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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to examine the relations between
perceptions of coaching behaviours, psychological needs, achievement
goals and motivational indicators (enjoyment and effort) at an intraindividual level. A total of 264 high-school basketball players aged between
14 to 17 years old from 19 schools in Singapore took part in the study. The
participants completed a battery of questionnaires measuring perceived
coach’s leadership style, achievement goals, behavioural regulations and
competence, needs satisfaction, and enjoyment. Cluster analysis found 3
distinct groups differing in perceived coaching behaviours among the
basketball players. The three clusters differed significantly on the indices of
intrinsic motivation, perceived needs satisfaction, and achievement goals.
This study shows that distinct groups of players could be identified in terms
of perceived coaching behaviours and these perceptions may impact the
amount of enjoyment and effort exerted during training and competition,
perceived competence, achievement goals and autonomy.
Key words: Achievement Goals, Autonomy, Enjoyment, Perceived
Coaching Behaviour

INTRODUCTION
Understanding and enhancing the motivation of young athletes is an important area of study
for researchers and practitioners. Gallon [1] highlighted the multiple roles a coach has to play
in coaching, such as a teacher, a mentor, and a leader. In this regard, the leadership exhibited
by the coach can significantly impact on youth’s motivation and enjoyment in sports [e.g.,
2].
Research in coaching leadership has the potential to diagnose coaching problems,
evaluate and improve the coaching process and lead to performance enhancement. Therefore,
many recent studies have attempted to identify effective coaching behaviours exhibited by
coaches [e.g., 3- 6]. The goal of this study is to examine the influence of perceived coaching
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behaviour on athletes from a motivational perspective. Specifically, we examine the relations
among perceptions of coaching behaviours, psychological needs, motivational regulations,
achievement goals and motivational indicators with a group of high-school basketball
players.
The Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) was developed by Chelladurai and Saleh [7, 8] to
evaluate different coaching behaviours exhibited by sports coaches. The LSS includes five
dimensions of leadership behaviour: a) democratic and b) autocratic behaviours that measure
the coach’s decision-making style; c) social support; and d) positive feedback which measure
the coach’s motivational tendencies; and e) training and instruction which measures the
coach’s instructional behaviour. Many studies have been conducted using LSS to measure: i)
athletes’ preferences for specific leader behaviours, ii) athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’
leader behaviours, and/or iii) coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviour [e.g., 9- 13].
Previous research [e.g., 4] has shown that athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviours
are useful in predicting athletes’ level of intrinsic motivation.
Recent studies in coaching leadership have included theoretical frameworks such as
Achievement Goal Theory [14], Self-Determination Theory [15], and Competence
Motivation Theory [16] to understand the motivational impacts of coaches on athletes. For
example, Cumming et al. [6] examined the main and interactive effects of winning
percentages and motivational climate upon young athletes’ evaluations of their coaches from
the Achievement Goal Theory perspective. Hollembeak and Amorose [17] used a SelfDetermination Theory framework and found that coaching behaviours have an impact on
athletes’ intrinsic motivation, mediated by three psychological needs.
SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY
Self-Determination Theory (SDT) is a dialectic organismic theory that accounts for
psychological needs and motives [15]. There are three basic psychological needs that are
critical in the energization of human behaviour: the needs of autonomy, competence and
relatedness. The need for autonomy is defined as the need to feel ownership of one’s
behaviour. The need for competence refers to the need for producing desired outcomes and
to experience mastery and effectiveness [18]. The need for relatedness is the need to feel that
one can relate to others and with the social world in general [19].
Vallerand and Losier [20] propose a model comprising a motivational sequence: “Social
Factors → Psychological Mediators → Types of Motivation → Consequences.” In this
model, social factors, such as coaches’ behaviours, have a profound impact on athletes’
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours. The effects of these social factors on motivation are
mediated by perceptions of the three psychological needs. If the three needs are satisfied,
intrinsic motivation will increase. If the needs are thwarted, intrinsic motivation will
decrease.
In SDT, motivation is seen as a multi-dimensional construct varying in the degree of
autonomy. There are at least four main types of motivation or behavioural regulations central
to SDT, each one reflecting a qualitatively different ‘reason’ for acting out the behaviour in
question [21]: external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation and intrinsic
motivation. External regulation refers to behaviour that is motivated by external means such
as rewards or external authority. Introjected regulation refers to behaviour that is internally
controlling or self-imposed, such as acting out feelings of guilt avoidance, and is
characterized by feeling of ‘ought to’ or ‘have to’. Identified regulation refers to the
behaviour is self-determined according to one’s choice or values. It is characterized by
feelings of ‘want’ rather than ‘ought’. Finally, intrinsic motivation refers to behaviour that is
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solely for its own sake or enjoyment. In addition, SDT also includes integrated regulation in
the self-determination continuum. Integration represents the most self-determined form of
extrinsic motivation in which the behaviours performed are in harmony with other aspects of
one’s self, or when identified regulations are fully assimilated to the self [15]. However, this
regulation is mainly found in the adult population and therefore not included in this study.
The other four behavioural regulations can be assessed by using the Perceived Locus of
Causality scale (PLOC) [21]. The four regulations form a continuum which characterizes the
degree of internalization of the behaviour [18]. Introjected and external regulations are
