward teammates and relatively lower scores for prosocial behaviors 

toward opponents and antisocial behaviors toward opponents and teammates. Finally, 

youth reported their team‟s climate as highly supportive and caring.
1
 

A multivariate analysis of variance revealed significant gender differences in 

perceptions of coaching behaviors, sportsmanship outcomes, and caring climate,            

Wilks‟ λ = .746, F (13, 404) = 10.6, p < .01, ES = .254. Follow-up univariate analyses of 

variance (p < .004) showed significant differences for 11 of the 13 variables. Female 

athletes rated coaches higher in setting expectations for, reinforcing, modeling, and 

teaching good sportsmanship. Male athletes rated coaches as more frequently punishing 

poor sportsmanship and prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship. Female athletes 

reported engaging in more prosocial and less antisocial behavior toward teammates and 

opponents, and rated their team environment higher in caring climate. No differences 

emerged for coaching behaviors of discusses good sportsmanship and models poor 

sportsmanship. 

Table 16 displays the correlations among coaching behaviors and sportsmanship 

outcomes. In general, the six coaching behaviors that promote good sportsmanship were 

positively related to prosocial and negatively related to antisocial behaviors, while the 

two coaching behaviors that promote poor sportsmanship were positively related to 

antisocial and negatively related to prosocial behaviors. Interestingly, Punishes Poor 

Sportsmanship was marginally related to prosocial and antisocial behaviors, while 

                                                           
1 To examine caring climate as a moderator variable, I intended to conduct multi-group analyses 

by dividing the sample into two groups―a “high” caring climate group and a “low” caring climate group. 

However, the mean was very high (M = 4.2 on a 5-point scale) and the variability low (SD = 0.62), making 

it difficult to divide participants into meaningful “high” and “low” groups. Thus it was not reasonable to 

test for moderating effects of the caring climate. 
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Table 16 

Correlations among All Variables (N = 418) 

  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 

1. Sets expectations for good sportsmanship --             

2. Reinforces good sportsmanship .44 --            

3. Punishes poor sportsmanship .31 .35 --           

4. Discusses good sportsmanship .64 .64 .31 --          

5. Teaches good sportsmanship .63 .66 .27 .88 --         

6. Models good sportsmanship .66 .42 .13 .51 .56 --        

7. Models poor sportsmanship -.44 -.29 -.02 -.34 -.39 -.73 --       

8. Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship -.39 -.24 -.04 -.40 -.41 -.48 .50 --      

9. Prosocial behavior toward teammates .28 .23 .10 .18 .19 .28 -.21 -.12 --     

10. Prosocial behavior toward opponents .19 .27 .04 .26 .28 .16 -.12 -.15 .22 --    

11. Antisocial behavior toward teammates -.28 -.10 .00 -.17 -.20 -.30 .33 .28 -.20 -.09 --   

12. Antisocial behavior toward opponents -.30 -.14 .01 -.22 -.22 -.30 .32 .33 -.12 -.13 .64 --  

13. Caring climate  .50 .41 .11 .42 .48 .66 -.51 -.42 .24 .23 -.30 -.30 -- 

Note: r ≥ | .10| significant, p < .05. 
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Teaches Good Sportsmanship and Discusses Good Sportsmanship (r =.88) and Models 

Good Sportsmanship and Models Poor Sportsmanship (r = -.73) were strongly related.  

 

Purpose 1: Factorial Validity of the SCBS 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test whether the observed 

variables (i.e., individual items on the SCBS) reflect the underlying latent constructs (i.e., 

coaching behaviors). Figure 2 (see p. 112) depicts the target factor structure including 8 

latent coaching behaviors and 40 observed items. For each latent factor, I specified a 

factor loading of 1.0 for one item to set the metric for the measurement scale (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2001). Several fit indices were used to determine whether the hypothesized 

model demonstrated an acceptable fit to the data. Absolute fit indices included chi-square 

(χ
2
) and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and incremental fit indices 

included non-normed fit index (NNFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and goodness-of-fit 

index (GFI).  

A non-significant χ
2
 indicates a good fit to the data but χ

2 
is often statistically 

significant with large sample sizes (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Alternatively, a model 

can be considered a good fit to the data if the ratio of χ
2
 to degrees of freedom is < 2.0 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Statisticians suggest that values ≥ .90 for NNFI, CFI, and 

GFI and ≤ .08 for RMSEA indicate an acceptable model fit to the data, while values ≥ .95 

for NNFI, CFI, and GFI, and ≤ .05 for RMSEA indicate a good-fitting model (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). In addition to overall model fit, parameter 

estimates are considered statistically significant (p < .05) when t-values ≥ 1.96.   
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The first run of the 8-factor model showed an acceptable fit to the data                                   

[χ
2
 (712) = 1350.86, p < .05 (χ

2
/df = 1.90), RMSEA = .0481 (90% CI = .0444-.0518), 

NNFI = .99, CFI = .99, GFI = .86]. However, very high correlations emerged between 

Teaches Good Sportsmanship and Discusses Good Sportsmanship (r = .96), and between 

Models Good Sportsmanship and Models Poor Sportsmanship (r = -.85), suggesting 

multicollinearity. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) state that highly correlated variables are 

problematic because one variable can account for all of the shared variance, suppressing 

the effects of the other variable and potentially distorting parameter estimates. Thus the 

model required modifications to address this issue. Tabachnick and Fidell recommend 

two ways of handling multicollinearity: (a) delete one of the redundant variables, or (b) 

create a composite variable if it makes conceptual sense to do so.  

Thus I deleted one scale and corresponding items from each pair of highly 

correlated variables because this step reduced the degrees of freedom and number of 

parameters in the overall model, allowing for more stable parameter estimates. Models 

with less complexity are favorable because constructs can be represented in a more 

parsimonious way. I deleted Discusses Good Sportsmanship because, conceptually, 

discussing good sportsmanship is one way in which coaches might teach good 

sportsmanship. I deleted Models Poor Sportsmanship because this scale and associated 

items showed marginal psychometric properties (i.e., higher skewness and kurtosis, lower 

reliability). Models Poor Sportsmanship also showed a very low mean (M = 1.72), 

suggesting athletes perceived this to be an infrequent phenomenon. In sum, after deleting 

these two scales (Discusses Good Sportsmanship, Models Poor Sportsmanship), six latent 

coaching behaviors remained―Sets Expectations for Good Sportsmanship, Reinforces 
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Good Sportsmanship, Punishes Poor Sportsmanship, Teaches Good Sportsmanship, 

Models Good Sportsmanship, and Prioritizes Winning over Good Sportsmanship.  

 The second run of the CFA tested a 6-factor model with 30 observed items. 

Results showed an acceptable model fit [χ
2
 (390) = 754.57, p < .05 (χ

2
/df = 1.93), 

RMSEA = .0474 (90% CI = .0424-.0525), NNFI = .99, CFI = .99, GFI = .89]. 

Importantly, the multicollinearity issue in the first run of the model was resolved. In 

addition, modification indices did not suggest any conceptually justifiable changes to the 

model. Thus, the 6-factor model was retained as the final measurement model (see Figure 

4). Each item loaded only on its respective latent factor, factor loadings were high and 

significant, and uniquenesses were small and not overlapping (see Table 17). 
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Table 17 

Parameter Estimates for Final Confirmatory Factor Model (N = 418) 

Item  Item Description 
Factor 

loading 
Uniqueness 

s1 Creates an expectation for athletes to be good sports .59= .35 

s9 Sets an expectation that every player be a good sport  .76 .43 

s17 Sets an expectation that athletes be good sports  .83 .30 

s25 Creates an expectation that every athlete be a good sport .74 .45 

s33 Sets expectations that athletes show good sportsmanship .82 .33 

s6 Praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship .79= .38 

s14 Rewards athletes for showing good sportsmanship  
 

.87 .24 

s22 Praises athletes when they demonstrate good sportsmanship .87 .24 

s30 Rewards athletes when they show good sportsmanship .89 .21 

s38 Praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way  .83 .31 

s2 Punishes athletes who display poor sportsmanship .79= .38 

s10 Disciplines athletes who show poor sportsmanship .81 .34 

s18 Punishes athletes who show poor sportsmanship .88 .23 

s26 Punishes athletes when they act like poor sports .86 .27 

s34 Disciplines athletes who behave in unsportsmanlike ways .85 .27 

s5 Instructs athletes how to show good sportsmanship .70= .51 

s13 Instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike ways  .76 .42 

s21 Teaches athletes how to be good sports .88 .22 

s29 Teaches athletes to show good sportsmanship .89 .22 

s37 Instructs athletes how to be good sports .91 .17 

s8 Is an example of a good sport .80= .37 

s16 Is a role model for good sportsmanship .83 .32 

s24 Shows good sportsmanship .89 .20 

s30 Is a model of good sport behavior  .90 .21 

s40 Demonstrates good sportsmanship .86 .26 

s7 Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship .65= .57 

s15 Focuses on winning more than on being a good sport .93 .13 

s23 Emphasizes winning more than being a good sport .91 .18 

s31 Prioritizes winning over being a good sport .85 .27 

s39 Focuses on winning more than good sportsmanship .91 .17 

Note: = indicates the factor loading was set to a value of 1. All factor loadings were significant, t ≥ 1.96.  
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Factorial Invariance by Gender 

To assess factorial invariance by gender, I followed procedures recommended by 

statisticians (e.g., Byrne, 1998; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and used in past sport 

psychology research (e.g., Amorose & Anderson-Butcher, 2007; Ferrer-Caja & Weiss, 

2000, 2002). I first established baseline models separately for females (n = 211) and 

males (n = 207) using the 6-factor target model in Figure 4. This model showed an 

acceptable fit to the data for both male and female participants based on the fit indices 

(see Table 18). Modification indices did not suggest any conceptually justifiable changes 

to either model so I retained the 6-factor model for gender invariance testing.  

 

Table 18 

Model Fit indices for Tests of Measurement Invariance by Gender 

Model χ
2
 df Δ χ

2
/df RMSEA NNFI CFI 

 

Model analyses       

 

Female sample 718.92 390 ---- .059 .98 .98 

Male sample 706.27 390 ---- .062 .97 .98 

Model invariance tests       

Model 1 (Factor Pattern) 1468.82 795 ---- .061 .97 .98 

Model 2 (Factor Loadings) 1499.78 819 30.96/24 .060 .98 .98 

Model 3 (Factor Variances) 1506.90 825 7.12/6 .060 .98 .98 

Model 4 (Error Variances) 1648.11 855 141.21*/30 .066 .97 .97 

* p < .01 

 

Using the 6-factor model, I then tested a sequence of models that increasingly 

constrained parameters to be equal across gender. A χ
2
 difference test between sequential 

models was used to assess the adequacy of factorial invariance at each stage of analysis. 

Factorial invariance is demonstrated when progressively restrictive models do not 
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significantly alter the fit of the model to the data. Table 18 displays the change in χ
2
 

between models and the fit indices for each model. Model 1, a test of equality in the 

factor pattern, showed an acceptable fit to the data. This indicates that the configuration 

of relationships between observed items and latent factors was the same for boys and 

girls. Model 2, a test of equal factor loadings, also showed an acceptable fit to the data. 

The non-significant difference in χ
2
 between Model 1 and Model 2 means that the 

strength of relationships between observed items and latent factors were equivalent for 

boys and girls. Model 3, a test of equal factor variances, also showed an acceptable fit to 

the data. The non-significant difference in χ
2
 between Model 2 and Model 3 indicates that 

similar variability occurred in the latent coaching behaviors for male and female athletes. 

Model 4 tested for strict factorial invariance, whereby residual error variances for 

observed indicators were constrained to be equal across gender. This model showed a 

significant increase in χ
2
 compared to Model 3, suggesting a lack of equivalence in error 

variances between genders. Byrne (1998) stated that a test of equal error variances is 

overly restrictive when examining evidence of measurement invariance. Thus I 

concluded that equivalence in factor pattern, loadings, and variances provided evidence 

of factorial invariance by gender for the SCBS.  

 

Purpose 2: Criterion Validity of the SCBS 

To address the second study purpose, I used SEM to examine relationships 

between coaching behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship outcomes. Criterion validity of 

the SCBS would be demonstrated if theoretically consistent relationships emerged. I 

specified a model that included both measurement and structural components                    
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(see Figure 5). The measurement model included the 6 latent coaching behaviors and 

observed items that emerged from the CFA and 4 latent sportsmanship outcomes and 

observed items. The structural model consisted of direct relationships between the 6 

latent coaching behaviors and 4 latent prosocial and antisocial behaviors.  

Because there were a large number of parameters to be estimated for the 

measurement and structural models, I created item parcels that reflected random 

aggregates of observed variables. Parceling items reduced the proportion of estimated 

parameters to number of data points, allowing for more reliable parameter estimates (e.g., 

Hagvet & Nasser, 2004; Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002; Marsh, 2007). 

Items representing the same factor were randomly bundled into parcels by averaging 

items (see Appendix I). For the SCBS, the 5 items reflecting each coaching behavior 

were averaged into two parcels of 2 and 3 items each. These are shown in the rectangles 

connecting observed variables to the coaching behaviors (see Figure 5). For the PABSS, 

items reflecting each prosocial and antisocial behavior were also averaged into two 

parcels of 2, 3, or 4 items each. For each latent factor, I specified a factor loading of 1.0 

for one item parcel to set the metric for the measurement scale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001). Several indices (χ
2
, CFI, NNFI, GFI, RMSEA) were examined to determine the fit 

of the model to the data, and parameters were estimated for significance (t ≥ 1.96). Effect 

size (R
2
), or the proportion of variance explained in the latent dependent variables, was 

interpreted as small (≥ .01), medium (≥ .09), or large (≥ .25) (Cohen, 1988). 
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The model showed a good fit to the data [χ
2
 (125) = 198.78, p < .05 (χ

2
/df = 1.59), 

RMSEA = .0384 (90% CI = .0284 - 0.0479), NNFI = .99, CFI = .99, GFI = .95]. 

However, two issues emerged. First, some paths between coaching behaviors and 

sportsmanship variables reflected values that were conceptually inconsistent. For 

example, a negative path coefficient emerged for Teaches Good Sportsmanship and 

Prosocial Behavior Toward Teammates. This negative valence was inconsistent with the 

positive univariate correlation between the two variables (r = .21). Second, a high 

correlation (r = .81) emerged for Antisocial Behavior Toward Teammates and Antisocial 

Behaviors Toward Opponents. Given Tabachnick and Fidell‟s (2001) cautions about 

multicollinearity, it seemed reasonable that this high correlation could be causing the 

problematic parameter estimates. I deleted Antisocial Behavior Toward Teammates 

because it made conceptual sense that athletes would behave in an antisocial way toward 

opponents rather than teammates. Thus the model was re-specified with 3 sportsmanship 

outcomes and the analysis was run again.  

The modified model showed an acceptable fit to the data [χ
2
 (99) = 148.58,          

p < .05 (χ
2
/df = 1.50), RMSEA = .0346 (90% CI = .0223-.0457), NNFI = .99, CFI = .99,         

GFI = .96]. Yet, several path coefficients between coaching behaviors and sportsmanship 

variables were still problematic in terms of valence. Given Tabachnick and Fidell‟s 

(2001) caution about multicollinearity, the high correlation (r = .73) between Sets 

Expectations for Good Sportsmanship and Models Good Sportsmanship was viewed as 

one reason for the problematic solution. I deleted Sets Expectations for Good 

Sportsmanship rather than Models Good Sportsmanship because: (a) modeling has 

emerged in previous research as a powerful mechanism of social influence, (b) modeling 
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is a more active coaching behavior than setting expectations, and (c) it seemed reasonable 

that coaches set expectations for sportsmanship by being good role models.  

