Available online awww.scholarsresearchlibrary.com

?‘Q‘)\\ed Sc/e

éA oo‘p
. 9

Scholars Research Library £ / @
= Q
) N
Scholars Research Archives of Applied Science Research, 2013, 5 (5):138-144 & (v§
(http://scholarsresearchlibrary.com/archive.html) C\"\D

Library

| SSN 0975-508X
CODEN (USA) AASRCY

The predictability of demographic characteristics on coaching efficacy
Farshad Tojjari, Mohammad Reza Esmaeili and Nima M ajedi*

Department of Physical Education and Sport Scigncestral Tehran Branch, Islamic Azad University,
Tehran, Iran

ABSTRACT

Present study aimed to evaluate the predictabditglemographic characteristics on coaching efficaCgaching
efficacy was defined as the extent to which coadieisve they have the capacity to affect the learrand
performance of their athletes (Feltz, et al, 199%sual research design, fieldwork data collectiang descriptive

and inferential (structural equation modeling) $sital method were applied for current study. Coe (soccer,
martial art, swimming, and weight lifting) held igdilcoaching certificate and had, at least, one yeficoaching
experience consisted the population. Sampling eézdcbased on optimum participant needed for stmattu
equation modeling (453 coaches after drops). Ressiftowed that most of the coaches (213 coaches) had
championship records in national level and 9 petceh them raised athletes who reached the Olympic o
international medals. Moreover, years of coachimgl glaying experience affected the coaching effic&n the
other hand, coach’s education and prior successhmadignificant effects on coaching efficacy.
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INTRODUCTION

Coaching efficacy is the extent to which sport ¢wacbelieve they have the capacity to influencdeheing and
performance of their athletes. Two forms of coaghéfficacy have received attention, and it is esakemno
differentiate between the two. One relates to kesacconfidence in their own abilities to facileathe learning and
development of their athletes, and the other relateoaches’ confidence in their players’ abiitie perform given
tasks [6, 8]. In this study, we have concentratecarlier type which deals with the degree thathea believe in
their own capabilities.

Feltz, Chase, Moritz, and Sullivan (1999) developedonceptual model for coaching efficacy which \eased
upon theorizing by Bandura (1977) as well as Denlasuth Michael's (1981) model of teacher efficacyd an
subsequently resulted in Coaching Efficacy ScalEJIC They theorized four dimensions (game-stratdtigacy,

motivation efficacy, technique efficacy, and chaeaduilding efficacy) for this scale which werensidered to be
influenced by specific antecedents of coachingcaffy. It is also been suggested that dimensiorselbfefficacy
will affect outcomes related to the coaching bebaja, 6].

Feltz, Short, and Sullivan (2008) described thatdbncept of coaching efficacy comprised four disiems: game
strategy efficacy was defined as the confidencetwes have in their ability to coach during compatitand lead
their team to a successful performance. Motivagfficacy was defined as the confidence coaches hateeir
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ability to affect the psychological skills and sitof their athletes. Technique efficacy was defiae the belief
coaches have in their instructional/ diagnostidl.skiLastly, character building efficacy involvetie confidence
coaches have in their ability to influence positatBtude toward sport in their athletes [7].

In accordance Bandura theory (1997), coaches’affiexpectations would be influenced by specificeedent.
Coaches’ past experience of mastery and successhiog experience, athletes’ skill levels and dai@port from
the school and community are among the predictbroaching efficacy. Myers et al. (2008) found thatiables
such as team ability, social support from the aglsfeparent and community, coaches’ career winpegentage,
and years of experience as head coach are signiicarces of coaching efficacy [13].

In present study, we have tried to examine thecigatiion ability of some demographics like coachétdycation,
previous experience and prior success on coaclfiltgey. Feltz and colleagues (1999) at the inisitaldy on their
self efficacy model, which implemented on high sahmale basketball coaches, found that years ofling and
past winning percentage, alongside some otherrgctave significant predictability on dimensiorfscoaching
efficacy and years of coaching experience is onthefstrongest predicators of coaching efficacy7[5Marback
and colleagues (2005) found slightly different tesising coaching preparation, coaching experienaa/lost
record, and gender as predicators of coachingagfficCoaching experience was the strongest predittihree of
four dimensions: game strategy, motivation, andattar building efficacy [7].

Related to this field of research Shields (2002gsgtigated the sources and outcomes of coachiigaeff model.