considered as more controlled regulation whereas intrinsic and identified regulations are
considered as more autonomous regulation [22].
Research has shown that more self-determined behavioural regulations in classroom [e.g.,
21, 23- 25], as well as in physical activity contexts with young people [26, 27] lead to more
motivational adaptive cognition, emotion and behaviour. For example, in Ryan and Connell’s
[21] study, external and introjected regulations in school children were related to anxiety and
maladaptive behaviour when students were faced with failures. On the other hand, identified
regulation and intrinsic motivation were positively related to enjoyment and effort.
Chatzisarantis et al. [26] examined intentions to participate during leisure-time exercise with
regard to both autonomous and controlling intentions in a group of school children. Results
showed that it was the autonomous intentions (i.e., ‘want to’) that predicted physical activity
participation rather than the controlling intentions (i.e., ‘have to’). Specific to coaching
behaviours, Amorose and Horn [4] found that high levels of intrinsic motivation were generally
associated with athletes who perceived their coaches to exhibit a leadership style that
emphasized training and instruction, and was high in democratic behaviour and low in
autocratic behaviour. However, research in coaching literature has been limited to intrinsic
regulation only rather than examining various types of behavioural regulations in combination.
ACHIEVEMENT GOAL THEORY
In Vallerand and Losier’s [20] proposal, achievement goals are considered as a social factor.
For example, focusing on competition (performance goals) tends to shift the focus away
from the activity itself towards proving superiority, thus negatively affecting perceptions of
autonomy, whereas focusing on cooperation (mastery goals) is likely to enhance intrinsic
motivation. Therefore, achievement goals have the function of fulfilling needs in any
achievement setting [14, 28]. For example, Nicholls [14] argues that intrinsic motivation is
evident when people do something for its own sake. Mastery goals are therefore predicted to
promote intrinsic motivation, because involvement in the activities is experienced as an end
in itself. With its emphasis on developing competence, these goals are likely to lead to
processes such as working hard, challenge seeking, persistence and task involvement [14, 29,
30] thereby increasing the intrinsic motivation of the task itself. Performance goals, on the
other hand, are predicted to have a lower or no relationship with intrinsic motivation because
the experience of engagement in the tasks is taken as a means to an end. In this case, the
focus is to demonstrate competence rather than to enjoy the task as an end in itself [14].
With the recent inclusion of the avoidance dimension in the Achievement Goal Theory,
Elliot et al. [31-33] suggest that a mastery-avoidance goal (where individuals focus on
avoiding task-based or intrapersonal incompetence) and a performance-avoidance goal
(where an individual focuses on avoiding normative incompetence) should be added to the
traditional mastery-approach and performance-approach goals in order to fully understand
motivated behaviours (for a review, see [34]). In this model, competence is viewed as the
antecedent of achievement goal constructs. Elliot et al. proposed that competence can be
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differentiated in two ways. Firstly, by the standard used to evaluate success (either selfreferenced or other-referenced) and secondly, by the relative potency of the valences of
approach and avoidance (either positive or negative probability).
A few studies conducted in the educational domain support the validity and utility of the
2 x 2 achievement goal framework [35, 36]. Each goal is purported to predict a distinct
pattern of achievement-relevant processes and outcomes. In general, mastery-approach and
performance-approach goals contribute to positive effects and consequences [34]. Masteryavoidance and performance-avoidance goals produce less adaptive motivational patterns,
such as disorganization, worry, and emotionality [32, 35]. However, very few studies in the
physical activity and sport domains have focused on the approach-avoidance dimension (see
[37-39]). One piece of empirical work that used the 2 x 2 achievement goal framework is the
study conducted by Wang et al. [33] in the PE domain and one other study examined the
psychometric properties of a 2 x 2 Achievement Goals Questionnaire for Sport [35].
Coaching behaviour, psychological needs, behavioural regulations, and Achievement
Goal Theory can be linked conceptually based on the motivational sequence proposed by
Vallerand and Losier [20]. In this sequence, social factors such as perceived coaching
behaviour and achievement goals have profound impact on individuals’ perceptions of
psychological needs. The extent to which an individual perceives that the three psychological
needs have been fulfilled will result in different behavioural regulations, and subsequently
lead to different cognitive, affective and behavioural consequences. Typically, these
relationships are tested using structural equation modeling [e.g., 17, 40]. Testing structural
models is appropriate for examining the independent effects of the exogenous and
endogenous variables. However, very few studies have examined the intra-individual
differences in patterns of key motivational indicators when looking across a comprehensive
profile of scores; i.e., are there subgroups of athletes with distinct profiles based in their
perceptions of coaching behaviours that may differentiate their levels of needs satisfaction,
motivation regulations, achievement goals, and effort and enjoyment? We used cluster
analysis to identify the subgroups of athletes with homogenous perceptions of coaching
behaviours and examined the variations in psychological needs, achievement goal,
motivational regulation, and outcome variables. Using this approach, individuals with
similar profiles can be grouped and segmentation strategies developed to increase the
effectiveness of interventions [41, 42].
METHOD
PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE
The participants were 264 elite high school basketball players aged between 14 to 17 years
old from 19 schools in Singapore (male = 162, female = 102). The players ranged in age from
14 to 17 years (M = 15.68, SD = 0.82), and had represented their school in the Inter Schools
‘B’ Division Basketball Competition organized by the Singapore Schools Sports Council.
There were 23 teams and 23 coaches involved in the study.
Ethical clearance was obtained from the university’s ethical review board. Following that,
the Ministry of Education and schools’ permission to gather research data were sought.