I specified a third model with 5 coaching behaviors and 3 sportsmanship 

outcomes and re-ran the analysis. This model showed a good fit to the data                     

[χ
2
 (76) = 109.54, p < .05 (χ

2
/df = 1.44), RMSEA = .0372 (90% CI = .0241-.0493),  

NNFI = .99, CFI = .99, GFI = .97]. In addition, the previous problems were resolved in 

that valences of the paths were conceptually consistent with hypotheses and univariate 

correlations. Given the good model fit and interpretable path coefficients, this model was 

retained as the final one for interpretation. The measurement model revealed significant 

factor loadings for each item parcel (see Table 19).  

Parameter estimates revealed six significant paths between coaching behaviors 

and sportsmanship outcomes (see Table 20 and Figure 6). Thicker lines indicate a 

significant path between variables. First, athletes who reported their coaches frequently 

modeled good sportsmanship indicated they engaged in fewer antisocial behaviors toward 

opponents and more frequent prosocial behaviors toward teammates. That is, coaches 

who act like good role models are associated with players who give positive feedback and 

encouragement to teammates and refrain from intimidating or injuring opponents. 

Second, athletes who rated their coaches higher in reinforcing sportsmanlike behaviors 

scored higher on prosocial behaviors toward teammates and opponents. This means that 

coaches who praise athletes when they show good sportsmanship are related to athletes 

who compliment and congratulate teammates as well as help injured opponents. Third, 

athletes who indicated their coaches more frequently taught good sportsmanship 
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Table 19 

Parameter Estimates for the Measurement Model (N = 418) 

Item 

Parcel 
Item Description 

Factor 

loading 
Uniqueness 

    

rg1 Reinforces good sportsmanship .94= .12 

rg2 Reinforces good sportsmanship .92 .16 

pp1 Punishes poor sportsmanship  .98= .05 

pp2 Punishes poor sportsmanship .88 .23 

tg1 Teaches good sportsmanship .93= .13 

tg2 Teaches good sportsmanship .95 .11 

mg1 Models good sportsmanship .90= .20 

mg2 Models good sportsmanship .96 .07 

pw1 Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship .91= .16 

pw2 Prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship .96 .09 

pt1 Prosocial behavior toward teammates .81= .34 

pt2 Prosocial behavior toward teammates .88 .23 

po1 Prosocial behavior toward opponents .85= .27 

po2 Prosocial behavior toward opponents .80 .36 

ao1 Antisocial behavior toward opponents .76= .43 

ao2 Antisocial behavior toward opponents .94 .13 

Note: = indicates the factor loading was set to a value of 1. All factor loadings were significant, t ≥ 1.96.  
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Table 20 

Path Coefficients for Coaching Behaviors and Sportsmanship Outcomes (N = 418) 

Path Coefficient t-value 

Reinforce good → Prosocial Teammate .20 2.33* 

Reinforce good → Prosocial Opponent .20 2.37* 

Reinforce good  → Antisocial Opponent .02 0.20* 

Punish poor → Prosocial Teammate .03 0.49* 

Punish poor → Prosocial Opponent -.08 -1.40* 

Punish poor → Antisocial Opponent .01  0.23* 

Teach good → Prosocial Teammate -.10 -1.10* 

Teach good → Prosocial Opponent .19 2.05* 

Teach good → Antisocial Opponent -.05 -0.56* 

Model good → Prosocial Teammate .30 3.89* 

Model good → Prosocial Opponent -.04 -0.57* 

Model good → Antisocial Opponent -.20 -2.74* 

Prioritize winning → Prosocial Teammate .03 0.43* 

Prioritize winning → Prosocial Opponent -.07 -1.06* 

Prioritize winning → Antisocial Opponent .25 3.87* 

Note: * t-values ≥ 1.96 are significant, p < .05.  
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reported more frequent prosocial behaviors toward opponents. That is, coaches who teach 

athletes how to behave in a sportsmanlike way are linked to athletes who help opponents 

up after falling. Finally, athletes who reported their coaches were more likely to prioritize 

winning over good sportsmanship scored higher on antisocial behavior toward opponents. 

This means that coaches who focus on winning more than on being a good sport are 

associated with athletes who are more likely to deliberately injure opponents.  

 Based on good model fit and theoretically consistent relationships, the final 

structural model provided criterion validity for the SCBS. The model explained a 

medium amount of variance in all dependent variables―prosocial behavior toward 

teammates (12.2%), prosocial behavior toward opponents (12.2%), and antisocial 

behavior toward opponents (16.5%).   

 

Gender as a Moderator of the Relationship between Coaching Behaviors and 

Sportsmanship Outcomes 

 Given that significant differences emerged in boys‟ and girls‟ perceptions of 

coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes, it was reasonable to expect gender 

variations in this relationship. First, I conducted multi-group analyses by fitting the final 

structural model to the data separately for boys and girls. Several indices (χ
2
, CFI, NNFI, 

GFI, RMSEA) were inspected to determine model fit and parameters were considered 

significant when t-values ≥ 1.96.  

For females, the model showed a good fit to the data [χ
2
 (76) = 84.00, p < .25 

(χ
2
/df = 1.11), RMSEA = .0234 (90% CI = 0-.0471), NNFI = .99, CFI = .99, GFI = .94]. 

For the measurement model, factor loadings for each item parcel were significant (see 
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Table 21). Two significant paths emerged between coaching behaviors and 

sportsmanship outcomes (see Table 22 and Figure 7). Girls who rated their coaches as 

frequently teaching good sportsmanship scored higher on prosocial behaviors toward 

opponents, and girls who rated their coaches as frequently modeling good sportsmanship 

indicated they engaged less often in antisocial behaviors toward opponents. These scores 

mean that coaches who instruct female athletes how to show good sportsmanship are 

linked with girls who say they assist injured opponents. In addition, coaches who are 

models for good sport behavior are associated with athletes who do not criticize or 

retaliate against opponents. The model explained a medium amount of variance in female 

athletes‟ prosocial behavior toward teammates (16.6%), and a modest amount of variance 

in prosocial behavior toward opponents (8.5%), and antisocial behavior toward opponents 

(5.5%). 

The model also showed a good fit to the data for male athletes [χ
2
 (76) = 99.27,            

p < .02 (χ
2
/df = 1.31), RMSEA = .0387 (90% CI = .0102-.0584), NNFI = .99, CFI = .99, 

GFI = .94]. For the measurement model, each item parcel loaded on its hypothesized 

factor and all factor loadings were significant (see Table 21). Four significant paths 

emerged between coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes (see Table 22 and 

Figure 8). First, boys who rated their coaches higher in reinforcing sportsmanlike 

behaviors reported more frequent prosocial behaviors toward teammates and opponents. 

That is, coaches who reward male athletes for showing good sportsmanship are 

associated with boys who provide constructive feedback to and encouragement for 

teammates as well as assist injured opponents. Second, boys who rated their coaches as  
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Table 21 

Parameter Estimates for the Measurement Model by Gender  

  Females (n = 211)  Males (n = 207) 

Item 

Parcel 
Item Description 

Factor 

loading 
Uniqueness 

 Factor 

loading 
Uniqueness 

rg1 Reinforces good sportsmanship 0.97= .06  0.91= .18 

rg2 Reinforces good sportsmanship 0.90 .19  0.94 .12 

pp1 Punishes poor sportsmanship  0.98= .05  0.97= .06 

pp2 Punishes poor sportsmanship 0.88 .22  0.87 .24 

tg1 Teaches good sportsmanship 0.94= .12  0.93= .14 

tg2 Teaches good sportsmanship 0.95 .11  0.95 .10 

mg1 Models good sportsmanship 0.91 .18  0.88= .22 

mg2 Models good sportsmanship 0.97 .05  0.96 .09 

pw1 
Prioritizes winning over good 

sportsmanship 

0.89= .21 
 

0.94= .12 

pw2 
Prioritizes winning over good 

sportsmanship 

0.99 .03 
 

0.95 .10 

pt1 Prosocial behavior toward teammates 0.68= .53  0.90= .20 

pt2 Prosocial behavior toward teammates 1.09 -.18  0.76 .43 

po1 Prosocial behavior toward opponents 0.95= .10  0.88= .23 

po2 Prosocial behavior toward opponents 0.75 .43  0.71 .50 

ao1 Antisocial behavior toward opponents 0.75 .43  0.69= .53 

ao2 Antisocial behavior toward opponents 0.81 .35  1.07 -.16 

Note: = indicates the factor loading was set to a value of 1. All factor loadings were significant, t ≥ 1.96.  
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Table 22 

Path Coefficients for Coaching Behaviors and Sportsmanship Outcomes by Gender 

 Females (n = 211)           Males (n = 207) 

Path Coefficient t-value Coefficient t-value 

Reinforce good → Prosocial Teammate .12 1.19* .26 2.28* 

Reinforce good → Prosocial Opponent .04 0.30* .24 2.12* 

Reinforce good  → Antisocial Opponent -.04 -0.36* .06 0.59* 

Punish poor → Prosocial Teammate .09 1.19* .03 0.29* 

Punish poor → Prosocial Opponent -.08 -1.07* .09 1.00* 

Punish poor → Antisocial Opponent .04 0.41* -.09 -1.14* 

Teach good → Prosocial Teammate -.01 -0.08* -.22 -1.76* 

Teach good → Prosocial Opponent .31 2.30* .11 0.88* 

Teach good → Antisocial Opponent .04 0.24* -.09 -0.87* 

Model good → Prosocial Teammate .15 1.45* .36 3.60* 

Model good → Prosocial Opponent -.02 -0.19* -.13 -1.34* 

Model good → Antisocial Opponent -.29 -2.29* -.15 -1.72* 

Prioritize winning → Prosocial Teammate .07 0.85* -.07 -0.78* 

Prioritize winning → Prosocial Opponent .03 0.36* -.16 -1.88* 

Prioritize winning → Antisocial Opponent .16 1.64* .19 2.30* 

Note: * t-values ≥ 1.96 are significant, p < .05.  
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frequently modeling good sportsmanship reported more prosocial behaviors toward their 

teammates. This means that coaches who exemplify good sportsmanship align with 

athletes who congratulate teammates on a good performance. Finally, boys who indicated 

their coaches prioritized winning over being a good sport scored higher on antisocial 

behaviors toward their opponents. That is, coaches who emphasize winning more than 

being a good sport are related to athletes who deliberately try to annoy and distract 

opponents. The model explained a moderate amount of variance in male athletes‟ 

prosocial behavior toward teammates (17.8%), prosocial behavior toward opponents 

(14.6%), and antisocial behavior toward opponents (12.2%).  

Notably, boys and girls showed unique relationships between coaching behaviors 

and sportsmanship outcomes. For girls, teaching good sportsmanship was significant for 

prosocial behavior and models good sportsmanship was significant for antisocial 

behavior. By contrast, reinforces and prioritizes winning emerged as important sources of 

coach influence for boys‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Models good sportsmanship 

was related to prosocial behavior rather than antisocial behavior for girls. These findings 

are discussed further in the next section.   

 

 Discussion 

 

 The main purpose of Study 2 was to provide additional validity for the SCBS 

created in Study 1. First, evidence of factorial validity was shown through a confirmatory 

factor analysis and tests for gender invariance. These analyses established a 6-factor 

model, which included the coaching behaviors of Sets Expectations for Good 
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Sportsmanship, Reinforces Good Sportsmanship, Punishes Poor Sportsmanship, Teaches 

Good Sportsmanship, Models Good Sportsmanship, and Prioritizes Winning over Good 

Sportsmanship. This model was invariant for male and female athletes in the factor 

pattern, loadings, and variances. 

The confirmatory factor analysis was helpful in identifying conceptually and 

empirically distinct mechanisms that promote good or poor sportsmanship. While the 

coaching behaviors of Discusses Good Sportsmanship and Models Poor Sportsmanship 

emerged as conceptually distinct mechanisms in all four phases of Study 1, the 

confirmatory factor analysis revealed that Discusses Good Sportsmanship empirically 

overlapped with Teaches Good Sportsmanship and Models Poor Sportsmanship 

empirically overlapped with Models Good Sportsmanship. That is, although they reflect 

different behaviors, athletes‟ ratings were very similar for items on each of the pairs. This 

overlap must be addressed to achieve a good model fit. These mechanisms (i.e., 

Discusses Good Sportsmanship, Models Poor Sportsmanship) were thus deleted to 

eliminate redundancy and provide a more parsimonious representation of coaching 

behaviors. Tests for gender invariance established equality in the factor structure and 

strengthened validity of the SCBS because the measure can be used with male and female 

high school athletes. In summary, results from the confirmatory factor analyses provided 

factorial validity for the 6-factor structure of the SCBS. 

 The second purpose of Study 2 was designed to provide criterion validity for the 

SCBS. Evidence of criterion validity was revealed through a good fitting model of the 

relationships between coaching behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes. Structural 

equation analyses showed six significant paths between coaching behaviors and 
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sportsmanship outcomes. Consistent with hypotheses, coaching behaviors that promote 

good sportsmanship (e.g., reinforcing, teaching, modeling) were related to more helping 

and less harmful behavior toward others, while coaching behaviors that promote poor 

sportsmanship (i.e., prioritizing winning) were related to more injurious and retaliatory 

acts. 

 Criterion validity for the SCBS was established by demonstrating that scores on 

the measure were related to scores on an outcome measure in conceptually consistent 

ways. These findings indicate that coaching behaviors as measured by the SCBS are 

indeed related to athletes‟ good or poor sportsmanship behaviors. In addition, these 

mechanisms of social influence (reinforcing, teaching, modeling, prioritizing winning) 

were consistent with moral development theory and research (M. R. Weiss et al., 2008). 

Significant others who demonstrate and reinforce sportsmanlike behaviors influence 

athletes‟ level of moral reasoning, aggressive tendencies, and judgments about acceptable 

sport behavior. Results from the present study confirm that coaches use similar behaviors 

to promote sportsmanship among athletes. 

 Gender emerged as a moderating variable in the relationship between coaching 

behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes, which also demonstrates criterion validity for the 

SCBS. Teaching and modeling good sportsmanship were important mechanisms for 

female athletes while reinforcing good sportsmanship, modeling, and prioritizing winning 

over good sportsmanship were important for male athletes. Results are consistent with 

previous research documenting gender differences in moral reasoning, legitimacy 

judgments, and aggressive tendencies (see M. R. Weiss et al., 2008). Females score 

significantly higher on sport moral reasoning and are less likely to endorse or engage in 
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unsportsmanlike aggression (Beller & Stoll, 1995; Bredemeier et al., 1986, 1987; 

Bredemeier & Shields, 1984, 1986; Gardner & Janelle, 2002). Findings from the present 

study extend past research by demonstrating that relationships between coaching 

behaviors and sportsmanship outcomes vary by gender.  

Collectively results from Study 2 demonstrated factorial and criterion validity of 

the SCBS, which lent further construct validity for the measure beyond the content 

validity established in Study 1. Four coaching behaviors (modeling good sportsmanship, 

reinforcing good sportsmanship, teaching good sportsmanship, prioritizing winning over 

good sportsmanship) were significantly related to athletes‟ sportsmanship behaviors that 

were consistent with moral development theory and research. One coaching behavior, 

punishing poor sportsmanship, did not show a significant relationship with athletes‟ 

prosocial or antisocial behaviors. Punishment was positively related to coaching 

behaviors that promote good sportsmanship (teaching, modeling, reinforcing), suggesting 

that athletes perceive that punishing poor sportsmanship is a means for encouraging good 

sportsmanship. Taken together, results from Study 2 extend knowledge about how 

coaches teach for character, namely the specific behaviors they use to promote respectful 

and disrespectful behavior toward others.  