Result showed that winning percentage significamitBs predicted by coaching efficacy. In other inigedion

Kavussanu and colleagues (2008) indicated thattsye& coaching experience positively predicted mégie

coaching efficacy of basketball coaches and themaish in sex between athletes and their coacheatinely

predicted perceived motivation and character buogdicoaching effectiveness [9]. Moreover, Sullivand a
colleagues (2012), using structural equation madelrevealed that coach education significanthect#d the
multidimensional construct of coaching efficacyJ[15

MATERIALSAND METHODS

The statistical sample of study had consisted & K&nian coaches in four different sports (socsgimming,

martial arts and weight lifting), who had valid tifcate for coaching and, at least, one year ggpee in coaching.
According to optimum number of participant neededdurveying in structural equation modeling metfib4], (5

to 10 participants for each research variable),résearches of present study determined that 5&thes should
take part in this investigation; But after datahgaing revealed that some of questionnaires weteompletely
filled and, also, few participants recognized igidie for study, so, the real sample number reduced53

participants.

Researcher made demographic characteristics queatie and coaching efficacy scale (CES) have beeplied in
this survey. Eight academic experts confirmed thkdity of demographic characteristics questionmnaind, also,
pilot study showed acceptable reliability accordiognternal consistency measured by Cronbachsaafmefficient
(0.81). Demographics questionnaire consists ofetlgigestions about coach’s education, five questaimsut
previous experience and two questions about primcess. More over there are three distinctive itéms
demographic questionnaire asking about genderaadeport field of coaches.

Feltz, Chase, Moritz and Sullivan (1999) developethodel and a questionnaire to measure the comi@def
coaches in their capabilities in affecting the ihdiag and performance of their athletes. Coachifigady scale (also
known as coaching confidence questionnaire) divitledour dimensions: game strategy efficacy, madioreal
efficacy, technique efficacy and character build&fficacy. Tsorbatzoudis and et al (2003) conduetesiirvey to
examine the psychometric properties of the Coaclitfficacy Scale. In Tsorbatzoudis’ survey a firstier
confirmatory factor analysis supported the basatdidgal structure of the scale and examination diigher order
model of an overall coaching efficacy factor showsatisfactory fit, using second-order confirmatdagtor
analysis. Moreover, the scale showed satisfactoonli@ach of .82 and 30-day test-retest reliability7@ [18, 19].
Sullivan et al (2012) reported that “Previous stgdsupport the validity, reliability, and factorustture of this scale
(Feltz et al., 1999; Myers et al., 2008)” [15].
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In present study, descriptive statistics were a&gjplor describing the main features of collectetdh dend summarize
the sample measures like central tendency and mesasfl variability or dispersion. In inferential rpatatistical
analyze these methods were used: Kolmogorov-Smitestvto confirm normal distribution of gatheredajawo
sample Student’s t-test to determine if two setdaif in gender factor are significantly differémtm each other,
analysis of variance (ANOVA) to analyze the diffeces between means of dissimilar age and sporipgrand
finally, Structural equation modeling (SEM) for tieg and estimating causal relations of coachingcaton,
previous experience and prior success with coackiffigacy. Moreover, LISREL 8.80 and SPSS 14 used a
statistical softwares.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

The demographic characteristics of samples areepted in Table 1. The frequency of participantgender factor
is almost equal and most of coaches had been 20 years old (345 coaches). The most frequent syastsoccer
and the least one had been weight lifting. Tab#&h@ws the result of two sample t-test for gendiéergnces and
ANOVA for age and sport group’s differences in duag efficacy. The result of two sample Studenitedt on
coaching efficacy and between male and female @sashows that significance level of 0.058. Moreamalysis
of variance on age and kind of sport factors reskih significance of 0.102 and 0.9, respectively.

Table 1. Demographics

Sex Age Sport
groups| frequency percentage groyps frequency page groups Frequency percentgge
male 245 54.1 20-29 183 40.4 soccer 172 38
female 20€ 45.€ 30-39 162 35.¢ Martial arts 124 27.4
40-49 66 14.€ Swimming 10¢ 24.1
50-59 30 6.6 Weight lifting| 48 10.5
60... 12 2.6

Table 2. significance of variables

variable genderl  Age| Spoit
Coaching efficacy] 0.058 0.10p 0.4

The education levels of coaches have been shovabia 3. Mostly, coaches had diploma (high schoatigating
degree) or bachelor degree. Moreover 258 coachiés)(bad studied in physical education and spoenag and
195 coaches (43%) in other fields.

Table 3. education level of coaches

level Frequenc | Percentac
diploma 206 45.5
BSc 137 30.z
MSc 86 19.C
PhD 24 5.3

Table 4 is about playing and coaching years of e&pee. Most of coaches have at least had 6 to eHisy
experience in playing and also coaching. Anothéa dathered in this area of demographic charatityiwas club,

institutional, and national years of coaching eigere. For example, 83 coaches (18.3%) had bet@&¢eri0 years
of experience in coaching sport clubs; or in ingiginal coaching, the records of 220 coaches (4Bw@éte between
1 to 5 years; or as an instance, 341 coaches (J53&b no experience of national coaching at alghidst

championship level of coaches had been measumedi@n to examine the level prior success of coaftabte 5).
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Table 4. playing and coaching records