Consent from school principals and participants was obtained prior to data collection.
Arrangements were made with the contact persons from the schools for administration of the
questionnaire. The Heads of Department for Physical Education and Co-curricular Activities
or Teachers-in-charge of the basketball teams were briefed on the purpose of the study. They
were assured by the researcher that their participation in the study was completely voluntary
and that they may withdraw at any time they wish to.
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MEASURES
Leadership Scale for Sports. The Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) developed by
Chelladurai and Saleh [8] was used to measure the coaching behaviour and leadership
exhibited by the coaches. The LSS consists of five subscales. Democratic and autocratic
subscales assess the coach’s decision making; social support and positive subscales assess
the coach’s motivational tendencies. The last subscale, which is training and instruction,
measures the coach’s instruction tendencies. There are 40 items in LSS. Participants were
instructed to read each of the 40 items clearly and to indicate how frequently they perceived
that their coach exhibits each type of behaviour. The response options were scored on a fivepoint scale: 1 (never), 2 (seldom; about 25% of the time), 3 (occasionally; about 50% of the
time), 4 (often; about 75% of the time), and 5 (always). The researcher was on site during
data collection in order to answer questions that the participants may have. Most of the
participants completed the questionnaire within half an hour.
Basic Psychological Needs. To measure the three psychological needs, we adopted the 21item Basic Need Satisfaction at Work questionnaire [43]. There were seven items to measure
autonomy, six items for competence and eight items for relatedness. Each response was
scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Behavioural Regulation. The 14-item Perceived Locus of Causality (PLOC) scale [27],
based on a scale originally developed by Ryan and Connell [21], was employed to assess four
types of behavioural regulation in the basketball context. The stem for all the items was ‘I
take part in basketball …’. Answers for all the 14 items were given on a 5-point scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Autonomous regulation (identified and
intrinsic regulations) is measured through six items, controlled regulation (external and
introjected regulations) is measured through eight items.
The Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ). The Achievement Goal in Physical Education
Questionnaire [33] was adapted to measure four achievement goals in the basketball context.
The four achievement goals are: mastery-approach (focused on task-based or intrapersonal
competence; e.g., “I want to learn as much as possible from playing basketball”), masteryavoidance (focused on task-based or intrapersonal incompetence; e.g., “I am often concerned
that I may not learn all that there is to learn in basketball”), performance-approach (focused on
normative competence; e.g., “It is important for me to do better than other players in
basketball”), and performance-avoidance (focused on normative incompetence; e.g., “My goal
in playing basketball is to avoid performing poorly”). The modified version changed ‘PE class’
to ‘basketball’. There were 3 items in each subscale. Players responded on 5-point Likert-type
scales ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5).
Enjoyment and Effort. The enjoyment and effort subscales of the Intrinsic Motivation
Inventory (IMI) [44] were adapted to assess enjoyment (5 items; e.g., “I usually enjoy playing
basketball”) and effort (5 items; e.g., “I tried put in a lot of effort into basketball”). The items
were measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
DATA ANALYSES
A series of preliminary analyses were conducted to examine the psychometric properties of
the measures. Data were checked for outliers, normality and reliability. Descriptive statistics
and correlations among all the main variables used in the study were computed.
In the main analysis, we used cluster analysis to identify homogenous groups or clusters
based on the perceived coaching behaviours. Thereafter, we examined the related
psychological and behavioural outcomes. In order to identify groups of players that possess
similar perceptions of their coaches, the sub-scales in the LSS were used as the clustering
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variables. Before the cluster analysis was performed, all the variables were standardized
using z scores (mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1).
We used the hierarchical method to determine the number of clusters [45, 46].
Dendrogram and agglomeration schedules were generated to provide a basis for determining
the number of clusters. Ward’s method with squared Euclidean distance was used to
determine the number of cluster groups.
To validate the clusters solution, we used the composite measures of enjoyment and effort
to test the validity of the clusters, since previous studies [3, 17, 47] have established the links
between coaching behaviours and intrinsic motivation. A one-way multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine whether differences across clusters in
terms of enjoyment and effort could be found.
Subsequently, we conducted three one-way MANOVAs to determine if the clusters differ
in the 2 x 2 achievement goals, psychological needs, and behavioural regulations. If the
MANOVA showed any significant results, follow-up tests would be conducted using
ANOVA and post-hoc Tukey tests.
RESULTS
The internal consistency estimates of reliability were computed using the alpha coefficient
[48]. Most internal consistency coefficients indicated satisfactory reliabilities of at least .70,
except for autocratic behaviour (α = .20) and performance-avoidance goal (α = .53). Both
scales have been shown to be weak in reliability in previous studies using Singaporean
samples [e.g., 33, 49]. These two subscales were deleted from further analysis. Table 1 shows
the descriptive statistics and internal consistency coefficients for the entire sample. In
general, the players reported moderately high in coaching behaviours in terms of training and
instruction, democratic behaviour, and positive feedback. They also reported high enjoyment
and effort exertion. They tended to endorse mastery goals and had high scores in relatedness,
competence and autonomy and reported high autonomous regulation in basketball. The
distribution for autonomous regulation was negatively skewed and most of them had scores
ranging from 4 to 5 on a 5-point scale. No outliers were detected.
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Internal Consistency Coefficients of the
Variables