In sum, Study 1 and Study 2 were intentionally designed to build upon one 

another to develop a valid and reliable measure of coaching behaviors that promote good 

and poor sportsmanship. Development and validation of the SCBS addresses several 

limitations of previous research on coaches‟ character building skills: (a) assessing 

athletes‟ perceptions of coaches‟ behaviors, (b) identifying the specific behaviors coaches 

use to promote character, (c) using moral development theory to guide research questions 
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and design, and (d) providing a clear definition of character. In Chapter 4, I integrate 

findings from Studies 1 and 2 and discuss theoretical implications, limitations, and future 

directions.  
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CHAPTER 4 

INTEGRATED DISCUSSION OF STUDY 1 AND STUDY 2 

 

 The overall purpose of the two studies in this dissertation was to identify the ways 

in which coaches influence athletes‟ good and poor sportsmanship. To accomplish this, 

Study 1 was designed to create and provide initial validity for a measure of coaching 

behaviors focused on sportsmanship. The four phases of Study 1―literature review, 

focus groups, expert panel, and pilot study―provided content validity for the 

Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale (SCBS). Study 2 extended Study 1 by 

providing factorial and criterion validity for the SCBS. In the following paragraphs, I 

integrate and discuss results from Study 1 and Study 2, implications for theories of moral 

development, limitations of the present studies, and directions for future research.  

 Theory-driven measures are needed to assess how coaches influence a variety of 

athlete outcomes, including character development (Bredemeier & Shields, 1998; Horn, 

2008; Weiss et al., 2008). Only a handful of valid and reliable measures of coaching 

behaviors and moral development constructs exist. Thus, one goal of sport psychology 

research has been to create psychometrically sound instruments that reflect theoretical 

constructs and relationships. The present studies contributed to this goal by developing 

and validating a new instrument for assessing coaching behaviors that promote 

sportsmanship among adolescent sport participants. Development of the measure was 

carefully driven by moral development theory and research. Specifically, theoretical 
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frameworks were used to create the initial categories of coaching behaviors and pool of 

items. Each subsequent phase built upon this approach and results were revisited at each 

stage of development to see how emergent themes compared to theoretical hypotheses. 

Together Studies 1 and 2 demonstrated content, factorial, and criterion validity as well as 

internal reliability for a 25-item measure reflecting 5 coaching behaviors―reinforcing 

good sportsmanship, punishing poor sportsmanship, teaching good sportsmanship, 

modeling good sportsmanship, and prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship.  

 A systematic process is required to develop a valid and reliable measure (Clark & 

Watson, 1995; Marsh, 1998; Schutz, 1994; Schutz & Park, 2004). Researchers who have 

created psychometrically sound instruments used multiple methods through several 

studies to define, operationalize, and test sport-specific constructs such as group 

cohesion, sources of perceived competence, and friendship quality (e.g., Amorose & 

Horn, 1998; Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998; M. R. Weiss & Smith, 1999, 2002;  

M. R. Weiss et al., 1996). The present investigation aligns with previous measure 

development by utilizing multiple methods to establish validity and reliability for the 

SCBS. Study 1 comprised four phases that included both quantitative and qualitative 

methods. The measure created in Study 1 was then tested with a large sample of 

adolescent athletes in Study 2, where multiple aspects of validity and reliability were 

assessed. Ultimately the substantial multi-phase, multi-method process used to develop 

the measure contributed to the favorable psychometric properties demonstrated for the 

SCBS in these two studies.  

Consistent with theory and previous research, coaches‟ use of modeling, 

reinforcing, teaching, and prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship were 
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significantly related to athletes‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors. First, modeling good 

sportsmanship was related to greater prosocial behavior toward teammates and less 

antisocial behavior toward opponents. That is, coaches who frequently model good 

sportsmanship were associated with athletes who help and encourage teammates as well 

as avoid injuring and taunting opponents. Observational learning has emerged as a 

powerful mechanism of social influence in past moral development research (e.g., 

Arthur-Banning et al., 2009; Mugno & Feltz, 1985; M. D. Smith, 1974, 1978). For 

example, M. D. Smith (1978) found that 12- to 18-year-old hockey players and 

nonplayers reported they learned to hit illegally from watching professional hockey and 

over 60% of players said they had used these observed tactics during games. In addition, 

successful intervention studies have included modeling as one strategy for teaching youth 

about sportsmanship (e.g., Bredemeier et al., 1986; Gibbons & Ebbeck, 1997; Gibbons et 

al., 1995). Gibbons and Ebbeck instructed elementary school physical education teachers 

to model fair play behaviors (e.g., use peers and former Olympic athletes as role models) 

and reinforce appropriate behaviors (e.g., implement a fair play awards program). Results 

showed significant increases in youths‟ moral judgment, intention, and behavior at the 

end of the intervention. Collectively, cross-sectional and intervention studies support 

observational learning as a mechanism of influence on athletes‟ sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike attitudes and behaviors.   

Second, reinforcing good sportsmanship was positively related to athletes‟ 

prosocial behavior toward teammates and opponents. This means that coaches who praise 

or reward athletes for showing good sportsmanship were associated with athletes who 

cheer on and congratulate teammates as well as assist injured opponents. These findings 
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are consistent with previous research suggesting that athletes who are praised or rewarded 

for sportsmanlike or unsportsmanlike behaviors will continue to behave in similar ways 

(e.g. M. D. Smith, 1974, 1975, 1978, 1979). M. D. Smith (1979) observed that parents 

and coaches applauded and cheered for youths‟ unsportsmanlike aggressive hockey 

behaviors from the sidelines during games, and reasoned that this encouragement for 

aggressive play contributed to athletes‟ continued unsportsmanlike behaviors. 

Intervention studies have shown reinforcement to be an effective strategy for promoting 

character development (e.g., Bredemeier et al., 1986; Gibbons & Ebbeck, 1997; Giebink 

& McKenzie, 1985; Sharpe et al., 1995). Sharpe et al. used positive social instruction 

whereby elementary school physical education teachers defined appropriate conduct and 

provided daily feedback on students‟ behaviors, and found increases in conflict-

resolution behaviors and decreases in off-task disruptions. Giebink and McKenzie (1985) 

implemented a point system where elementary school children were rewarded with a 

special treat at the end of class for showing good sportsmanship and found increases in 

sportsmanlike behaviors. Results from the present studies support the notion that praise 

and reinforcement from coaches help shape athletes‟ sportsmanship behaviors.  

Third, teaching good sportsmanship was positively related to prosocial behavior 

toward opponents. That is, coaches who instruct athletes how to behave in sportsmanlike 

ways were associated with athletes who said they help opponents who get injured during 

a game. This finding is consistent with a positive youth development approach suggesting 

that coaches teach athletes life skills, such as how to manage one‟s emotions, accept 

personal and social responsibility, and show care and concern for others (e.g., Gould et 

al., 2007; Gould & Carson, 2008; M. R. Weiss & Wiese-Bjornstal, 2009). In turn, 
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athletes‟ life skill learning translates to behaviors such as displaying honesty and integrity 

as well as engaging in prosocial behavior toward others. Gould et al. found that high 

school coaches reported they teach athletes positive skills and values by instructing them 

to ignore taunting from opponents and emphasizing that players should be positive role 

models. Findings from the present studies confirm that players perceive that coaches 

directly instruct about how to act respectfully and compassionately toward others.  

Finally, prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship was positively related to 

athletes‟ antisocial behavior. This means that athletes who rated coaches as focusing 

more on winning than on being a good sport engaged in deliberate intimidation of and 

unsportsmanlike aggression toward opponents. This finding is consistent with research on 

correlates of a performance motivational climate (see Harwood et al., 2008; Kavussanu, 

2007). A performance motivational climate is created when success is defined in terms of 

normative standards such as outperforming others and being the best. A performance 

climate encourages players to do whatever it takes to be successful, which may include 

justifying cheating and unsportsmanlike aggressive behavior to achieve their goals. Past 

research shows that athletes who report a higher performance motivational climate within 

their teams also indicate lower levels of moral reasoning and greater unsportsmanlike 

behavior (Boixados et al., 2004; Miller et al., 2005; Ommundsen et al., 2003; Stornes & 

Ommundsen, 2004). Results from the present studies reinforce that coaches who 

emphasize winning as most important may encourage players to adopt antisocial 

behaviors in an effort to maximize winning.  

Coaches‟ use of punishment for poor sportsmanship was not related to athletes‟ 

sportsmanlike or unsportsmanlike behaviors. This finding was unexpected and contrary 
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to hypotheses. Interestingly, punishment was positively correlated with reinforcing good 

sportsmanship (r = .36), teaching good sportsmanship (r = .29), and modeling good 

sportsmanship (r = .13). This means that athletes perceive that coaches who frequently 

teach, model, and reinforce good sportsmanship are also likely to punish poor 

sportsmanship. Punishment for poor sportsmanship also showed positive but small 

correlations with prosocial behavior toward teammates (r = .10) and opponents (r = .05). 

Thus, punishing poor sportsmanship is a negative consequence for a negative behavior 

that is positively related to other coaching behaviors and prosocial behaviors. It is 

possible that punishment for poor sportsmanship was not a significant mechanism 

because other coaching behaviors (teaching, modeling, reinforcing) were more strongly 

related to athletes‟ behaviors. Consistent with Bandura‟s (1986) social cognitive theory, it 

is also possible that adolescents provide self-sanctions for unsportsmanlike behavior in 

line with their own internal standards and are less dependent on external punishment 

from coaches. Future research is needed to explore the relationship between coaches‟ use 

of punishment and athletes‟ displays of poor sportsmanship.  

Gender emerged as a moderator in the relationship between coaching behaviors 

and sportsmanship outcomes. The significant paths from coaching behaviors to 

sportsmanship outcomes were unique for girls and boys. To my knowledge, this is one of 

the first studies to show that coaching behaviors for promoting sportsmanlike and 

unsportsmanlike behaviors depend on gender. For girls, significant mechanisms of 

influence included teaching good sportsmanship and modeling good sportsmanship, 

while for boys reinforcing good sportsmanship, modeling good sportsmanship, and 

prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship emerged as significant. Coaching 
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behaviors were important for explaining girls‟ and boys‟ prosocial and antisocial 

behaviors toward opponents as well as boys‟ prosocial behavior toward teammates. Past 

research exploring gender variations in coaching behaviors has focused on motivational 

outcomes (e.g., Amorose & Horn, 2000, 2001; Black & Weiss, 1992). Some studies have 

found no differences in relationships for male and female athletes (Amorose & Anderson-

Butcher, 2007; Hollembeak & Amorose, 2005) while other studies have found small 

differences (Amorose & Horn, 2001; Black & Weiss, 1992). Results from the present 

studies extend previous research by showing that the pattern of relationships and specific 

coaching behaviors associated with sportsmanship differ for male and female athletes. 

One reasonable explanation for the emergent gender differences might be coach 

expectation effects (Horn, 1984, 1985; see Horn, Lox, &, Labrador, 2006). According to 

Horn et al., coaches may differ in the quantity and quality of feedback given to athletes 

based on their expectations for players‟ behaviors or performance. Horn (1985) explored 

the effects of coaching behaviors on female adolescent athletes‟ self-perceptions over one 

competitive season. Results showed that coaches‟ criticism following skill errors 

corresponded to increased perceptions of competence while coaches‟ reinforcement after 

successes corresponded to decreases in perceived competence. Horn (1984) reported that 

lower-skilled players received more praise while more talented athletes were given more 

criticism. Thus, Horn reasoned that coaches‟ praise may have been non-contingent, 

conveying low expectations that encouraged players to feel worse about their abilities. In 

contrast, criticism from coaches contained information for improvement, conveying high 

expectations for future performance that helped athletes feel more confident in their 
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skills. Results lent support for the notion that coaches‟ expectations can influence female 

athletes‟ motivational outcomes.  

Horn et al. (2006) suggest that coaches‟ expectations can be influenced by gender 

stereotypes―coaches who form lower expectations for girls as less physically capable 

and competent may then behave in different ways toward them. In the present study, it is 

possible that male and female athletes perceive different coaching behaviors related to 

sportsmanship because coaches actually do behave differently toward them. That is, 

coaches may use different mechanisms for teaching boys and girls about sportsmanlike 

and unsportsmanlike conduct. Coaches may expect girls to play sports in a kind and 

respectful way that is non-aggressive toward others. Accordingly, coaches may reinforce 

girls‟ sportsmanlike behaviors, teach girls how to be good sports, and model 

sportsmanlike conduct. In contrast, coaches may expect boys to play more aggressively 

and thus be more likely to emphasize winning over being a good sport. Based on the 

study design, it was not possible to test this hypothesis, but it poses an interesting 

question to pursue in a future study.  

Collectively Study 1 and Study 2 provided construct validity and internal 

reliability for the SCBS. Content validity was established in Study 1 by creating a 

comprehensive set of conceptually distinct coaching behaviors and age-appropriate items. 

Factorial validity was established in Study 2 by demonstrating a good fitting model of the 

hypothesized factor structure for the total sample and for both genders. Criterion validity 

was shown in Study 2 by revealing theoretically consistent relationships between 

coaching behaviors as measured by the SCBS and athletes‟ sportsmanship outcomes. 

Internal reliability for the SCBS was demonstrated for both subscales (acceptable alpha 
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coefficients) and items (R
2
, item-total r, inter-item r). Given these favorable psychometric 

properties demonstrated for the SCBS, it is reasonable to conclude that the measure can 

be used to accurately assess coaching behaviors that promote sportsmanship outcomes, 

including other character-related constructs. 

Based on the final model retained for interpretation, the SCBS contains four 

coaching behaviors that encourage good sportsmanship (reinforcing, modeling, teaching 

good, punishing poor) and only one coaching behavior that promotes poor sportsmanship 

(prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship). Teaches Poor Sportsmanship and Models 

Poor Sportsmanship were deleted in Study 1 and Study 2 based on marginal 

psychometric properties or empirical overlap with other coaching behaviors. Because 

findings from the present studies may be sample-specific, it would be premature to 

completely eliminate these behaviors from the SCBS at this early stage in measure 

development. For example, coaches who agreed to participate in the study may have also 

been those who focus on building character in their athletes, resulting in athletes‟ 

favorable responses for behaviors that promote good sportsmanship and unfavorable 

responses for behaviors that encourage poor sportsmanship. Future investigations are 

necessary to determine whether the same findings are replicated prior to deleting these 

subscales from the SCBS.  That is, all nine subscales of the SCBS should be included in 

the next validation studies.  

The present studies explicitly addressed the four limitations of previous research 

that drove the design and methodology of these studies. First, the measure was developed 

to reflect athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors that promote sportsmanship, in 

contrast to previous studies that only tapped coaches‟ perspectives (e.g., Feltz et al., 
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1999; Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Gould et al., 2007; McAllister et al., 2000). These studies 

showed that coaches report high confidence in their ability to build athletes‟ character 

and that they engage in several strategies to promote character. However, coaches‟ self-

reported behaviors can be unreliable (e.g., R. E. Smith et al., 1978). For example, Smith 

et al. measured coaches‟ perceptions, athletes‟ perceptions, and observations of coaches‟ 

feedback patterns, and found that coaches‟ perceptions were weakly related to both 

athletes‟ perceptions and observational assessments. According to Horn‟s (2008) model 

of coaching effectiveness, athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors are key to 

explaining psychosocial and behavioral outcomes. The present studies addressed this 

limitation by creating a measure to assess athletes‟ perceptions of coaches‟ behaviors, 

which were significantly related to their tendencies to display prosocial acts (e.g., 

congratulate a good performance, help an injured player) toward teammates and 

opponents and avoid acting in disrespectful ways toward opponents.  

