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ABSTRACT

The present study examined the relationship betweaah's leadership styles and group cohesionéniridividual
and group teams participating in the"™ 6port olympiad of male students. 321 students @®81selected as sample
of this study. Athletes completed two instrumentghis study; Leadership Scale for Sport and theupr
Environment Questionnaire. The LSS contains 40sitdrat measures five dimensions of leadershipssgitel The
GEQ with 18 items assess the two dimensions grohpsion. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was utilizeéxamine
the internal reliability of LSS (r=0.85) and GEQ=0.72). Data were analyzed with one-sample kolmegro
smirnov, repeated measures ANOVA, Bonfferoni postthst, Pearson Correlation coefficient, and Tt-t@er
independent groups), in significance level éDP5. Result showed that coaches exhibited highéraining and
instruction and lower in autocratic style among batteractive group teams and co-acting teams. Reswwed
that there are no significant differences in tasidaocial level's of interactive group teams aneacting teams.
Results showed coach’s styles of training and usiton, democratic, social support and positivedfeseck were all
positively correlated to group cohesiand autocratic style negatively correlated to graxghesion.
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INTRODUCTION

According to Frast, among the three factors ofed#hlcoach, and spectator, coaches are the pirdtéortant
principles of sport teams. The coach is thoughbeaoa powerful organizer and the basis of improveni&@].
Anshel (1997) believes that coaches can be exangblesrrect behavior for their followers [2]. Maghs’ view
point is that the coach’s leadership style is thethod the coach obviously chooses to help the gmoupgder to
carry on the assumed responsibilities and to nfeegtoup’s needs as well [17]. Most of the sucedssfaches
make use of various coaching styles which are somstaltered immediately. Effective leadershipporss results
from the application of various roles and stylesnieet athlete’s needs and to reach the team’s tolged?2]. It is
necessary for coaches to pay attention not onlpedormance of athletic skills but also to mentkills of
individuals and the team. Therefore, paying attentb individual and group processes or the neédsdovidual
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athletes and the team seems necessary and isaf paetch’s efficiency. Consistent research on hizaleadership
style can help ameliorate his/her performance.dfffe assessment of coach’s leadership style pressgseffective
in bringing about athlete’s satisfaction as welltlasir good performance. As a result, coach’s biehaan have
important and determining role in athlete’s succasd satisfaction [4]. Athletes’ groups can turtoim team
through a complimentary process. Though the foronatif a team doesn't always follow a step-by-stegredure,
there is a process through which a group of indiald gather and through a series multiple intevasti a unified
whole-i.e. a team- appears. The coach’s knowlefigeonp formation and sport can lead to applicabbeolutions
that can help increase cohesion among team merfiBrCarron (1981) defines cohesion as dynamicgse that
the group intent to empower intimicity, loyalty aimtegration. The authors specified two differenhesion:1.
Social cohesion as interpersonal attractivenessigrteam members and level that allows group toiolits goal.
2. Task cohesion: objective evaluation by athlefesoordinated straggle or level that representsinlmg related
goals [7]. Cohesion is of extraordinary importameealynamicity of the team and group in sports singken it
comes to group processes, it has an overall effe¢he number of individual variables such as yriboperation,
attempt and motivation. As a result, this procesantains not only individual output like satisfamti and
performance but also group output like team reicéarent and efficiency of performance [14].

We often hear the experts say a champion team eanup a team consisting of champions, which is telayn

cohesion can be as important as individual talantsabilities of team members [16]. Carron (198@&hiified four

effective factors in team cohesion. Environmentattdrs; like cultural considerations of organizasioand

geographical considerations. Personal factorsy tefendividual characteristics, knowing, motivatiand behavior.
Team factors; consist of group size, the complexitygroup member’'s roles, collective efficacy anaup

member’s background. Finally leadership factors ithdlude leadership styles and coach’s decisitaasn members
personal relationships with each other and withchaand the relationships between the team andahehc Thus,
coaches have the potential to affect group cohedibese leadership factors may have either direéhdirect

influence, through individual interference or tedaators [14]. Anshel (1997) believes that coachag gertain

attention to team unity since they believe, it'e thasic principle behind team’s success, and therethey use
certain techniques to make sure that the spirintdfnacy and unity exists among team members [4.when a

coach’s role as a leader becomes apparent andmotregarding team members’ cohesion.