1. Training and Instruction
2. Democratic Behaviour
3. Social Support
4. Positive Feedback
5. Enjoyment
6. Effort
7. Performance-Approach
8. Mastery-Approach
9. Mastery-Avoidance
10. Autonomy
11. Relatedness
12. Competence
13. Autonomous Regulation
14. Controlled Regulation

α
.88
.85
.71
.77
.83
.71
.75
.73
.70
.75
.83
.70
.74
.70

Mean
3.99
3.48
3.34
3.80
4.30
4.06
3.28
3.97
3.54
3.46
4.08
3.70
4.24
1.91

SD Skewness Kurtosis
.58
–.45
–.00
.69
–.49
.62
.71
–.03
–.51
.67
–.39
.15
.64
–1.00
1.07
.63
–.34
–.42
.96
–.17
–.25
.73
–.42
–.23
.77
–.24
–.17
.57
.36
–.16
.63
–.49
–.49
.64
.00
–.39
.63
–1.20
2.36
.65
.40
–.68
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Using the Pearson product-moment correlation, bivariate correlations are calculated to
examine the relationships between all the variables. Table 2 shows the correlation matrix. In
the current study, the four coaching behaviours were positively correlated. All four coaching
behaviours were positively related to enjoyment, effort, mastery-approach and masteryavoidance goals, autonomy, competence, relatedness, and autonomous regulation.
Enjoyment and effort were positively associated with performance-approach, masteryapproach, and mastery-avoidance goals, as well as with the three psychological needs and
autonomous regulation. Performance-approach was positively related to both autonomous
and controlled regulations. Mastery-approach and mastery-avoidance goals had positive
relationship with autonomous regulation, but not controlled regulation.
CLUSTER ANALYSIS
From the agglomeration schedule, it was found that the merging of a four-cluster solution to
a three-cluster solution created a bigger change in the coefficients (27.1%) than previous
mergers (less than 18% change). According to Hair et al. [45], a larger increase means that
dissimilar solutions are merged. Hence, it was decided that the three-cluster solution will be
more appropriate for the present study. This is supported by the dendrogram and icicle plots.
Table 3 contains the means, standard deviations and z scores of the clustering and criterion
variables of the three clusters. Based on the z scores of ±0.5 as criteria for classifying high or
low scores [41], it was observed that cluster 1 had an “average” perception of coaching
behaviours because all four clustering variables (training and instruction, democratic
behaviour, social support, and positive feedback) were closed to the means. This first cluster
consists of 79 players (29.9%). The second cluster had a “positive” perception of coaching
behaviours (n = 128), and consists of 48.5% of the sample. The players in this cluster had z
scores higher than 0.60 in all the four coaching behaviours. The third cluster consisted of 57
(21.6%) participants with a “negative” perception of coaching behaviours profile; all the four
coaching behaviours had z scores of lower than -1.00. (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Cluster Profiles Based on Perceived Coaching Behaviour

1
1.00
.75**
.62**
.69**
.36**
.36**
.11
.35**
.25**
.24**
.25**
.26**
.23**
–.16**
1.00
.65**
.67**
.28**
.25**
.09
.21**
.23**
.14*
.17**
.13*
.16**
–.07

2

1.00
.51**
.23**
.17**
.07
.18**
.18**
.26**
.29**
.19**
.13*
–.02

3

1.00
.20**
.26**
.05
.16**
.22**
.15**
.18**
.13*
.14*
–.14*

4

1.00
.62**
.33**
.63**
.41**
.34**
.35**
.37**
.50**
–.04

5

1.00
.38**
.54**
.29**
.33**
.30**
.38**
.46**
–.04

6

1.00
.43**
.34**
.08
.03
.10
.29**
.31**

7

1.00
.53**
.21**
.21**
.30**
.49**
.05

8

1.00
.04
.07
.11
.32**
.03

9

1.00
.63**
.70**
.22**
–.13*

10

1.00
.65**
.30**
–.10

11

1.00
.27**
–.15*

12

1.00
.16**

13

Training and Instruction
Democratic Behaviour
Social Support
Positive Feedback

Cluster 1 (N = 79)
M
SD
z
3.85
.33
-.24
3.42
.38
-.08
3.07
.46
-.38
3.62
.54
-.27

Cluster 2 (N = 128)
M
SD
z
4.41
.32
.73
3.92
.46
.64
3.86
.47
.74
4.21
.48
.62

1.00

14

Cluster 3 (N = 57)
M
SD
z
3.23
.43
-1.30
2.55
.49
-1.33
2.54
.43
-1.12
3.11
.53
-1.01

Table 3. Cluster Means, Standard Deviations, and z Scores for the Three Clusters by Coaching Behaviour

Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01

1. Training and Instruction
2. Democratic Behaviour
3. Social Support
4. Positive Feedback
5. Enjoyment
6. Effort
7. Performance-Approach
8. Mastery-Approach
9. Mastery-Avoidance
10. Autonomy
11. Relatedness
12. Competence
13. Autonomous Regulation
14. Controlled Regulation

Table 2. Zero-Order Correlations of the Variables
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VALIDATION OF CLUSTER SOLUTION
Enjoyment and effort scores were used as criterion variables to validate the cluster solution
(see Table 3). Results from one-way MANOVA indicated that there were significant effects
among the three clusters and the two criterion variables, Wilks’s Λ = .88, F (4, 520) = 8.51,
p < .01, η2 = .06. Follow-up tests showed that both criterion variables were significantly
different across the three clusters: F (2, 261) = 15.50, p < .01, η2 = .11 for enjoyment; F (2,
261) = 12.07, p < .01, η2 = .09 for effort. Tukey’s HSD revealed that the “positive” group
(Cluster 2) had significant higher enjoyment and effort compared to the “average” and
“negative” clusters (all p-values < .01; see Figure 2).