The second limitation of past research was that specific coaching behaviors were 

not identified that influence athletes‟ sportsmanship. For example, existing measures 

assess coaches‟ confidence to “instill an attitude of good moral character” or “promote 

good sportsmanship” (Feltz et al., 1999). This is problematic because these general 

strategies do not indicate what coaches actually do or say to instill or promote 

sportsmanship. Thus results from previous studies provide little information about the 

specific strategies coaches use to improve character. The present studies pinpointed 

specific behaviors that coaches use to promote or discourage sportsmanship behaviors, 

thus uncovering exactly how coaches can build character. This included modeling, 

teaching, reinforcing, punishing, and prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship.   
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 The present studies addressed a third limitation of previous research by 

incorporating moral development theory and research. Previous studies have relied on 

the coaching education literature rather than moral development theory to identify 

character-building strategies (Feltz et al., 1999; Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; McAllister et al., 

2000). While these strategies for promoting character may reflect face validity, they lack 

theoretical grounding and construct validity. In the present studies, moral development 

theory and research drove the design and methodology for developing and validating the 

measure. Theoretical frameworks guided the initial categories of coaching behaviors 

identified in the literature review in Phase 1, Study 1, and were revisited at each phase to 

ensure that mechanisms of influence aligned with theoretical predictions. Findings 

extended previous studies because the SCBS reflects coaching behaviors that are 

consistent with moral development theory and research.  

 The fourth limitation of previous research addressed in these studies was 

providing conceptual clarity in defining character. In past research, the terms fair play, 

moral character, attitude of respect, and sportsmanship have been used interchangeably 

(e.g. Feltz et al., 1999; also see M. R. Weiss et al, 2008). Yet, these concepts may be 

interpreted differently by coaches and athletes. To address this issue of conceptual clarity, 

sportsmanship was specified as the index of character in the present studies. Good and 

poor sportsmanship were defined in terms of three dimensions―respecting or 

disrespecting the rules, officials, and opponents; encouraging or criticizing others; and 

maintaining or losing self-control. The present studies extended previous research by 

providing clear and unambiguous definitions for moral development constructs by 
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explicitly defining good and poor sportsmanship in the instructions for completing the 

SCBS.  

Coaches, as significant adults within the sport context, have a unique opportunity 

to contribute to young athletes‟ character development. The present studies initiated a 

line of research focused on understanding how coaches make an impact on athletes‟ good 

and poor sportsmanship. Results from Study 1 and Study 2 established validity and 

reliability for a measure of sportsmanship coaching behaviors that can be used in future 

investigations. Findings suggest that modeling, reinforcing, teaching, punishing, and 

prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship represent distinct mechanisms of coaching 

influence on athletes‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Researchers can use the SCBS 

in future studies to investigate how coaches can make an impact on athletes‟ character 

development.  

 

Theoretical Implications 

 

The two studies in this dissertation were guided by theory and, in turn, findings 

support and extend moral development theories. Behaviors such as modeling, reinforcing, 

and punishing are reflected in social learning theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986) and were 

important mechanisms throughout all study phases―focus groups, expert panel, pilot 

study, and factorial and criterion studies. According to Bandura (1977, 1986), youth learn 

about ethical and unethical behavior through socialization processes. Children and 

adolescents observe significant others such as parents and peers, and receive 

reinforcement for demonstrating socially acceptable behavior or punishment for engaging 
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in inappropriate conduct. Results from the present study confirm that athletes learn about 

sportsmanship from coaches through similar socializing mechanisms, whereby coaches 

serve as models for good sportsmanship and praise and reward sportsmanlike behavior. 

The present studies also lend support for coaches‟ influence on character in line 

with structural developmental theory (e.g., Haan, 1977; Kohlberg, 1969; Rest, 1986). 

According to structural developmental theorists, coaches can stimulate youths‟ moral 

development by facilitating discussions around moral issues and challenging athletes‟ 

thinking. Discusses Good Sportsmanship emerged as a mechanism of coach influence in 

all phases of Study 1. However, in Study 2, this behavior was deleted from further 

analyses because of its high correlation with Teaches Good Sportsmanship. Thus, while 

conceptually distinct, the two behaviors overlapped empirically as rated by athletes in 

this study. This also means, though, that athletes interpret teaching good sportsmanship 

and discussing good sportsmanship as related or similar constructs. Teaching good 

sportsmanship, which may include discussions about moral dilemmas in sport, was 

positively related to displays of prosocial behaviors, suggesting that coaches who engage 

athletes in meaningful dialogue about moral dilemmas encourage them to help opponents 

when they are hurt or injured. These findings support structural developmental theory by 

showing that coaches‟ conversations about moral dilemmas in sport are important for 

athletes‟ moral development.  

Understanding how to foster good sportsmanship also lends support for the 

positive youth development approach (e.g., Damon, 2004; Larson, 2000; Lerner et al., 

2005). According to this perspective, adult leaders play a significant role in fostering 

youths‟ character development by teaching life skills (e.g., self-management, 
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interpersonal), reinforcing good conduct, and modeling appropriate behaviors (e.g., 

Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Gould & Carson, 2008; M. R. Weiss & Wiese-Bjornstal, 

2009). Coaching behaviors that emerged as significant correlates of prosocial 

behavior―teaching, modeling, reinforcing―are consistent with mechanisms outlined by 

the positive youth development approach. Thus findings lend support for coaches as 

important sources of positive youth development. Collectively, results support moral 

development theories (social learning theory, structural developmental theory, positive 

youth development approach) by confirming that coaches influence athletes‟ 

sportsmanlike attitudes and conduct by engaging in behaviors consistent with theoretical 

principles.  

In sum, Studies 1 and 2 were guided by moral development theories to create and 

validate a measure of coaching behaviors for promoting sportsmanship. Initially, 

categories of behaviors were identified within theoretical frameworks and subsequent 

phases of measure development confirmed theory-driven mechanisms of influence 

(modeling, reinforcing, teaching, punishing, and prioritizing winning over good 

sportsmanship) that coaches use to address sportsmanlike and unsportsmanlike conduct. 

The theory-driven design and methodology of these two studies resulted in the 

development and validation of a conceptually consistent measure of coaching behaviors. 

 

Practical Implications 

 

 The present studies make an important contribution to the field of sport and 

exercise psychology by providing researchers a tool for measuring coaching behaviors 
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that influence athletes‟ character. The SCBS is a valid and reliable measure for assessing 

adolescent team sport athletes‟ perceptions of coaches‟ behaviors that promote good or 

poor sportsmanship. Researchers can use the SCBS in future investigations to assess 

coaching behaviors that influence athletes‟ character development.  

Results from the present studies also confirm specific strategies for promoting 

character that are useful for coaches working with adolescent athletes (M. R. Weiss, 

1987; M. R. Weiss & Bolter, in press; M. R. Weiss & Bredemeier, 1986). First, coaches 

who act as role models for good sportsmanship are associated with athletes who support 

and encourage teammates and avoid unsportsmanlike aggression toward opponents. 

Second, athletes who are kind toward teammates and helpful toward opponents align with 

coaches who praise and reward such acts of kindness toward others. Third, coaches who 

frequently teach athletes to show good sportsmanship are linked with athletes who will 

help out injured opponents. Finally, coaches who can avoid prioritizing winning over 

good sportsmanship will help athletes refrain from intimidating and provoking 

opponents.  

 

Limitations 

 

The present study expanded knowledge about how coaches contribute to athletes‟ 

character development through sport. Results demonstrated strong validity and reliability 

for a measure of coaching behaviors specifically focused on sportsmanship. Nevertheless, 

some limitations should be noted. First, the study design was cross-sectional; athletes‟ 

perceptions of coaching behaviors and self-reported prosocial and antisocial behaviors 
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were assessed at the same time point. Thus results reflect associations between coaches‟ 

behaviors and athletes‟ sportsmanship, not causal relationships. Experimental and 

longitudinal studies are needed to determine the effects of coaching behaviors on 

athletes‟ sportsmanship outcomes.  

Second, one of the consistent issues in sport psychology research is that athletes 

are nested within teams and do not represent completely independent data points. 

Statisticians recommend using hierarchical linear modeling to simultaneously examine 

individual- and group-level differences to account for within-team dependencies in the 

data (e.g., Raudenbush & Byrk, 2002). To conduct hierarchical linear modeling, it is 

necessary to have a minimum of 30 units at the individual-level (participants) and group-

level (teams) (Maas & Hox, 2005). While athletes in the present study represented 34 

distinct teams, the number of participants on each team ranged from 1 to 38 (M = 12.3, 

SD = 7.9) and seven teams included less than five athletes. These sample sizes are 

insufficient to conduct multi-level analyses because results would yield unstable 

parameter estimates and large standard errors (Snijders & Bosker, 1993). In other words, 

it was not possible to use hierarchical linear modeling because the data could not 

accurately account for individual- and team-level differences. Multi-level analyses could 

be explored in future research that uses a large number of teams and individuals within 

teams to determine the relative contribution of individual versus team differences in 

explaining athletes‟ sportsmanlike behaviors. 

A third limitation of the present study was that coaching behaviors were assessed 

only from youths‟ perspectives. Direct observations and others‟ perspectives (coaches, 

parents) were not included. According to Horn (2002), both direct and indirect 
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assessments of coaches‟ behaviors are necessary to comprehensively understand coaches‟ 

influence on athletes‟ psychosocial development. For example, R. E. Smith et al. (1978, 

1979) used direct (observations) and indirect (athletes‟ report, coaches‟ self-report) 

methods to assess coaches‟ feedback patterns. Results showed that coaches‟ self-reported 

behaviors were weakly related to athletes‟ perspectives, coaches‟ actual behavior, and 

athletes‟ motivational outcomes. In contrast, athletes‟ perceptions were moderately 

related to observational assessments and strongly related to athletes‟ motivational 

outcomes. Thus athletes‟ perceptions are important contributors to their psychosocial and 

behavioral outcomes, which was the main reason this method was used to assess 

coaching behaviors in the present study. Nevertheless, future studies could use the SCBS 

in combination with other behavioral assessments to gather multiple sources of 

information on coaches‟ behaviors (observations, self- and other-reports, interviews). 

These perspectives can then be compared and contrasted, particularly in relation to 

athletes‟ moral development outcomes.   

 

Future Directions 

 

While results from the present studies contributed to understanding how coaches 

influence athletes‟ good or poor sportsmanship, findings also suggest directions for future 

research. First, although Study 1 and Study 2 provided considerable evidence of validity 

for the SCBS, establishing validity for any instrument is an ongoing process (Messick, 

1995; Schutz & Park, 2004). Researchers must continually test the assumption that a 

measure is valid and that scores from that measure are meaningful (Messick, 1995). One 
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way to establish further validity for the SCBS would be to examine the factor structure 

with other samples that vary by age and competitive level. Perceptions of coaching 

behaviors that promote good or poor sportsmanship may differ for younger vs. older 

athletes as well as athletes at higher vs. lower competitive levels. Past studies have shown 

age and competitive level differences in athletes‟ perceptions of coaches‟ behaviors (e.g., 

Black & Weiss, 2002; W. M. Weiss & Weiss, 2007) and that older athletes at higher 

competitive levels are more likely to endorse and engage in unsportsmanlike or 

aggressive play (Bredemeier et al., 1987; Conroy et al., 2001; Visek & Watson, 2005). 

Thus, further validity of the SCBS will help to determine if the measure is generalizable 

to different ages and competitive levels.  

Second, future research might also examine the relationship between coaching 

behaviors and other morally-relevant outcomes. While the present study focused on 

athletes‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors, structural developmental theorists argue that 

the thought processes underlying moral behaviors are also important (Haan, 1977; 

Kohlberg, 1969; Rest, 1984; 1986). Using Rest‟s (1984, 1986) model of moral action, 

researchers have assessed youths‟ moral sensitivity, judgment, intention, and aggressive 

and unsportsmanlike behaviors (e.g., Gibbons et al., 1995; Kavussanu, Roberts, & 

Ntoumanis, 2002; Stuart & Ebbeck, 1995). Studies have also examined other cognitive 

variables including athletes‟ ethical choices, aggressive tendencies, and perceived 

legitimacy for rule-violating sport behavior (e.g., Bredemeier et al. 1986, 1987; Priest, 

Krause, & Beach, 1999; Silva, 1983). Thus future studies should examine whether 

coaches‟ behaviors that promote sportsmanship as measured by the SCBS relate to 

athletes‟ moral reasoning, intention, and behaviors.  
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Third, it is important to note that one of the difficulties in examining coaching 

behaviors in relation to sportsmanship outcomes is the scarcity of valid and reliable 

measures of sportsmanship and other moral constructs (see Bredemeier & Shields, 1998; 

M. R. Weiss et al., 2008). For example, Vallerand et al. (1997) created the 

Multidimensional Sportspersonship Orientations Scale (MSOS) that measures athletes‟ 

respect for social conventions, rules, officials, and opponents as well as commitment to 

participation and a negative approach to sportspersonship. However, the MSOS has 

shown marginal psychometric properties in several studies and has been criticized for 

lack of conceptual clarity (e.g., d'Arripe-Longueville, Pantaléon, & Smith, 2006; Gano-

Overway et al., 2005; McCutcheon, 1999). For the present study, I chose the PABSS, a 

relatively new measure that has been validated in only two previous studies (Boardley & 

Kavussanu, 2009; Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009). Given the measure also showed 

acceptable internal reliability in the present study, the PABSS continues to show promise 

as a measure of sportsmanship outcomes but further validity and reliability assessments 

are necessary. Overall, the lack of psychometrically sound measures of moral constructs 

is a significant barrier to studying moral development in sport. As such, future research is 

needed to pursue measurement of athletes‟ sportsmanship behaviors that can be used in 

conjunction with the SCBS and other moral constructs. 

Fourth, future research with the SCBS could also include intervention studies. 

Smith and Smoll and colleagues (Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992; R. E. Smith et al., 1978, 

1979; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993) conducted a series of intervention studies 

with youth sport coaches. Coaches in the experimental group were trained to adopt a 

positive approach to coaching―provide contingent praise for successful performances 
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and generous amounts of encouragement and instruction following mistakes. Findings 

have shown that trained coaches make a positive impact on athletes‟ self-perceptions, 

affective responses, motivation, and continued participation compared to untrained 

coaches. Future studies could adopt similar procedures for examining coaching behaviors 

focused on sportsmanship. Coaches can be trained to use behaviors that promote good 

sportsmanship (e.g., modeling good sportsmanship, teaching good sportsmanship, 

reinforcing good sportsmanship, and not prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship). 

When compared to coaches not trained in such techniques, results would reveal whether 

these mechanisms can in fact increase prosocial and decrease antisocial behaviors, 

allowing researchers to make causal inferences about coaching behaviors that promote 

good or poor sportsmanship.  

Fifth, several moral development interventions have been successful in enhancing 

youths‟ moral thoughts and behaviors in physical education contexts (Bredemeier et al., 

1986; Gibbons et al., 1995; Gibbons & Ebbeck, 1997; Romance et al., 1986). Physical 

education teachers have been trained to use character-building strategies such as 

facilitating discussions about moral dilemmas, reinforcing appropriate conduct, and 

modeling appropriate behaviors. Results showed improvement in youths‟ moral 

reasoning, intentions, and prosocial behaviors. Most intervention studies have been 

conceived in physical education classrooms, a setting where teachers have opportunities 

to shape the climate and specific lessons. Thus positive findings on moral constructs 

make sense. However, unsportsmanlike aggressive behaviors are more commonplace in 

organized sport. Future research is needed to determine how coaches make an impact on 

athletes‟ moral thoughts and actions in competitive settings.  
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Sixth, in the present study, a moderate amount of variance was explained in 

youths‟ prosocial and antisocial behaviors, prompting the question of what other 

variables might explain behavioral variations. Future research should explore other social 

contextual variables, such as moral atmosphere, as well as individual differences, such as 

moral disengagement, to account for variations in athletes‟ sportsmanship attitudes and 

behaviors. According to Power, Higgins, and Kohlberg (1989), the moral atmosphere is a 

shared understanding of moral values and acceptable behaviors among individuals in the 

same community, group, or team. The moral atmosphere in sport has reflected youths‟ 

perceptions of significant others‟ attitudes and behaviors and has been linked with 

unsportsmanlike attitudes, intentions, and behavior (e.g., Shields et al., 2005, 2007; 

Stephens, 2000, 2001). For example, Shields et al. (2007) found that youths‟ poor sport 

behaviors were predicted by players‟ perceptions of team, coach, and parent norms. Thus, 

athletes‟ perceptions of coaching behaviors in combination with team norms as indicated 

by the moral atmosphere may help account for more variance in athletes‟ moral conduct.  