Playing Coaching
years | frequency| percentage frequengy Percentage
0-5 49 10.8 185 40.8
6-10 169 37.3 167 37.1
11-15 13z 29.4 47 10.4
15-20 82 18.1 18 4.0
20... 20 4.4 35 7.7
Table 5. highest championship level of coaches
level Frequency Percentage
Olympic, world, continent 32 7.1
international 81 17.9
national 213 47
state 115 25.4
unanswered 12 2.6

Some statistical characteristics of dimensions adicbing efficacy are shown in table 6. Moreover tb&l
Cronbach’s alpha of self efficacy was equal to R.&hd significant amount of self efficacy obtainfedm
Kolmogorov-Smirnov normal distribution test was&9wvhich shows normal distribution.

Table 6. scores of self efficacy dimensions

variables min| ma mean SD Cronbach’s alg hglgnlflce(\g}(g;) efficient t-statistics (T)
Game strategy efficacy 1 5 2.9014 0.73118 0.810 002L.0 -2.870
Motivational efficacy 1 5 3.3271 0.77734 0.805 @00 8.956
Technique efficacy 1 5 2.6274 0.83239 0.781 0.001 9.528
Character building efficar 1 5 2.9007 | 0.7055¢ 0.761 0.00: -2.99¢

In figure 1, LISREL output revealed the significenamount of each questions of coaching efficacyesaad
relations of dimensions with another obtained afftmatory factor analysis statistical method whishused to
determine the reliability of coaching efficacy stalAlso, statistical analysis about the questiaenahowed
following amounts:

Chi square: 638.25 (which high Chi square was, magbcause of high number of participants), degféeedom
(df): 183, the root mean square error of approxiomatRMSEA): 0.074, goodness of fit index (GF1)80, adjusted
goodness of fit (AGFI): 0.85, and normed fit ind@k-1): 0.93. Also, table 7 shows correlation (rdasignificant
coefficient between dimensions of coaching efficacy

Table7. correlation and significant between dimensions

GSE ME TE CBE
r SIG r SIG R SIG | r | SIG
Game strategy efficacy (GSE) 1 1 E - 1 - -
Motivational efficacy (ME) 0.43 9.42 1 1 - - - -
Technique efficacy (TE) 0.4 852 036 7.46 L 1 - -
Character building efficacy (CBE) 0.51 11.32 0.470.06| 0.47| 10.01 1 1
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Figure 1. LISREL output of coaching efficacy confirmatory factor analysis

1
)
E T T

oL mo

Structural equation modeling (figure 2) had beeedufer testing the hypothesis (demographics effactoaching
efficacy). Result revealed confirmation of null loypesis about effect of coach’s education (SCI) gl success
(EX.SUC) on coaching efficacy, respectively witte thignificance of 0.25 and -1.29, but null hypotsiesbout
effect of previous experience on coaching efficdegied, so, previous experience predicted coadfiigacy.
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Figure2. LI SREL output of structural equation modeling
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CONCLUSION

Demographic characteristics, in the present sthdye three subsets: coach’s education, previousriexge, and
prior success. Statistical result that showed tbach’s education and prior success have no signifieffects on
dimensions of coaching efficacy, in order to thhg null hypothesis about these two subsets coafirn®n the
other hand, structural equation modeling reveabed previous experiences have effect on coachiticpef. Feltz
et al (1999) examined high school male basketlwathes and found years in coaching, in congrueiitbecwrrent
study, significantly predict the dimensions of duiag efficacy [5, 6].

It seems that number of years that coaches have éetéve in playing and coaching, which called pwes
experiences, is one of the main and effective fast@redicting coaching efficacy. Reviewing thetature in this
area reveals that, almost, most of researchesreaegnized previous experience as a strong prediftcoaching
effectiveness. According to other researches, épegs as a player have not direct effect on cogoéifficacy, but
once accompanied with acceptable level of coachipgriences could be accounted as an effectiverfptt17]
One of the potential predictor, which is taken legtention, is coach’s education. Having coachiicgnises,
graduating from physical education and sport s@eacademic programs, and/or level of academic degre
among the subsets of coach’s education. In maningst coaching licenses are only assumed as aigsom to
work in sport clubs and teams, and developing athts abilities during the license courses is eatly considered
as main goal. However graduating an academic pmognaphysical education and sport science provigadgable
information, do not necessarily supply the mairuregments on coaching effectiveness [10, 15].

In theoretical framework, prior success has a gteffect on coaching efficacy, inasmuch as it isiwtiomed as the
most powerful predictor of coaching efficacy. Thelgematic issue about prior success is measutirgdrst of all,
restricting successful performance of a coach toamd loss records does not properly reflect tlaeling efficacy
essence. Secondly, since not much reliable docwdaretcords usually exist, researchers should taesth’s self
reported data which are often biased in this pagicmatter [11, 12].
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