Figure 2. Cluster Differences Based on Enjoyment, Effort, and
Achievement Goals

DIFFERENCES IN ACHIEVEMENT GOALS, PSYCHOLOGICAL NEEDS, AND
BEHAVIOURAL REGULATION ACROSS CLUSTERS GROUPS
Table 4 displays the means, standard deviations and z scores of the dependent variables for
the three clusters. Figures 2 and 3 present the cluster profiles in achievement goals, and
psychological needs and behavioural regulation, respectively. The results of the MANOVA
using achievement goals as dependent variables showed significant differences between the
three clusters, Wilks’s Λ = .88, F (6, 518) = 5.80, p < .01, η2 = .06. Follow-up ANOVAs
revealed that, except for performance-approach, significant differences between the three
clusters were found in the two mastery goals: F (2, 261) = 13.17, p < .01, η2 = .09 for
mastery-approach; and F (2, 261) = 13.03, p < .01, η2 = .09 for mastery-avoidance. Tukey’s
HSD revealed that the “negative” group scored significantly lower than the other two clusters
for mastery-approach (both p-values < .01). The “positive” cluster scored significantly
higher in mastery-avoidance goals then the other two clusters, the “average” cluster also had
higher mastery-avoidance goal than the “negative” cluster (all p-values < .05).
The results of the second MANOVA using the three psychological needs as dependent
variables also showed significant differences between the three clusters, Wilks’s Λ = .92, F
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Figure 3. Cluster Differences Based on Psychological Needs and
Behavioural Regulation
(6, 518) = 3.42, p < .01, η2 = .04. The results of the follow-up ANOVAs showed that
significant differences were found between the three clusters on all the three dependent
variables (all p values < .01).
Specifically, the players from the “positive” cluster had significantly higher autonomy,
relatedness, and competence compared to the players from the “negative” cluster. The final
MANOVA revealed that there were significant differences between the three clusters in their
behavioural regulation, Wilks’s Λ = .95, F (4, 516) = 3.32, p < .01, η2 = .03. Follow-up
ANOVAs revealed that significant differences between the three clusters were found in
autonomous regulation only, F (2, 259) = 4.71, p < .01, η2 = .04. Post-hoc tests showed that
those in the “positive” cluster had significantly higher autonomous regulation compared to
those in the “negative” cluster.
DISCUSSION
Of the many factors in sport that may impact athletes’ intrinsic motivation, the athletes’
perceptions of their coaches’ behaviours have been identified as one of the most important
[20, 50]. The purpose of the study was to examine the multivariate relations between
perceived coaching behaviours, 2 x 2 achievement goals, psychological needs, behavioural
regulations, and outcomes variables (such as effort and enjoyment) among a group of elite
high-school basketball players. The analysis was done at the intra-individual level using
cluster analysis to identify subgroups of athletes with unique characteristics in their
perceptions of coaching behaviours.
In the preliminary analysis, the autocratic behaviour subscale of the LSS was found to
have unacceptable internal consistency coefficient (α = .20). Thus, it was deleted from
further analysis. Previous studies have also found the same subscale to have low reliability,
with alpha coefficients lower than .50 [e.g., 8, 51, 52]. One of the reasons could be that
coaches are respected by the athletes and thus responding to the items in autocratic subscale
(such as “my coach refuses to compromise on a point”) could be problematic. In addition,
the performance-avoidance goal subscale was also found to have low alpha coefficient. More

Performance-Approach
Mastery-Approach
Mastery-Avoidance
Autonomy
Relatedness
Competence
Autonomous Regulation
Controlled Regulation
Enjoyment
Effort

Cluster 1 (N = 79)
M
SD
z
3.25
.89
-.04
3.97
.68
.00
3.47
.67
-.09
3.40
.57
-.12
4.03
.61
-.08
3.64
.55
-.09
4.17
.61
-.11
1.91
.62
.01
4.19
.66
-.16
3.96
.61
-.16

Cluster 2 (N = 128)
M
SD
z
3.40
1.00
.12
4.15
.67
.24
3.75
.78
.27
3.59
.54
.21
4.23
.58
.23
3.83
.64
.21
4.36
.63
.19
1.86
.65
-.07
4.50
.52
.31
4.24
.55
.28

Cluster 3 (N = 57)
M
SD
z
3.08
.90
-.21
3.58
.75
-.54
3.16
.75
-.49
3.28
.57
-.32
3.83
.68
-.41
3.47
.69
-.36
4.06
.63
-.28
2.01
.68
.16
3.99
.71
-.48
3.79
.72
-.42