Finally, moral disengagement occurs when individuals disconnect psychologically 

and emotionally from their moral standards and engage in immoral behaviors. Moral 

disengagement in sport has been linked to fewer prosocial and more antisocial sport 

behaviors (e.g., Boardley & Kavussanu, 2008, 2009). It is possible that moral 

disengagement is a mediator in the relationship between coaching behaviors and 

sportsmanship outcomes. That is, coaches‟ behaviors can influence athletes‟ level of 

moral disengagement, which in turn influences the frequency of athletes‟ sportsmanlike 

or unsportsmanlike behavior. Future research examining constructs such as the moral 

atmosphere and moral disengagement in conjunction with coaching behaviors might 
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provide a more comprehensive explanation for how youth think and act when faced with 

moral dilemmas in sport.  

  

Conclusion 

 

Educators, researchers, and parents have long been interested in understanding 

how youth develop and display character within sport contexts. Coaches, by virtue of the 

amount of time spent with young athletes and their credibility as sources of information, 

have an opportunity to contribute to character development. The present studies 

confirmed that coaches are important for promoting athletes‟ character-related outcomes. 

Consistent with moral development theories, four coaching behaviors―modeling good 

sportsmanship, reinforcing good sportsmanship, teaching good sportsmanship, and 

prioritizing winning over good sportsmanship―were related to athletes‟ prosocial and 

antisocial behaviors. That is, coaches who act like good sports, reinforce sportsmanlike 

behaviors, teach athletes how to show good sportsmanship, and avoid emphasizing 

winning over being a good sport were related to how athletes behave toward teammates 

and opponents. These findings mean that coaches are important sources of social 

influence for encouraging good sportsmanship among their athletes and thereby helping 

youth achieve positive developmental outcomes often highlighted as long-term benefits 

of sport participation. 
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Coaching Behaviors Related to Moral Development: 

Initial Item Pool 

 

Instruction (16) 

 

Positive 

Teaches me to follow the rules of the game 

Shows me to how to play by the rules 

Teaches me to shake hands with my opponent  

Teaches me to be nice to my opponent by shaking their hand 

Teaches me to care about my opponent‟s feelings 

Teaches me to respect my opponent by following the rules 

Shows me ways to play without injuring anybody  

Shows me how to respect my opponent by following the rules 

 

Negative 

Shows me ways to get around the rules  

Teaches me when to break the rules 

Teaches me that it‟s okay to break the rules 

Teaches me how to injure my opponent 

Shows me how to break the rules without getting caught 

Shows me ways to hurt my opponent without getting caught 

Instructs me on how to break the rules 

Instructs me on how to bend the rules for an advantage  

 

 

Modeling (15) 

 

Positive 

Shows respect to the referee by not raising his voice 

Helps the referee by being honest  

Shows respect to the referee by being honest 

Is always honest with the rules 

Always follows the rules of the game 

Talks to the officials respectfully 

Does not argue with the officials over a bad call 

 

Negative 

Argues with the referee 

Breaks the rules 

Bends the rules for an advantage whenever possible 

Makes fun of the referee and the other coach 

Makes jokes about players on the other team 

Yells at the referee during games  

Fights with the other coach during games 

Cheers when the other team plays poorly 
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Encouragement/Reinforcement (25) 

 

Positive 

Encourages me to play by the rules 

Encourages me to make fun of the other team 

Discourages me from breaking the rules 

Praises me when I tell the truth  

Cheers for me when I am friendly to my opponent 

Smiles when I am honest with the rules 

Congratulates me when I follow the rules  

Punishes me when I yell at the referee 

Is pleased when I am honest with the referee 

Praises me when I help another player out 

Encourages me to consider my opponent‟s feelings 

Is pleased when I shake my opponent‟s hand 

Encourages me to start fights with the opposing team 

Smiles when I tease the other team to get them mad 

 

Negative 

Encourages me to injure my opponent 

Praises me when I cheat without getting caught 

Congratulates me when I break the rules without getting caught 

Congratulates me when I injure my opponent 

Rewards me when I hurt my opponent 

Laughs when I make fun of the other team 

Approves of me when I ague with the referee 

Supports me when I argue with the referee 

Supports me when I ignore the rules 

Encourages me to focus only on our team while playing 

Is pleased when I am aggressive toward my opponent 

 

 

 

 

Pressure (22) 

 

Positive 

Asks me to play by the rules 

Asks me to help out my teammates 

Puts pressure on me to be a good role model and follow the rules 

Tells me to follow the rules 

Tells me to help my opponent when they fall down 

Tells me to shake my opponent‟s hand when possible 

Tells me to be friendly to my opponent when I can 

Tells me to care about my opponent‟s feelings 

Tells me to think about how the other team might be feeling 
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Negative 

Asks me to break the rules 

Asks me to injure another player 

Asks me to lie to the referee 

Puts pressure on me to break the rules 

Puts pressure on me to injure my opponent 

Puts pressure on me to make fun of my teammates 

Tells me to cheat 

Tells me to break the rules 

Tells me to make fun of the referee 

Tells me to fake an injury even when I am not hurt 

Tells me it‟s okay to break the rules 

Tells me to tease my opponent because it‟s funny 

Tells me to cheat whenever possible 

 

 

Motivational Climate (15) 

 

Requires us to work as a team to be successful 

Focuses on us helping each other 

Makes us aware that we have to work as a team to be successful 

Gives rewards to me when I help out my teammates 

Gives rewards to me when I work with my teammates 

Sets our goals as a team 

Sets only team goals 

Makes sure we work together to be successful 

Makes us work in groups to achieve goals 

Encourages us to cooperate together to achieve our goals 

Rewards us when we work in groups 

Praises when we work together 

Tells us we‟re successful when the whole team contributes 

Tells us the only way to be successful is through teamwork 

Organizes practice to make sure that we work together 

 

 

Dilemma, Dialogue, and Balance (22) 

 

Stops practice to discuss cheating 

Makes time for discussion about breaking the rules 

Takes time to talk about honesty 

Takes time to discuss playing by the rules 

Sets time aside to discuss respect and responsibility 

Sets times aside to talk with us about sportsmanship 

Talks about playing fair 

Talks about how to cheat 

Leads discussions on ways to break the rules 
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Leads discussions on how we can follow the rules 

Asks for our opinion on ways to be a good sport 

Asks for our opinion about doing the right thing 

Discusses sportsmanship with us 

Talks about being honest with the referee 

Makes sure we all understand how to be a good sport 

Leads a discussion about how we can help each other 

Incorporates each person‟s ideas about sportsmanship 

Discusses until we all agree on a playing strategy 

Addresses conflicts with the entire group 

Discusses the negative consequences of injuring an opponent 

Solves fights between teammates by talking about them  

Resolves arguments by talking with us about the right thing to do 
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Experiences in Sport 

Focus Group Moderator’s Guide 

Welcome 

 Welcome, and thank you for coming to the interview. My name is Nicole and I 

am a graduate student at the University of Minnesota where I study the benefits of sports 

and physical activities for kids and teenagers such as learning skills, developing 

friendships, and having fun. You are here today because you are 14-18 years old and 

have participated on a sports team for at least one season.  

Purpose 

 We‟re doing a project to study teenagers‟ thoughts and opinions about what your 

coach does or says to teach you sportsmanship and develop character. This is about 

giving your opinions so there are no right or wrong answers; I just want to hear what you 

think or feel about the questions I ask.  

 Throughout our discussion, you may agree or disagree with what other people 

might say; that‟s okay. I am interested in hearing what each of you have to say. I want 

you to know that anything you tell me is confidential, meaning that no one else except us 

will hear your answers. I also kindly ask that you don‟t share what was discussed within 

our group today with anybody.  

 I will be taping your responses so I can pay attention to hearing your answers and 

don‟t have to write everything down. Remember that your name will not be used at any 

time, so please feel comfortable to say whatever you want. 

 Your parents have said it‟s okay for you to take part in this interview but I want to 

ask for your permission as well. I am going to pass out a permission slip for you to sign. 
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There are three key points to this permission slip I want to point out: (1) the purpose is to 

understand your thoughts and feelings about how your coaches develop character, (2) we 

will spend about 60 minutes completing the interview, and (3) finally your responses will 

remain confidential, meaning nobody else except my advisor and I will see your answers, 

not your parents, coaches, or anybody else. So please be honest with your answers. 

Warm-Up Questions 

 Let‟s start by introducing ourselves. Tell me your name and what sport or sports 

you currently play or have played in the past. I will start. My name is Nicole and I played 

basketball and golf in high school and went on to play golf in college. Who would like to 

go next? I am going to start by asking you some general questions about your sport 

participation.  

 1. What do you like about participating in sports? 

  Probe: What are some of your favorite things about being on your team? 

Main Questions 

Part I: Defining Sportsmanship 

 Now we‟re going to talk about sportsmanship. People often talk about 

sportsmanship and doing the right thing in sports. The questions I am going to ask you 

now have to do with your thoughts about sportsmanship and fair play. 

 2. What does it mean to be a good sport? 

  Probe: What does it mean to your teammates to be a good sport? 

Probe: Describe a time when you or someone on your team was a good 

sport.  
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  Probe: Can you think of any other times where you‟ve seen people do the  

   right thing in sport?  

 3. What does it mean to be a poor sport? 

  Probe: Can you think of an example of someone being a bad sport? 

  Probe: What things have you seen other players do that you would say is  

   unsportsmanlike? 

Part II: Coaching Behaviors 

 So far we‟ve talked about what it means to be a good sport and also what it means 

to be a poor sport. Now I am now going to ask you some questions about your coaches‟ 

behaviors related to promoting good sportsmanship or poor sportsmanship. Specifically, I 

am going to ask you questions about what your coach says or does to teach you about 

sportsmanship. I want each of you to think about your experiences with your coaches 

Many of you have had more than one coach and play different sports. That is okay; I 

want to hear about your sport experiences with all your coaches and other coaches from 

other teams that you have seen. If anything I ask isn‟t clear, please ask me to repeat or 

rephrase the question.  

 4. How does your coach teach good sportsmanship? 

  Probe: How does your coach teach you to be a good sport? 

  Probe: What have you learned from your coach about being a good sport? 

Probe: Can you think of a specific example of when your coach 

demonstrated how to be a good sport? 

Probe: Has your coach taught you or your teammates how to be a bad 

sport? If so, what did they teach you? 
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Probe: Have you learned anything from your coach about being a bad 

sport? Like what? 

Probe: Describe a time when your coach showed you something you 

thought was unsportsmanlike. 

  Probe: Do you know how others coaches teach sportsmanship? 

 5. What does your coach do that shows he/she is being a good sport? 

  Probe: How does your coach act when he/she is a good sport? 

  Probe: Does your coach act like a good sport? 

Probe: Give an example of a time when you saw your coach acting like a 

good sport.  

  Probe: Do you think your coach is a good role model? Give an example.  

  Probe: Does your coach ever act like a bad sport? How so? 

Probe: Have you ever seen your coach do something unsportsmanlike? 

Explain.    

Probe: Have you seen other coaches who act like good role models? 

Elaborate. 

  Probe: What other coaches have you seen acting like a bad sport? Give an  

  example. 

6. Does your coach ever ask you to do things that are unsportsmanlike? Can you 

think of a specific example? 

  Probe: Has your coach ever pressured you to be a bad sport? How so? 

  Probe: Has your coach ever forced you to do something you thought was  

   unsportsmanlike? Please share an example.  
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Probe:  Do you feel like your coach ever makes you be a bad sport? 

When? 

 7. What does your coach say or do to reinforce being a good sport? 

  Probe: How does your coach show approval for good sportsmanship? 

  Probe: How does your coach encourage good sportsmanship? 

Probe: Does your coach praise when team members are a good sport? 

How? 

Probe: How does your coach show that he/she is pleased with good 

sportsmanship behaviors?   

  Probe: How does your coach react when a player acts like a bad sport? 

  Probe: Does your coach ever punish unsportsmanlike behavior? Explain. 

 8. Does your coach talk with the team about being a good sport?  

Probe: Does your coach take time in or out of practice to discuss what it 

means to be a good sport? Describe.  

Probe: Can you think of a particular conversation where the coach 

discussed sportsmanship with the team?  

  Probe: How does your coach handle personal conflict on your team? 

Probe: Does your coach help resolve conflicts on your team? Can you 

think of an example?  

Wrap-Up Questions 

 Okay, I just want to ask you a few more questions and then summarize a few of 

the key points I heard from you today.  
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9. What is one of the most important things that your coach has taught you about 

being a good sport? 

  Probe: Why? 

 10. If you were the coach, what would you want to teach your players about  

 sportsmanship? 

  Probe: Why? 

 At this point, let me summarize a few key points that were raised today. One main 

idea was []. A second key point was []. Finally, []. Do these points capture some of the 

main things said today? 

11. Is there anything else about what your coach says or does to teach 

sportsmanship that you would like to share? 

 12. Do you have any questions you would like to ask me? 

 

Conclusion 

 Thank you very much for your participation. Your responses will help me better 

understand the sport experiences of other teenagers like you. Remember that we will use 

the audiotape to remind us what you said. However, none of your names will be used in 

our reports and the tape will be erased once we finish our report. We kindly ask that you 

don‟t share what was discussed within our group today with anybody. This shows respect 

by keeping our comments private.  

 

 Thanks again! I appreciate your time and effort.  
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Study 1 and Study 2: Human Subjects Protocol  
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CONSENT FORM (GROUP INTERVIEW) 

Experiences in Sport 

 

Your child is invited to be in a research study about their experiences in sport. Your child 

was selected as a possible participant because he or she is between the ages of 14 and 18 

and has participated on a sport team for at least one season. We ask that you read this 

form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing for your child to be in the 

study. This study is being conducted by researchers in the School of Kinesiology at the 

University of Minnesota.  

 

Background Information 

The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of how coaches build character 

through sport. Although parents and educators have long regarded sport participation as a 

means of building character, little is known about how coaches go about structuring 

practices and acting in ways to maximize sportsmanship. This study will help fill the gap 

in understanding how coaches contribute to athletes‟ character.  

 

Procedures: 

If you agree for your child to be in this study, we will ask that your child does the 

following: participate in a group interview with other athletes and answer questions about 

their experiences with their coach. The interview should take about 60 minutes to 

complete.  

 

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 

The study has some minimal risks. Your child may feel uncomfortable sharing 

information about their coach‟s behavior. We will reinforce that the information shared 

will be confidential – that coaches and others will not have access to their responses. 

While there are no direct benefits to participation, the research should help educators 

better understand coaches‟ behavior and improving sport experiences for all youth.  

 

Compensation: 

Your child will receive no compensation for being in this study.  

 

Confidentiality: 

All participants in group interviews will be asked to keep what has been said secret. 

However, we cannot guarantee that members of the group will keep discussions private. 

The records of this study will be kept private. In any report we might publish, we will not 

include any information that will make it possible to identify a participant. Research 

records will be stored securely and only researchers will have access to the records. Your 

child will be audiotaped during the interview. After the study is concluded, the tape will 

be destroyed. 
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Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to allow your child 

to participate will not affect you or your child‟s current or future relations with the 

University of Minnesota or with your child‟s team. If you decide to allow your child to 

participate, your child is free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without 

affecting those relationships.  

 

Contacts and Questions: 

The researchers conducting this study are Nicole Bolter and Dr. Maureen Weiss. You 

may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to 

contact them at the Department of Kinesiology, University of Minnesota, (612) 624-

2887, bolt0072@umn.edu or Dr. Weiss at (612) 625-4155, mrweiss@umn.edu. If you 

have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the Research Subjects‟ 

Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, Minnesota 

55455; (612) 625-1650. 

 

 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

 

Statement of Consent: 

 

I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I 

consent for my child to participate in the study. 

 

 

Your child‟s name:        

 

Signature of parent or guardian:___________________________ Date: _________ 

 

Signature of Investigator:________________________________ Date: _________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bolt0072@umn.edu
mailto:mrweiss@umn.edu
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CONSENT FORM (QUESTIONNAIRE) 

Experiences in Sport 

 

Your child is invited to be in a research study about their experiences in sport. Your child 

was selected as a possible participant because he or she is between the ages of 14 and 18 

and has participated on a sport team for at least one season. We ask that you read this 

form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing for your child to be in the 

study. This study is being conducted by researchers in the School of Kinesiology at the 

University of Minnesota.  

 

Background Information 

The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of how coaches build character 

through sport. Although parents and educators have long regarded sport participation as a 

means of building character, little is known about how coaches go about structuring 

practices and acting in ways to maximize sportsmanship. This study will help fill the gap 

in understanding how coaches contribute to athletes‟ character.  

 

Procedures: 

If you agree for your child to be in this study, we will ask that your child does the 

following: complete a questionnaire about their experiences with their coach and a 

questionnaire about their attitudes toward sportsmanship. Both questionnaires should take 

about 30 minutes to complete.  

 

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 

The study has some minimal risks. Your child may feel uncomfortable sharing 

information about their coach‟s behavior. We will reinforce that the information shared 

will be confidential – that coaches and other will not have access to their responses. 

While there are no direct benefits to participation, the research should help educators 

better understand coaches‟ behavior and improving sport experiences for all youth.  

 

Compensation: 

Your child will receive no compensation for being in this study.  

 

Confidentiality: 

The records of this study will be kept private. In any report we might publish, we will not 

include any information that will make it possible to identify a participant. Research 

records will be stored securely and only researchers will have access to the records.  

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to allow your child 

to participate will not affect you or your child‟s current or future relations with the 

University of Minnesota or with your child‟s team. If you decide to allow your child to 

participate, your child is free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without 

affecting those relationships.  
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Contacts and Questions: 

The researchers conducting this study are Nicole Bolter and Dr. Maureen Weiss. You 

may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to 

contact them at the Department of Kinesiology, University of Minnesota, (612) 624-

2887, bolt0072@umn.edu or Dr. Weiss at (612) 625-4155, mrweiss@umn.edu. If you 

have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the Research Subjects‟ 

Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, Minnesota 

55455; (612) 625-1650. 

 

 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

 

Statement of Consent: 

 

I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I 

consent for my child to participate in the study. 

 

 

Your child‟s name:        

 

Signature of parent or guardian:___________________________ Date: ____________ 

 

Signature of Investigator:________________________________ Date: ____________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bolt0072@umn.edu
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Experiences in Sport 

Assent Form (Group Interview) 

 

We are asking if you are willing to participate in this study because we are trying to learn 

about teenagers‟ experiences in sport and with their coaches. We are interested in your 

thoughts and opinions about how your coaches might teach you about sportsmanship and 

fair play. We hope to gain a better understanding of how coaches might build character to 

help us know how to create positive sport experiences for teenagers.  

 

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to participate in a group interview with 

other teenagers your age. You will be asked to share what you think and feel about your 

experiences with your coach. The interview should take about 60 minutes to complete.  

 

If you change your mind during the study and do not want to continue, you can stop at 

any time. Being in this study is totally up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you 

don‟t want to do it.  

 

We kindly ask that you don‟t share what will be discussed within our group today with 

anybody. However, we cannot guarantee that your answers will be kept private by other 

members of the group.  

 

You can ask any questions that you may have about this study. If you have a question 

later that you didn‟t think of now, you can ask us next time.  

 

Signing here means that you have read this paper and that you are willing to be in this 

study. If you don‟t want to be in this study, don‟t sign. Remember, being in this study is 

up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you don‟t sign or even if you change your 

mind later.  

 

 

Signature of participant          Date:    

 

 

Signature of person           Date:    

  explaining study             
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Experiences in Sport 

Assent Form (Questionnaire) 

 

We are asking if you are willing to participate in this study because we are trying to learn 

about teenagers‟ experiences in sport and with their coaches. We are interested in your 

thoughts and opinions about how your coaches might teach you about sportsmanship and 

fair play. We hope to gain a better understanding of how coaches might build character to 

help us know how to create positive sport experiences for teenagers.  

 

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to fill out a survey. You will answer 

questions about your coach‟s behavior. The survey should take about 30 minutes to 

complete.  

 

If you change your mind during the study and do not want to continue, you can stop at 

any time. Being in this study is totally up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you 

don‟t want to do it.  

 

You can ask any questions that you may have about this study. If you have a question 

later that you didn‟t think of now, you can ask us next time.  

 

Signing here means that you have read this paper and that you are willing to be in this 

study. If you don‟t want to be in this study, don‟t sign. Remember, being in this study is 

up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you don‟t sign or even if you change your 

mind later.  

 

 

Signature of Participant             Date:   

 

 

Signature of person              Date:   

  explaining study             
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Appendix D 

 

Study 1 and Study 2: Coach and Parent Letters 
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Phone Scripts for Coaches 

 

[If answers the phone] 

Hi. My name is Nicole Bolter and I am a doctoral student at the University of Minnesota 

working with my advisor, Dr. Maureen Weiss. We study the benefits of sports and 

physical activities for kids and teenagers such as learning life skills, developing 

friendships, and having fun. I am calling you because I want to invite teenagers in your 

school district to participate in our study. I got your contact information from [name 

source] and I wanted to share with you the purpose of our study and a description of what 

participants will do. Do you have a moment to talk?  

 

[If no] That‟s okay. Is it possible for us to set up another time to talk? Meanwhile, I can 

send you an email with details about our study that you can read at your convenience. 

What is your email? I look forward to talking with you then! 

 

[If yes] Great!  

 The purpose of our study is to better understand how coaches may contribute to 

athletes‟ character development. Coaches play a crucial role in building character among 

athletes, yet we have little understanding of what coaches exactly do and say to develop 

athletes‟ character. Information about coaches‟ behavior related to character development 

will help us understand this phenomenon and suggest ways to create positive experiences 

for all youth.  

 We would like to conduct focus groups interviews consisting of about 6-8 student 

athletes in each group. We are looking for teenagers between ages 14 and 18 who have 

participated on an organized sport team for at least one year. Participants will be asked 

questions about what coaches do or say to teach sportsmanship and build character. The 

interview will take place in a location away from coaches and other adults to ensure 

confidentiality and the interview will last about 60 minutes.  

 Do you think that parents and youth in your district would be interested in 

participating in our study? I would like to meet with you in person and discuss our study 

in further detail. Is there a day and time that you might be available to meet with me? 

Great! Meanwhile, I will send you an email with the details of the study we talked about 

today. Otherwise, I look forward to seeing you then!   

 

[If need to leave a message] 

Hi. My name is Nicole Bolter and I am a doctoral student at the University of Minnesota 

working with my advisor, Dr. Maureen Weiss. We study the benefits of sports and 

physical activities for kids and teenagers such as learning life skills, developing 

friendships, and having fun. I am calling you because I want to invite teenagers in your 

school district to participate in our study. I got your contact information from my cousin, 

Mark Vogel. Would you please return my call so we can discuss the purpose of our study 

and a description of what participants will do? Thank you, my name again is Nicole and 

my phone number is (415) 297-0296. Thanks! 
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Email Scripts for Coaches 

 

Dear [name of athletic director or coach], 

 My name is Nicole Bolter and I am a doctoral student at the University of 

Minnesota working with my advisor, Dr. Maureen Weiss. We study the benefits of sports 

and physical activities for kids and teenagers such as learning skills, developing 

friendships, and having fun. I left a message on your phone the other day and thought I 

would follow up with an email. I am calling you because I want to invite teenagers in 

your school district to participate in our study. I got your contact information from [name 

source].  

 The purpose of our study is to better understand how coaches may contribute to 

athletes‟ character development. Coaches play a crucial role in building character among 

athletes, yet we have little understanding of what coaches exactly do and say to develop 

athletes‟ character. Information about coaches‟ behavior related to character development 

will fill a gap in our knowledge base and provide ways to create positive experiences for 

all youth.  

 We would like to conduct focus group interviews consisting of about 6-8 student 

athletes in each group. We are looking for teenagers between ages 14 and 18 who have 

participated on an organized sport team for at least one year. Participants will be asked 

questions about what coaches do or say to teach sportsmanship and build character. The 

interview will take place in a location away from coaches and other adults to ensure 

confidentiality and the interview will last about 60 minutes.  

 Do you think that parents and youth in your district would be interested in 

participating in our study? If so, I would like to talk to you on the phone to discuss the 

details of our study further. Feel free to contact me by either phone at (415) 297-0296 or 

email at bolt0072@umn.edu. I look forward to hearing from you! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bolt0072@umn.edu
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Letters to Parents 

 

Dear Parents, 

 My name is Nicole Bolter and I am a doctoral student at the University of 

Minnesota working with my advisor, Dr. Maureen Weiss. We study the benefits of sports 

and physical activities for kids and teenagers such as learning skills, developing 

friendships, and having fun. I am writing you to invite your child to participate in our 

research study. The following paragraphs include the purpose of our study, a description 

of what your child will be asked to do, and information on how to sign up.  

 The purpose of our study is to better understand how coaches may contribute to 

athletes‟ character development. Coaches have long been considered to play a crucial role 

in building character among athletes, yet we have little understanding of what coaches 

exactly do and say to develop athletes‟ character. Information about coaches‟ behavior 

related to character development will fill a gap in our knowledge base and provide ways 

to create positive experiences for all youth.  

 I am contacting you because your son or daughter is between the ages of 14 and 

17 and has participated on an organized sport team for at least one season. As part of our 

study, your child will participate in a group interview with six to seven other athletes of 

similar age and gender. Your child will answer questions about what coaches do or say to 

teach sportsmanship and build character. The interview will take place in a quiet area 

away from coaches and other adults and last approximately 60 minutes.  

 Attached to this letter is a parental consent form. If you would like for your child 

to participate, please sign and date the form. Please include the most convenient way to 

contact you (e.g., email address, phone number) so we can schedule a time for your child 

to participate. If you have any questions regarding our study, please contact me via email 

at bolt0072@umn.edu or by phone at (415) 297-0296. Alternatively, you can contact my 

academic advisor and co-investigator, Dr. Maureen Weiss, by email at 

mrweiss@umn.edu or by phone at (612) 625-4155.  

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Nicole Bolter 

Doctoral Candidate  

School of Kinesiology  

University of Minnesota 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bolt0072@umn.edu
mailto:mrweiss@umn.edu
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Appendix E 

 

Study 1, Phase 3: Materials Sent to Expert Panel 
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EXPERT PANEL INSTRUCTIONS 

 

 On the following pages, we include (a) general instructions to youth who would 

participate in the study, (b) response format for questions, and (c) name of coaching 

mechanism, a definition, and a pool of items we developed. For each set of items, we ask 

you to respond to three questions: 

 

1. Do you believe any items are unclear or ambiguous for 14-18 year-old youth? If 

so, please highlight the item in RED like this. 

2. Are any items inconsistent with the definition of the coaching behavior? If so, 

please highlight the item in BLUE like this. (unless you already highlighted it 

red!) 

3. Of all the items listed, please identify as many that you feel best represents the 

coaching behavior according to the definition. Please highlight these items in 

YELLOW like this.  

 

Please print this page of instructions to guide you through the remainder of the 

document. When you complete the highlighting process, please send your document 

electronically to Nicole Bolter, bolt0072@umn.edu, by Friday, September 4
th

.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to help us out. If you have any additional comments or 

insights, we would love hearing them. Thanks again! 

 

Nicole Bolter and Maureen Weiss 

University of Minnesota 

mailto:bolt0072@umn.edu


239 
 

 
 

 YOUR COACH 

 

Instructions: The following items have to do with what your coach says or does to teach 

you about sportsmanship. We are interested in the behaviors of your current or most 

recent coach, and not other coaches. Try your best to remember how much you agree 

with each statement in relation to your current or most recent coach. Please circle 1 of the 

5 responses that describes how much you agree with each statement. Every person‟s 

experiences are different so there are no correct or incorrect answers. Your answers will 

be kept confidential so please answer as honestly as possible. 

 

 

Proposed stem for items:  

My coach …  

 

Response format: 

 
Strongly  Disagree  Neither agree   Agree   Strongly  

disagree    or disagree       agree 

 

 

 

CATEGORIES OF COACHING BEHAVIORS AND POOL OF ITEMS  

 

1.    SETS EXPECTATIONS 

 

Definition: Coaches establish expectations for good sportsmanship at the beginning of 

the season or from year-to-year.  

 

Pool of Items 

 

1. Expects players to be good people 

2. Tells players to represent the team as good sports  

3. Expects players to act professionally at all times 

4. Sets an expectation for players to be good sports on and off the field 

5. Sets an expectation that every player acts like a good sport  

6. Expects players to not act like poor sports  
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7. Establishes an expectation that players act like good sports at all times 

8. Creates an expectation that every player will be a good sport 

9. Expects players to always show good sportsmanship 

10. Expects players to be respectful everywhere they go 

 

2.    PROVIDES CONSEQUENCES FOR SPORTSMANSHIP 

 

Definition: Coaches respond to players‟ sportsmanlike or unsportsmanlike behaviors. 

Includes punishment for poor sportsmanship (e.g., talking to or yelling at players) and 

reinforcement for good sportsmanship (e.g., verbal praise, tangible rewards).  

 

Pool of Items 

 

Punishment for poor sportsmanship 

 

1. Punishes poor sportsmanship by making players run at practice 

2. Punishes bad sportsmanship by making players sit out of the next game 

3. Punishes players if they break team rules  

4. Disciplines players who act like bad sports during games or at practice 

5. Yells at players for bad sportsmanship 

6. Yells at a player who is being disrespectful to others 

7. Talks to players after displays of poor sportsmanship 

8. Talk to a player if they are acting like a poor sport 

9. Shows disappointment when players act like bad sports  

10. Reprimands players who are disrespectful  

11. Penalizes players when they are overly aggressive toward others 

12. Disciplines players after they act like a bad sport 
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Reinforcement for good sportsmanship  

 

1. Praises good sportsmanship such as by saying “good job” 

2. Says “good job” to players who show good sportsmanship 

3. Encourages players to abide by the rules 

4. Congratulates players when they demonstrate good sportsmanship 

5. Encourages players to be good sports  

6. Rewards good sportsmanship by giving players a treat 

7. Is pleased when players act like good sports 

8. Gives players a pat on the back or high five when they show good sportsmanship 

9. Says “good job” when players do not fight back during a game 

10. Shows approval when players act like good sports 

 

 

 

3.    LEADS DISCUSSIONS OF SPORTSMANSHIP 

 

Definition: Coaches have specific conversations about sportsmanship, hold team 

meetings to discuss the meaning of sportsmanship, and organize team bonding activities.  

 

Pool of Items 

 

1. Discusses the meaning of sportsmanship at team meetings 

2. Gives lessons specifically focused on sportsmanship  

3. Holds meetings to discuss the meaning of sportsmanship 

4. Plans time to talk about what it means to be a good sport 

5. Takes time out of practice to discuss being a good sport 

6. Calls a meeting to talk about when a player has broken a team rule  

7. Calls a team meeting to talk if someone has been a bad sport 
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8. Sets aside time to specifically talk with players about sportsmanship 

9. Asks for players‟ input on defining sportsmanship 

10. Leads discussions with players on how to be a good sport 

11. Addresses sportsmanship in a team meeting  

12. Plans meetings after practice to discuss players‟ unsportsmanlike behaviors 

 

4.    EXPLICITLY INSTRUCTS PLAYERS ABOUT SPORTSMANSHIP  

 

Definition: Coaches deliberately teach players about sportsmanship. Directives include 

telling players to play fair, stay calm, and try hard, or conversely push the boundaries of 

the rules or retaliate toward an opponent.  