Table 4. Cluster Means, Standard Deviations, and z Scores for the Three Clusters by Achievement Goals,
Psychological Needs, and Behavioural Regulation, and Outcome Variables
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work needs to be done in examining the psychometric properties of the LSS as well as the 2
x 2 achievement goal measures.
Using the four perceived coaching behaviours as clustering variables in the cluster
analysis, three distinct clusters were found with “negative”, “average” and “positive”
perceptions of coaching behaviours. Enjoyment and effort were used as the criterion
variables and the three clusters had corresponding low to high enjoyment and effort exertion.
The findings are similar to previous studies in that athletes’ perceptions of various
behaviours exhibited by their coaches are related to their intrinsic motivation. For example,
Amorose and Horn [4] found positive relationships between frequent positive feedback and
democratic behaviours and intrinsic motivation.
Amorose et al. [17, 40] showed that the three psychological needs of competence,
autonomy and relatedness are closely related to autonomy-supportive coaching and
motivational orientation. It has also been established that the three needs mediate the
relationships between perceived coaching behaviour and intrinsic motivation [17, 50]. The
results of the present study provide some support in that when athletes’ perceptions of their
coaches are “positive”, as in Cluster 2, the resulting needs satisfaction was much higher than
the “average” and the “negative” clusters. Although this study did not use structural equation
modeling, the pattern of the relationships was consistent with the theory. In fact, the use of
cluster analysis may be more powerful than structural equation modeling in that it can
identify all the athletes in a specific cluster. Researchers can follow up with the athletes about
the reasons for perceiving their coaches in that way and address the issues specifically.
Very few studies have examined the 2 x 2 achievement goal framework in the sport
domain, alongside SDT. Many researchers have demonstrated that the two theories could
complement each other [53, 54]. In the 2 x 2 achievement goal framework, studies in the
academic domain [e.g., 32] have shown that mastery-approach and performance-approach
goals are positively related to positive effects and consequences. On the other hand, masteryavoidance and performance-avoidance goals are associated with less adaptive motivational
cognition and emotion (see [34]).
In the physical education domain, Wang et al. [33] combined the SDT and the 2 x 2
achievement goal framework in examining the three psychological needs, behavioural
regulations and intrinsic motivation. They found four distinct clusters: i) a ‘moderate
achievement goals’ profile with all four achievement goals close to standard scores of zero;
ii) a ‘low achievement goals’ profile, in which all achievement goal scores were very low;
iii) a ‘high achievement goals’ profile with very high scores for all the four goals; and iv) a
‘mastery achievement goals’ profile with high mastery-approach and mastery-avoidance goal
scores, and moderate performance-approach and performance-avoidance goal scores.
Similar to the ‘mastery achievement goals’ group, the ‘high achievement goals’ group had
the most positive pattern of characteristics and outcomes, such as low amotivation, high
relatedness and high perceived competence. They also reported high enjoyment of PE
activities. In contrast, the ‘low achievement goals’ group had the least adaptive profile. They
scored low on autonomy, relatedness, and perceived competence, and high in amotivation.
They also reported least enjoyment of PE activities.
The findings of the present study are consistent with the previous study. The athletes in
the “positive” cluster had a similar profile of “high achievement goals” found in Wang et al.
[33]. This shows that coaching behaviours of training and instruction, positive feedback,
democratic behaviour and social support all related to mastery-approach, performanceapproach, and mastery-avoidance goals. The results add to the literature in that coaching
behaviours are closely related to athletes’ achievement goals.
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Taken together, the findings of this study and previous studies converge to a motivational
sequence proposed by Mageau and Vallerand [50]. Perceived coaching behaviours and the
goals structure set up by the coach influence athletes’ behavioural regulations through the
fulfillment of the three psychological needs. The more the athlete perceives the three needs
are being satisfied, the more self-determined one’s behaviour will be. The resulting
consequences will be more motivational adaptive behaviours, such as seeking challenge,
persistence during failure and feeling of pride and accomplishment [20].
CONCLUSION
It seems that social events such as the coaches’ behaviour or goal structure are related to
athletes’ behavioural regulation and motivational outcomes. For example, a controlling style
corresponds mainly with a low fulfillment of the need for autonomy. A performance goal
corresponds with more controlling motivation or regulation. Consequently, they are unlikely
to persist at the task or participate in the activity for a long time because of the unpleasant
experiences, and this may result in low perceptions of their physical self-worth. Thus, it may
be critical that coaches examine these social factors (their own behaviour and coaching
methods) in terms of promoting autonomy, perceived competence and relatedness, in order
to enhance athletes’ motivation and positive motivational outcomes. This study has
demonstrated the use of cluster analysis in identifying distinct groups of athletes based on
their perceptions toward their coaches and its impact on their motivation. A logical followup intervention could be opening up the communication channels between the coaches and
the athletes to clarify the expectations and commitment of both parties.
A few limitations of the present study need to be mentioned. First, the model proposed by
Vallerand and Losier [20] does not consider personal factors, such as conceptions of sport
ability. Future research should examine how personal factors interact with social factors [55]
in affecting the motivational sequence of the model. Secondly, this study is cross-sectional
and thus causality cannot be inferred. Thirdly, further psychometric work is required
concerning the assessment of LSS and AGQ; in particular, the subscale of autocratic
behaviour. Finally, LSS only measures limited coaching behaviours and focuses exclusively
on the frequency of behaviours. Future studies should look at the quality of the coaching
behaviour to gain a full understanding of why coaches do what they do in a specific context.
This would extend our understanding of the complex coaching process.
REFERENCES
1.

Gallon, A. J., Motivation in Athletes, in: Gallon, A. J., ed., Coaching Ideas and Ideals, Houghton Mifflin,
Boston, MA, 1980, 43-72.

2.

Horn, T. S., Coaching Effectiveness in the Sport Domain, in: Horn, T. S., ed., Advances in Sport Psychology,
2nd edn., Human Kinetics, Champaign, IL, 2002, 309-354.

3.

Amorose, A. J., Coaching Effectiveness: Exploring the Relationship between Coaching Behaviour and
Motivation from a Self-Determination Theory Perspective, in: Chatzisarantis, N. L. D. and Hagger, M. S.,
eds., Self-Determination in Sport and Exercise, Human Kinetics, Champaign, IL, 2007, 209-227.

4.

Amorose, A. J. and Horn, T. S., Intrinsic Motivation Relationships with Collegiate Athletes’ Gender,
Scholarship Status, and Perceptions of Their Coaches’ Behaviour, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology,
2000, 22(1), 63-84.

5.

Kent, A. and Sullivan, P. J., Coaching Efficacy as a Predictor of University Coaches’ Commitment,
International Sports Journal, 2003, 7(1), 78-87.

6.

Cumming, S. P., Smoll, F. L., Smith, R. E. and Grossbard, J. R., Is Winning Everything? The Relative
Contributions of Motivational Climate and Won-Lost Percentage in Youth Sports, Journal of Applied Sport
Psychology, 2007, 19, 322-336.

190

Coaching Behaviours, Needs, and Goals

7.

Chelladurai, P. and Saleh, S. D., Preferred Leadership in Sports, Canadian Journal of Applied Sport Sciences,
1978, 3, 85-92.

8.

Chelladurai, P. and Saleh, S. D., Dimensions of Leader Behaviour in Sports: Development of a Leadership
Scale, Journal of Sport Psychology, 1980, 2, 34-45.

9.

Chelladurai, P., Imamura, H., Yamaguchi, Y., Oinuma, Y. and Miyauchi, T., Sport Leadership in CrossNational Setting: The Case of Japanese and Canadian University Athletes, Journal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology, 1988, 10, 374-389

10.

Chelladurai, P., Malloy, D., Immamura, H. and Yamaguchi, Y., A Cross-Cultural Study of Preferred
Leadership in Sports, Canadian Journal of Sport Science, 1987, 12, 106-110.

11.

Gordon, S., Behavioural Correlates of Coaching Effectiveness, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation.
University of Alberta, Canada, 1986.

12.

Horn, T. and Carron, A. V., Compatibility in Coach-Athlete Relationships, Journal of Sport Psychology,
1985, 7, 137-149.

13.

Riemer, H. A. and Chelladurai, P., Leadership and Satisfaction in Athletics, Journal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology, 1995, 17, 276-293.

14.

Nicholls, J. G., The Competitive Ethos and Democratic Education, Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
MA, 1989.

15.

Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M., Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behaviour, Plenum
Press, New York, 1985.

16.

Harter, S., Effectance Motivation Reconsidered: Toward a Developmental Model, Human Development,
1978, 1, 34-64.

17.

Hollembeak, J. and Amorose, A. J., Perceived Coaching Behaviours and College Athletes’ Intrinsic
Motivation: A Test of Self-Determination Theory, Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 2005, 17, 20-36.

18.

Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G. and Ryan, R. M., Motivation and Education: The SelfDetermination Perspective, Educational Psychologist, 1991, 26, 325-346.

19.

Ryan, R., Agency and Organisation: Intrinsic Motivation, Autonomy and the Self in Psychological
Development, in: Jacobs, J., ed., Nebraska Symposium on Motivation: Developmental Perspectives on
Motivation, University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln, 1993, Vol 40, 1-56

20.

Vallerand, R. J. and Losier, G. F., An Integrative Analysis of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation in Sport,
Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 1999, 11, 142-169.

21.

Ryan, R. M. and Connell, J. P., Perceived Locus of Causality and Internalization: Examining Reasons for
Acting in Two Domains, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1989, 57, 749-761.

22.

Ryan, R. M., Plant, R. W. and O’Malley, S., Initial Motivations for Alcohol Treatment: Relations with Patient
Characteristics, Treatment Involvement, and Dropout, Addictive Behaviours, 1995, 20, 279-297.

23.

Connell, J. P. and Wellborn, J. G., Competence, Autonomy, and Relatedness: A Motivational Analysis of SelfSystem Processes, in: Gunnar, M. R. and Sroufe, L. A., eds., Self Processes and Development: The Minnesota
Symposia on Child Development, Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, 1991, Vol. 23, 43-78.

24.

Grolnick, W. S. and Ryan, R. M., Autonomy in Children’s Learning: An Experimental and Individual
Difference Investigation, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1987, 52, 890-898.

25.

Vallerand, R. J. and Bissonnette, R., Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and Motivational Styles as Predictors of Behaviour:
A Prospective Study, Journal of Personality, 1992, 60, 599-620.

26.

Chatzisarantis, N. L. D., Biddle, S. J. H. and Meek, G. A., A Self-Determination Theory Approach to the
Study of Intentions and the Intention-Behaviour Relationship in Children’s Physical Activity, British Journal
of Health Psychology, 1997, 2, 343-360.

27.

Goudas, M., Biddle, S. and Fox, K., Perceived Locus of Causality, Goal Orientations and Perceived
Competence in School Physical Education Classes, British Journal of Educational Psychology, 1994, 64,
453-463.

28.

Rawsthorne, L. J. and Elliot, A. J., Achievement Goals and Intrinsic Motivation: A Meta-Analytic Review,
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 1999, 3(4), 326-344.

International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching Volume 4 · Number 2 · 2009

191

29.

Butler, R., Task-Involving and Ego-Involving Properties of Evaluation: Effects of Different Feedback
Conditions on Motivational Perceptions, Interest, and Performance, Journal of Educational Psychology,
1987, 79, 474-482.

30.

Dweck, C. S., Motivational Processes Affecting Learning, American Psychologist, 1986, 41, 1040-1048.

31.

Elliot, A. J., Approach and Avoidance Motivation and Achievement Goals, Educational Psychologist, 1999,
34(3), 169-189.

32.