 

Pool of Items 

 

Instructions for good sportsmanship 

 

1. Tells players to manage emotions and stay calm during games  

2. Tells players not to react to other team‟s poor sportsmanship 

3. Tells players to ignore other teams‟ bad behavior 

4. Tells players to focus on playing the game when other teams act like poor sports 

5. Directs players to treat the other team with respect 

6. Tells players to try hard and give full effort no matter what the score of the game 

7. Tells players to accept failure when things don‟t go your way 

8. Directs players to keep playing after the referee makes a poor call 

9. Tells players to make good decisions about sportsmanship on their own  

 

Instructions for poor sportsmanship 

 

1. Advises players to bend the rules to their advantage during a game  

2. Tells players to take advantage of the rules without getting caught 
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3. Tells players to not socialize with the other team during competition 

4. Lets players know it‟s okay to get even with your opponent 

5. Encourages players to take revenge on an opponent 

6. Instructs players not to be friendly with the other team 

7. Instructs players to retaliate against the other team  

8. Tells players it‟s okay to break the rules if the other team does it 

 

5.    MODELS SPORTSMANLIKE OR UNSPORTSMANLIKE BEHAVIORS 

 

Definition: Coaches demonstrating good or bad sport behaviors. Good sport behaviors 

include controlling emotions, being respectful to others, and having a positive attitude. 

Poor sport behaviors include yelling or swearing, throwing temper tantrums, and bad 

mouthing other teams.  

  

Pool of Items 

 

Negative role modeling 

 

1. Says mean things about the other team 

2. Doesn‟t act nice to the other coaches, players, or referees 

3. Bad mouths the other team 

4. Becomes really intense during a game  

5. Swears during games  

6. Displays temper tantrums when things don‟t go our way during games 

7. Has a temper tantrum during a game  

8. Throws things when upset about the game 

9. Yells or swears at the referees 

10. Argues with the referees or coaches 
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11. Gets into a fight with referees or coaches 

 

Positive role modeling 

 

1. Is friendly to the other team no matter if we win or lose 

2. Congratulates the other team on a good performance even if we lose 

3. Socializes with coaches from other teams 

4. Is respectful to the referees by not yelling at them 

5. Does not get over-excited during games  

6. Stays calm and level-headed during frustrating situations in games 

7. Does not run up the score against other teams 

8. Talks to the referee with respect 

9. Is honest with the rules of the game 

6.    PRIORITIZES WINNING 

 

Definition: Coaches place highest importance on winning. Includes prioritizing skill over 

sportsmanship, stressing the importance of winning regardless of the quality of 

performance, and playing favorites. [Note: Focus group responses were similar to what 

we often conceive as a performance or ego-involving climate. Specifically youth felt that 

coaches‟ emphasis on winning often pressured them to behave in an unsportsmanlike 

manner] 

 

Pool of Items 

 

1. Makes winning the number one priority 

2. Plays favorites by treating some players better than others 

3. Gives special treatment to players who are better athletes 

4. Encourages players to break the rules if it will help the team to win 

5. Doesn‟t care about sportsmanship when the game is on the line 



245 
 

 
 

6. Encourages athletes to do anything they can do to win  

7. Gets mad at players whenever they lose a game 

8. Punishes players when they lose a game 

9. Makes it clear that winning is the most important part of the game  

10. Talks to players about winning more than about being a good sport 

 

7.    FOCUSES ON IMPROVEMENT 

 

Definition: Emphasis on individual skill improvement. Includes pushing players to get 

better, providing tough encouragement, and giving rewards for good performance. [Note: 

Focus group responses were reminiscent of a mastery or task-involving motivational 

climate. I did not expect this theme given that coaches‟ emphasis on effort and personal 

improvement is usually related to skill development and not sportsmanship. However, 

players whose coaches emphasized trying hard and doing your best were more likely to 

say that they viewed sport competitions as opportunities to get better, and not an 

opportunity to cheat or play unfairly.]  

 

Pool of Items 

 

1. Uses every opportunity to work on improving our skills 

2. Focuses on improving our skills even when our team is losing a game 

3. Focuses on improving our skills regardless if we win or lose 

4. Tells players “good job” when they perform well  

5. Praises players who give a good performance 

6. Constantly pushes players to improve their skills as athletes  

7. Encourages players to get better by being tough on them 

8. Push players to get better at playing their sport  

9. Disapproves of players who do not try hard 
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10. Gets mad at players when they don‟t try hard 

 

8.    PROVIDES SUPPORT 

 

Definition: Coach engages in supportive and encouraging behaviors. Supportive 

behaviors include being fully committed to developing players, genuinely interested in 

players‟ development as people and not only athletes, and treating players like family.  

 

Pool of Items 

 

1. Is committed to being a good coach for his/her players 

2. Pays attention to each player‟s needs  

3. Genuinely cares about each player‟s well-being 

4. Cares about players on and off the field 

5. Is available to talk to players about problems on and off the field 

6. Listens to players talk about their problems outside of sport 

7. Supports players by listening to them  

8. Builds relationships with players that show they really care 

9. Treats players like part of their family 

10. Is interested in each player‟s development as an athlete and as a person 

 

9.    DISRESPECTS PLAYERS 

 

Definition: Coach engages in unsupportive and criticizing behaviors. These behaviors 

include harping on players‟ mistakes, publically criticizing players‟ performance, being 

uninterested in players‟ development beyond sport, and acting generally apathetic about 

coaching. 

 

POOL OF ITEMS 

 

1. Criticizes players for making mistakes 
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2. Embarrasses players by yelling at them in front of others 

3. Points out players‟ mistakes again and again 

4. Criticizes players repeatedly for the same mistake 

5. Disrespects players by criticizing their mistakes in front of others 

6. Makes fun of players in front of everyone for their mistakes 

7. Embarrasses players by pointing out mistakes in front of everyone 

8. Yells at players in a discouraging way  

9. Disrespects players by pointing out performance mistakes in front of others 

10. Disrespects players by humiliating them in front of others. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME, ENERGY, AND EFFORT! WE WOULD ENJOY 

HEARING ANY OTHER THOUGHTS OR SUGGESTIONS YOU MIGHT HAVE FOR 

OUR MEASURE. PLEASE WRITE GENERAL COMMENTS BELOW. THANK YOU 

AGAIN!! 
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Appendix F 

 

Study 1, Phase 4 and Study 2: Script for Survey 
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Survey Script 

Experiences in Sport Study 

 

 

 [Prior to the team‟s arrival, arrange the chairs and desks so that participants do not 

sit “too close” to each other. Participants should have enough room to 

comfortably complete the survey and not be tempted to talk or share answers. 

Place a survey and a pencil at each seat available for youth to sit.] 

 

 [As participants arrive] Hi! You can sit at any of the chairs where there is a survey 

and a pencil. Please do not open or start the survey yet. We are going to wait for 

everyone to arrive and get situated and then I have some instructions to go over 

with you before we start. Thanks. 

 

 Thanks for coming out to help us today. I‟m Nicole and this is [name of assistant]. 

We‟re from the University of Minnesota where we study the benefits of sports 

and physical activities for youth such as learning skills, developing friendships, 

and having fun.  

 

 We‟re doing a project to study how high school athletes think and feel about their 

experiences in sport. We‟re having over 500 high school athletes in the Twin 

Cities and surrounding areas help us by sharing their sport experiences with us by 

completing a survey. 

 

 You‟ll be completing a survey, which is about giving your opinions. This is not a 

test so remember that there are no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested 

in your thoughts and feelings and, because everyone is very different from one 

another, we expect and hope that we get a wide range of answers. So please be as 

honest with your responses as possible. 

 

 Okay, let‟s go ahead and start. Please turn to the first page in your survey. Even 

though your parents have granted permission for you to take the survey, we want 

to ask for your permission as well. Take a few moments to read the information 

on this page that tells you about the survey. [Pause for one minute to allow for 

time to read.]  

 

 I want to emphasize that your responses will remain confidential, meaning 

nobody else except my graduate advisor and I will see your answers, not your 

parents, coaches, or anybody else. So please be honest with your answers. If you 

are willing to complete the survey, please then sign and date at the bottom. The 

date is []. [Write the date on the whiteboard and display to participants.] 
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 Okay go ahead and turn to page 2. Please don‟t write anything yet but wait for my 

instructions. 

 

 Because the instructions to this part of the survey are so important, I‟m going to 

read through them so everyone is clear about how to respond. Please follow along 

and bear with me as I read through the instructions so you know how these 

questions work. [Read instructions verbatim and clearly.] 

 

 Okay, where it says, „Name of your current head coach,‟ I‟d like you to write in 

the name of your current head coach for the sport you are participating in. So for 

your team, your sport would be [name of sport] and your coach [name of coach]. 

Please write his or her first and last name. You will respond to the questions in 

relation to Coach [name of coach], and not any other coach you may have had. 

[Write the coach‟s name on the whiteboard and display to participants. Also, walk 

around and check each kid‟s coach name they‟ve written down.]  

 

 Once you‟re ready, you can go ahead at your own pace to answer the questions on 

the next few pages. If you have any questions, just raise your hand and one of us 

will come around to assist.  

 

 [Notice as first participants near the end of the first section] When you get to the 

end of the first section of the survey, you can keep going to the next one. Be sure 

to read the instructions carefully first and then respond to the items. 

 

 [Notice as the first participants get to the last page of the survey] When you have 

completed the entire survey, raise your hand and one of us will come by to collect 

your paper.  

 

 [When each participant finishes their survey] Okay, I am just going to quickly 

make sure that you did not accidentally skip over any items. [Go through the 

survey and look for potential issues related to: 

 

o All the athletes should have the same head coach‟s name down 

o Look for the following and ask athletes to complete/redo/explain:  

 items that have been skipped,  

 circles that are too light in color/illegible,  

 multiple circles for the same item, or  

 circles that fall “in-between” two responses. Ask participants to 

clarify how they had intended to respond. Encourage participants 

to change their response to reflect their intentions or honor 

participants‟ intentions if they justify their response.  

 When applicable, write down any information that could help 

clarify the participants‟ reasoning for any questions you asked 

them.  
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o Check the number of seasons in the sport; make sure that (a) numbers are 

legible (e.g., 6 vs. 9) and (b) look for numbers that are too high or low. 

Ask participants to clarify if necessary. For example, if the athlete is 16 

years old and they put down they‟ve played basketball for 14 years, ask 

them if they started playing on organized teams at age 2. They might say, 

for example, “I started shooting around with my dad at that age,” in which 

case you want to remind them we mean organized basketball, with 

coaches and scheduled practices/games. 

 

 [Once you‟ve reviewed the survey] Okay, your survey looks complete so you are 

all done. Thank you so much for participating in our study! We really appreciate 

it!! 
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Appendix G 

 

Study 1, Phase 4: Pilot Study Survey 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



253 
 

 
 

 
UNIVERSITY OF 

MINNESOTA 
                                   

                        

     
 

EXPERIENCES IN  
SPORT SURVEY 
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Experiences in Sport 

Assent Form (Questionnaire) 

 

We are asking if you are willing to participate in this study because we are trying to learn 

about teenagers‟ experiences in sport and with their coaches. We are interested in your 

thoughts and opinions about how your coaches might teach you about sportsmanship and 

fair play. We hope to gain a better understanding of how coaches might build character to 

help us know how to create positive sport experiences for teenagers.  

 

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to fill out a survey. You will answer 

questions about your coach‟s behavior. The survey should take about 30 minutes to 

complete.  

 

If you change your mind during the study and do not want to continue, you can stop at 

any time. Being in this study is totally up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you 

don‟t want to do it.  

 

You can ask any questions that you may have about this study. If you have a question 

later that you didn‟t think of now, you can ask us next time.  

 

Signing here means that you have read this paper and that you are willing to be in this 

study. If you don‟t want to be in this study, don‟t sign. Remember, being in this study is 

up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you don‟t sign or even if you change your 

mind later.  

 

 

Signature of Participant        Date:   

 

 

Signature of person         Date:   

  explaining study             
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Name of your current head coach        

 

 

1. My coach sets an expectation for athletes to represent our team as good sports.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

2. My coach punishes athletes who display poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

3. My coach discusses the importance of good sportsmanship with athletes.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

4. My coach shows by example how to be a poor sport.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

5. My coach instructs athletes how to show good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

6. My coach praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

7. My coach emphasizes winning over good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

8. My coach instructs athletes how to show poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

Instructions: As you probably know, coaches differ in how much they value sportsmanship 

and in how they teach their athletes to show sportsmanship. The following items have to do 

with what your coach says or does to teach you about sportsmanship. Good sportsmanship 

includes things like respecting the rules, officials, and opponents; encouraging others; and 

maintaining self-control. Poor sportsmanship includes disrespecting the rules, officials, and 

opponents; criticizing others; and losing self-control.  

 

For each item, please circle the statement that describes how frequently your coach engages 

in each behavior. Your answers will be kept confidential so please answer honestly. Think of 

your current head coach as you answer the items. Please write your coach’s name below to 

remind you to think of your head coach. 
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9. My coach is an example of a good sport.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

10. My coach creates an expectation for athletes to be good sports. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

11. My coach disciplines athletes who show poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

12. My coach talks with athletes about the importance of good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

13. My coach demonstrates poor sportsmanship.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

14. My coach instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike ways.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

15. My coach compliments athletes when they demonstrate good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

16. My coach prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

17. My coach instructs athletes how to be poor sports. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

18. My coach is a role model for good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

19. My coach sets an expectation that every athlete be a good sport.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

20. My coach punishes athletes for showing poor sportsmanship.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

21. My coach takes time to discuss how to be a good sport. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
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22. My coach is a model of poor sport behavior. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

23. My coach teaches athletes how to be good sports. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

24. My coach rewards athletes for showing good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

25. My coach focuses on winning more than on being a good sport. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

26. My coach teaches athletes to show poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

27. My coach shows good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

28. My coach sets an expectation that athletes be good sports.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

29. My coach punishes athletes who show poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

30. My coach talks with athletes about how to act like good sports.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

31. My coach shows poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

32. My coach teaches athletes to show good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

33. My coach praises athletes when they demonstrate good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

34. My coach emphasizes winning more than being a good sport. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
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35. My coach teaches athletes how to be poor sports. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

36. My coach is a model of good sport behavior. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

37. My coach creates an expectation that every athlete be a good sport. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

38. My coach punishes athletes when they act like poor sports. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

39. My coach discusses the importance of showing good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

40. My coach is a role model for poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

41. My coach teaches athletes to act in sportsmanlike ways. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

42. My coach rewards athletes when they show good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

43. My coach prioritizes winning over being a good sport. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

44. My coach instructs athletes to act in unsportsmanlike ways.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

45. My coach demonstrates good sportsmanship.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

46. My coach sets expectations that athletes show good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
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47. My coach disciplines athletes who behave in unsportsmanlike ways. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

48. My coach talks with athletes about how to be a good sport.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

49. My coach is an example of a poor sport. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

50. My coach instructs athletes how to be good sports.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

51. My coach praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

52. My coach focuses on winning more than good sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

53. My coach teaches athletes how to show poor sportsmanship. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

54. My coach shows by example how to be a good sport.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

55. My coach compliments athletes when they act like a good sport.  

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 
 

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE SURVEY ON THE NEXT PAGE.  

BE SURE TO READ THE INSTRUCTIONS FIRST. 
 



260 
 

 
 

Instructions: Below is a list of behaviors likely to occur during competitive matches/games. 