Elliot, A. J., and McGregor, H. A., A 2 x 2 Achievement Goal Framework, Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 2001, 80, 501-519.

33.

Wang, C. K. J., Biddle, S. J. H. and Elliot, A., Approach and Avoidance Goal Profiles in Physical Education,
Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 2007, 8, 147-168.

34.

Elliot, A. J., A Conceptual History of the Achievement Goal Construct, in: Elliot, A. and Dweck, C., eds.,
Handbook of Competence and Motivation, Guilford Press, New York 2005, 52-72.

35.

Conroy, D. E., Elliot, A. J. and Hofer, S. M., A 2 x 2 Achievement Goals Questionnaire for Sport: Evidence
for Factorial Invariance, Temporal Stability, and External Validity, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology,
2003, 25, 456-476.

35.

McGregor, H. A. and Elliot, A. J., Achievement Goals as Predictors of Achievement-Relevant Processes
Prior to Task Engagement, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 2002, 94, 381-395.

36.

Moller, A. C. and Elliot, A. J., The 2 x 2 Achievement Goal Framework: An Overview of Empirical Research,
in: Mittel, A.V., ed., Focus on Educational Psychology, Nova Science Publishers, Hauppauge, NY, 2006,
307-326.

37.

Cury, F., Da Fonséca, D., Rufo, M., Peres, C. and Sarrazin, P., The Trichotomous Model and Investment in
Learning to Prepare for a Sport Test: A Mediational Analysis, British Journal of Educational Psychology,
2003, 73, 529-543.

38.

Halvari, H. and Kjormo, O., A Structural Model of Achievement Motives, Performance Approach and
Avoidance Goals and Performance among Norwegian Olympic Athletes, Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1999,
89, 997-1022.

39.

Smith, M., Duda, J. L., Allen, J. and Hall, H., Contemporary Measures of Approach and Avoidance Goal
Orientations: Similarities and Differences, British Journal of Educational Psychology, 2002, 2, 154-189.

40.

Amorose, A. J. and Anderson-Butcher, D., Autonomy-Supportive Coaching and Self-Determined Motivation
in High School and College Athletes: A Test of Self-Determination Theory, Psychology of Sport and
Exercise, 2007, 8, 654-670.

41.

Wang, C. K. J. and Biddle, S. J. H., Young People’s Motivational Profiles in Physical Activity: A Cluster
Analysis, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 2001, 23 (1), 1-22.

42.

Wang, C. K. J. and Biddle, S. J. H., Understanding Young People’s Motivation Towards Exercise: An
Integration of Sport Ability Beliefs, Achievement Goals Theory, and Self-Determination Theory, in: Hagger,
M. S., and Chatzisarantis, N.L.D., eds., Self-Determination Theory in Exercise and Sport, Human Kinetics,
Champaign, IL, 2007, 193-208.

43.

Baard, P. P., Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M., Intrinsic Need Satisfaction: A Motivational Basis of Performance
and Well-Being in Two Work Settings, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 2004, 34, 2045-2068.

44.

McAuley, E., Duncan, T. E. and Tammen, V. V., Psychometric Properties of the Intrinsic Motivation
Inventory in a Competitive Sport Setting: A Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Research Quarterly for Exercise
and Sport, 1989, 60, 48-58.

45.

Hair, J. F. J., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L. and Black, W. C., Multivariate Data Analysis, 5 edn., PrenticeHall International, New Jersey, 1998.

46.

Wang, C. K. J., Chatzisarantis, N. L. D., Spray, C. M. and Biddle, S. J. H., Achievement Goal Profiles in
School Physical Education: Differences in Self-Determination, Sport Ability Beliefs, and Physical Activity,
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 2002, 72, 433-445.

47.

Amorose, A. J. and Horn, T. S., Pre- to Post-Season Changes in the Intrinsic Motivation of First Year College
Athletes: Relationships with Coaching Behaviour and Scholarship Status, Journal of Applied Sport
Psychology, 2001, 13, 355-373.

192

Coaching Behaviours, Needs, and Goals

48.

Cronbach, L. J., Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests, Psychometrika, 1951, 16, 297-334.

49.

Pyun, D. Y., Kwon, H. H., Koh, K. T. and Wang, C. K. J., Perceived Coaching Leadership of Youth Athletes
in Singapore, Journal of Sport Behavor, In Press.

50.

Mageau, G. A. and Vallerand, R. J., The Coach-Athlete Relationship: A Motivational Model, Journal of
Sports Sciences, 2003, 21, 883-904.

51.

Chelladurai, P. and Carron, A. V., Applicability to Youth Sports of the Leadership Scale for Sports,
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1981, 53, 361-362.

52.

Chelladurai, P. and Riemer, H. A., Measurement of Leadership in Sport, in: Duda, J. L., ed., Advances in
Sport and Exercise Psychology Measurement, Fitness Information Technology, Morgantown, WV, 1998,
227-253.

53.

Duda, J. L. and Hall, H., Achievement Goal Theory in Sport: Recent Extensions and Future Directions, in:
Singer, R. N., Hausenblas, H. A. and Janelle, C. M., eds., Handbook of Sport Psychology, Wiley, New York,
2001, 417-443.

54.

Ntoumanis, N., Empirical Links between Achievement Goal Theory and Self-Determination Theory in Sport,
Journal of Sports Sciences, 2001, 19, 397-409.

55.

Smith, R., Understanding Sport Behavior: A Cognitive-Affective Processing Systems Approach, Journal of
Applied Sport Psychology, 2006, 18, 1-27.