Please think about your experiences while playing your sport and circle the statement that 

indicates how frequently you engaged in these behaviors during this season. Please respond 

honestly. 

 
1. While playing for my team this season, I tried to injure an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

2. While playing for my team this season, I encouraged a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
3. While playing for my team this season, I argued with a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

4. While playing for my team this season, I helped an opponent up after falling. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 

5. While playing for my team this season, I deliberately fouled an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
6. While playing for my team this season, I gave positive feedback to a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
7. While playing for my team this season, I verbally abused a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
8. While playing for my team this season, I asked to stop play when an opponent was injured. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
9. While playing for my team this season, I criticized an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 
10. While playing for my team this season, I gave constructive feedback to a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
11. While playing for my team this season, I intentionally broke the rules of the game. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
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12. While playing for my team this season, I criticized a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 
13. While playing for my team this season, I helped an injured opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 
14. While playing for my team this season, I tried to annoy an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
15. While playing for my team this season, I congratulated a teammate for good play. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
16. While playing for my team this season, I retaliated after a bad foul from an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
17. While playing for my team this season, I swore at a teammate. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
 

 
18. While playing for my team this season, I assisted an injured opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
19. While playing for my team this season, I physically intimidated an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
20. While playing for my team this season, I complimented a teammate on a good performance. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
21. While playing for my team this season, I showed frustration at a teammate‟s poor play. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
22. While playing for my team this season, I intentionally distracted an opponent. 

 
                   

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
 

 
 

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE SURVEY ON THE NEXT PAGE.  

 BE SURE TO READ THE INSTRUCTIONS FIRST.  
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Instructions: As you read each of the following statements, think about what your team and 

coaches are typically like.  For each item, please circle the response that best describes how you 

truly feel. There are no right or wrong answers, so please answer honestly. 

 

 
1. On this team, the coaches respect athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
2. On this team, athletes feel that they are treated fairly. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

3. On this team, the coaches are kind to athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
4. On this team, everyone likes athletes for who they are. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

5. On this team, the coaches care about athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
6. On this team, athletes feel safe. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
7. On this team, the coaches try to help athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

8. On this team, athletes are treated with respect. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
9. On this team, the coaches want to get to know all the athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
10. On this team, athletes feel comfortable. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 
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11. On this team, the coaches listen to athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
12. On this team, athletes feel welcome every day. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

13. On this team, the coaches accept athletes for who they are. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

 

 

 

Tell Us About You 

 

 

1. Are you: (circle one)  Female    Male 

 

 

2. How old are you?     

 

 

3. What is your birthday (month/day/year)?       

 

 

4. How do you describe yourself? (circle all that apply) 

 

 

 African-American  White   Native American Indian 

 

         Asian              Hispanic  Other             

 

 

5. What grade are you currently in (2009-2010)? (circle one) 

 

9
th
      10

th
   11

th
   12

th  

 
   

 

6. What sport team are you currently participating on for which you completed this survey? 

 

 Name of sport           

  

 

7. How many seasons have you played for your current head coach in the sport listed in #6?  

 

 Number of seasons     



264 
 

 
 

8. List all organized sports (with coaches and scheduled practices and competitions) that you have 

played and how many seasons played below. 

 

 Name of Sport Number of Seasons Played 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

9.  How far did your father/stepfather go in school? (circle one) 

 

 Some high school Finished high school  Some college 

 

 Finished college More than college/graduate school 
 

 

 

10. How far did your mother/stepmother go in school? (circle one) 

  

Some high school Finished high school  Some college 

 

 Finished college More than college/graduate school 
 

 

 

11.  Do you qualify for free or reduced-cost lunch at school? (circle one) 

 

   Yes  No  
 

 
 

 

 
 

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR HELP! 
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Appendix H 

 

Study 2: Survey 
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Experiences in Sport 

Assent Form 

 

We are asking if you are willing to participate in this study because we are trying to learn 

about teenagers‟ experiences in sport and with their coaches. We are interested in your 

thoughts and opinions about how your coaches might teach you about sportsmanship and 

fair play. We hope to gain a better understanding of how coaches might build character to 

help us know how to create positive sport experiences for teenagers.  

 

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to fill out a survey. You will answer 

questions about your coach‟s behavior. The survey should take about 30 minutes to 

complete.  

 

If you change your mind during the study and do not want to continue, you can stop at 

any time. Being in this study is totally up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you 

don‟t want to do it.  

 

You can ask any questions that you may have about this study. If you have a question 

later that you didn‟t think of now, you can ask us next time.  

 

Signing here means that you have read this paper and that you are willing to be in this 

study. If you don‟t want to be in this study, don‟t sign. Remember, being in this study is 

up to you, and no one will be mad at you if you don‟t sign or even if you change your 

mind later.  

 

 

Name of participant         

                                                    (print your first and last name) 

 

 

Signature of participant         Date:             

 

 

Signature of person          Date:   

  explaining study             
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Name of your current head coach        

 

 

1. My coach creates an expectation for athletes to be good sports. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

2. My coach punishes athletes who display poor sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

3. My coach discusses the importance of good sportsmanship with athletes.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

4. My coach demonstrates poor sportsmanship.   

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

5. My coach instructs athletes how to show good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

6. My coach praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

7. My coach prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

8. My coach is an example of a good sport.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

 

 

Instructions: As you probably know, coaches differ in how much they value sportsmanship 

and in how they teach their athletes to show sportsmanship. The following items have to do 

with what your coach says or does to teach you about sportsmanship. Good sportsmanship 

includes things like respecting the rules, officials, and opponents; encouraging others; and 

maintaining self-control. Poor sportsmanship includes disrespecting the rules, officials, and 

opponents; criticizing others; and losing self-control.  

 

For each item, please circle the statement that describes how frequently your coach engages 

in each behavior. Your answers will be kept confidential so please answer honestly. Think of 

your current head coach as you answer the items. Please write your coach’s name below to 

remind you to think of your head coach. 
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9. My coach sets an expectation that every athlete be a good sport.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

10. My coach disciplines athletes who show poor sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

11. My coach talks with athletes about the importance of good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

12. My coach is a model of poor sport behavior. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

13. My coach instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike ways.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

14. My coach rewards athletes for showing good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

15. My coach focuses on winning more than on being a good sport. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

16. My coach is a role model for good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

17. My coach sets an expectation that athletes be good sports.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

18. My coach punishes athletes who show poor sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

19. My coach takes time to discuss how to be a good sport. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

20. My coach shows poor sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

21. My coach teaches athletes how to be good sports. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
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22. My coach praises athletes when they demonstrate good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

23. My coach emphasizes winning more than being a good sport. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

24. My coach shows good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

25. My coach creates an expectation that every athlete be a good sport. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

26. My coach punishes athletes when they act like poor sports. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

27. My coach discusses the importance of showing good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

28. My coach is a role model for poor sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

29. My coach teaches athletes how to show good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

30. My coach rewards athletes when they show good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

31. My coach prioritizes winning over being a good sport. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

32. My coach is a model of good sport behavior. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

33. My coach sets expectations that athletes show good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

34. My coach disciplines athletes who behave in unsportsmanlike ways. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 
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35. My coach talks with athletes about how to be a good sport.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

36. My coach is an example of a poor sport. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

37. My coach instructs athletes how to be good sports.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

38. My coach praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

39. My coach focuses on winning more than good sportsmanship. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

40. My coach demonstrates good sportsmanship.  

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE SURVEY ON THE NEXT PAGE.  

BE SURE TO READ THE INSTRUCTIONS FIRST. 
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Instructions: Below is a list of behaviors likely to occur during competitive matches/games. 

Please think about your experiences while playing your sport and circle the statement that 

indicates how frequently you engaged in these behaviors during this season. Please respond 

honestly. 

 

 
1. While playing for my team this season, I tried to injure an opponent. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

2. While playing for my team this season, I encouraged a teammate. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
3. While playing for my team this season, I argued with a teammate. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

4. While playing for my team this season, I helped an opponent up after falling. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
5. While playing for my team this season, I deliberately fouled an opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
6. While playing for my team this season, I gave positive feedback to a teammate. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
7. While playing for my team this season, I verbally abused a teammate. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
8. While playing for my team this season, I asked to stop play when an opponent was injured. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
9. While playing for my team this season, I criticized an opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 

10. While playing for my team this season, I gave constructive feedback to a teammate. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 

11. While playing for my team this season, I intentionally broke the rules of the game. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  
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12. While playing for my team this season, I criticized a teammate. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
13. While playing for my team this season, I helped an injured opponent. 

 

                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
14. While playing for my team this season, I tried to annoy an opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
15. While playing for my team this season, I congratulated a teammate for good play. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
16. While playing for my team this season, I retaliated after a bad foul from an opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
17. While playing for my team this season, I swore at a teammate. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
18. While playing for my team this season, I assisted an injured opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
19. While playing for my team this season, I physically intimidated an opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
20. While playing for my team this season, I complimented a teammate on a good performance. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
21. While playing for my team this season, I showed frustration at a teammate‟s poor play. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often 

 
22. While playing for my team this season, I intentionally distracted an opponent. 

 
                 Never                        Rarely                       Sometimes                       Often                    Very often  

 
 

 

 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE SURVEY ON THE NEXT PAGE.  

 BE SURE TO READ THE INSTRUCTIONS FIRST.  
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Instructions: As you read each of the following statements, think about what your team and 

coaches are typically like.  For each item, please circle the response that best describes how you 

truly feel. There are no right or wrong answers, so please answer honestly. 

 

 
1. On this team, the coaches respect athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
2. On this team, athletes feel that they are treated fairly. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

3. On this team, the coaches are kind to athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
4. On this team, everyone likes athletes for who they are. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

5. On this team, the coaches care about athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
6. On this team, athletes feel safe. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
7. On this team, the coaches try to help athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

8. On this team, athletes are treated with respect. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
9. On this team, the coaches want to get to know all the athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
10. On this team, athletes feel comfortable. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 
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11. On this team, the coaches listen to athletes. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 
12. On this team, athletes feel welcome every day. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

13. On this team, the coaches accept athletes for who they are. 

 

                 Strongly                        Disagree                     Not sure                       Agree                      Strongly       

                 disagree                         agree 

 

 

 

 

Tell Us About You 

 

 

1. Are you: (circle one)  Female    Male 

 

 

2. How old are you?     

 

 

3. What is your birthday (month/day/year)?       

 

 

4. How do you describe yourself? (circle all that apply) 

 

 

 African-American  White   Native American Indian 

 

         Asian              Hispanic  Other             

 

 

5. What grade are you currently in (2009-2010)? (circle one) 

 

9
th
      10

th
   11

th
   12

th  

 
   

 

6. What sport team are you currently participating on for which you are completing this survey? 

 

 Name of sport           

  

 

7. How many seasons have you played for your current head coach in the sport listed in #6 

(including this season)?  

 

 Number of seasons     
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8. List all organized sports (with coaches and scheduled competitions) that you have played and 

how many years played below.  

 

 Name of Sport Number of Years Played 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

9.  How far did your father/stepfather go in school? (circle one) 

 

 Some high school Finished high school  Some college 

 

 Finished college More than college/graduate school 
 

 

 

10. How far did your mother/stepmother go in school? (circle one) 

  

Some high school Finished high school  Some college 

 

 Finished college More than college/graduate school 
 

 

 

11.  Do you qualify for free or reduced-cost lunch at school? (circle one) 

 

   Yes  No  
 

 
 

 

 
 

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR HELP! 
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Appendix I 

 

Study 2: Subscales and Item Parcels 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



278 
 

 
 

Table 22 

Item Parcels for the SCBS 

Scale 
Item 

Parcel 
Item Item Wording 

Reinforces good 

sportsmanship 

rg1 

s6 

s22 

My coach praises athletes for showing good sportsmanship 

My coach praises athletes when they demonstrate good 

sportsmanship. 

rg2 

s14 

 

s30 

 

s38 

 My coach rewards athletes for showing good 

sportsmanship. 

My coach rewards athletes when they show good 

sportsmanship. 

 My coach praises athletes who act in a sportsmanlike way.  

Punishes poor 

sportsmanship 

pp1 

s18 

 

s26 

 My coach punishes athletes who show poor 

sportsmanship.  

 My coach punishes athletes when they act like poor 

sports. 

pp2 

s2 

 

s10 

 

s34 

 My coach punishes athletes who display poor 

sportsmanship. 

 My coach disciplines athletes who show poor 

sportsmanship. 

My coach disciplines athletes who behave in 

unsportsmanlike ways. 

Teaches good 

sportsmanship 

tg1 

s13 

s37 

My coach instructs athletes how to act in sportsmanlike 

ways.  

 My coach instructs athletes how to be good sports.  

tg2 

s5 

 

s21 

s29 

My coach instructs athletes how to show good 

sportsmanship. 

My coach teaches athletes how to be good sports. 

My coach teaches athletes how to show good 

sportsmanship. 

Models good 

sportsmanship 

mg1 
s40 

s24 

My coach demonstrates good sportsmanship. 

My coach shows good sportsmanship. 

mg2 

s8 

s16 

s32 

My coach is an example of a good sport.  

My coach is a role model for good sportsmanship. 

My coach is a model of good sport behavior. 

Prioritizes 

winning over good 

sportsmanship 

pw1 

s23 

 

s39 

 My coach emphasizes winning more than being a good 

sport. 

 My coach focuses on winning more than good 

sportsmanship. 

pw2 

s7 

s15 

 

s31 

My coach prioritizes winning over good sportsmanship. 

 My coach focuses on winning more than on being a good 

sport. 

 My coach prioritizes winning over being a good sport. 
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SPSS Equations for Item Parcels for Sportsmanship Coaching Behaviors Scale 

 

COMPUTE rg1 = MEAN(s6, s22) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE rg2 = MEAN(s14, s30, s38) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE pp1 = MEAN(s18, s26) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE pp2 = MEAN(s2, s10, s34) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE tg1 = MEAN(s13, s37) 

EXECUTE.  

COMPUTE tg2 = MEAN(s5, s21, s29) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE mg1 = MEAN(s40, s24) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE mg2 = MEAN(s8, s16, s32) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE pw1 = MEAN(s23, s39) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE pw2 = MEAN(s7, s15, s31) 
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Table 23 

Item Parcels for the PABSS 

Scale 
Item 

Parcel 
Item Item Wording 

Prosocial behavior 

toward teammates 

pt1 
p6 

p20 

I gave positive feedback to a teammate.  

I complimented a teammate on a good performance.  

pt2 

p2 

p10 

p15 

I encouraged a teammate.  

I gave constructive feedback to a teammate.  

I congratulated a teammate for good play.  

Prosocial behavior 

toward opponents 

po1 
p4 

p13 

I helped an opponent up after falling.  

I helped an injured opponent.  

po2 
p8 

p18 

I asked to stop play when an opponent was injured.  

I assisted an injured opponent.  

Antisocial 

behavior toward 

opponents 

ao1 

p22 

p14 

p19 

p11 

I intentionally distracted an opponent.  

I tried to annoy an opponent.  

I physically intimidated an opponent.  

I intentionally broke the rules of the game. 

ao2 

p1 

p5 

p9 

p16 

I tried to injure an opponent.  

I deliberately fouled an opponent.  

I criticized an opponent.  

I retaliated after a bad foul from an opponent.  

 

 

 

SPSS Equations for Item Parcels for Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior                            

in Sport Scale 

 

COMPUTE pt1 = MEAN(p6, p22) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE pt2 = MEAN(p2, p10, p15) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE po1 = MEAN(p4, p13) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE po2 = MEAN(p8, p18) 

EXECUTE. 

COMPUTE ao1 = MEAN(p22, p14, p19, p11) 

EXECUTE.  

COMPUTE ao2 = MEAN(p1, p5, p9, p16) 

EXECUTE. 

 

 