Though there are abundant approaches concernirlgatiership style and behavior in proposed tektgems that
relatively little research is done in this fieldedto lack of proposed theories and specialized tsadesports field.
Through the use of multi-dimensional leadershipigiesn sports, Chelladurai concludes that coactébavior
results from 3main variables of leader's charasties, the circumstance characteristics and memmber’
characteristics. However, it seems that this apr@antains limitations as well because this mb@sl emphasized
on only two outcomes of coach’s behavior on atlletatisfaction and performance [15].

Horn (2002) designed a more complex model thanettafsChelladurai and Carron which, in 3 parts, sleeith
explanation on effective factors on coach behavimach behavior influence on athlete’s satisfactam
performance, and indirect relationships betweemrltsabehavior and athlete’s performance [5]. Inwadyg that was
carried out by Chelladurai and Carron (1978), itdmee clear that child athletes prefered relatigndiased
leadership style to that based on task. In otheddsyadhey needed coach’s friendship as an inselgapatt of his
leading role. On the other hand, they found out tiilege athletes had lesser relationship needsirstead,
preferred task-based coach behavior [2].

The same researcher found out in a study in 19&83stcial support leadership style was increasingrgssively in
coaches ranging from junior high-school to univgr§®]. This can be an expected style considerirgititrease in
mental maturity and task.

Serpa et al. (1991) in a study entitled leaderphipern in Handball international matches showed loth athletes
and coaches training and instruction style wagdtiminant style while autocratic style was used [24$ Hosseini

(2010) showed in a study that coaches in Iraniamigr League used more of training and instruckéadership
style and less of Democratic style [15]. Chelladwmad some of his Japanese co-workers got someegtiteg

results regarding the relationship between culamd coach’s leadership style. Results showed thata@demic
level, Canadian male athletes prefer the training iastruction style, democratic behavior and pesifeedback
while Japanese are more in favor of autocraticsarihl support styles [11].
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Alferman (2005) suggested that in order to deveédapn skills in athletes of team sports, social supieadership
behavior was more effective while in individualldis, training and instruction style proved morecééht [1]. After
Carron et al. (1985) proposed a conceptual modétarh cohesion, more studies were conducted, nioghich
were concerned with effective factors on team ciolnedMoradi et al (2004) in “Iranian Basketball Riier League
Teams” and Hosseini (2010) in “Iranian football Mfer League Teams” got similar results. Resultsagtbthat
except autocratic style that had negative and ftgmt effect on group cohesion, other styles iathd a significant
and positive relationship [15, 19]. However, whendging the players in young adolescent’s foothe#igue,
Shamsaei (2007) found significant and negativeticglahip with group cohesion between autocratic demhocratic
style. It seems that the reason for negative wiatiip between democratic styles with cohesioheslaw level of
mental maturity and task in young adolescent p&j28].

At the level of high school teams, Chaw (1999) bt that the high levels of task cohesion arateel to training
and instruction leadership style and democratitesiynd high levels of social cohesion are relatedemocratic
relationship style, social support and positivedfesck [10]. Though most of the conducted studieswsh
relationships between different types of coacheadérship styles with increase in cohesion amoaig tmembers
in team sports, there are some contradictory resaljarding this as well. For instance, Peace aowllK (1994)
didn't find a significant relationship between leaship behavioral dimensions and social cohesidnigh school
girls’ basketball team [20]. At academic level, B&n studies have been conducted. Catharine (26088)ved in
university football teams whose coaches use trgirand instruction, democratic, social support awoditjve
feedback styles, there are more cohesive teamsR@jayne (2004), in a study entitled "The effectcofich’s
behavior on team’s dynamicity in university spagam”, showed that there is positive correlatiotwleen athletes’
understanding of group cohesion during the seastintheir understanding of higher levels of demticrgaining
and instruction, social support and positive fee#tbstyles [23]. Rebecca (2007) found a significdifterence
between coaches’ and athletes’ approach to teamstmh[21]. Hans Lenk (1969), in his studies on @&rman
rowing teams, came to the conclusion that co-acsipgrt groups could achieve maximum performancaltes
despite severe internal conflicts. It means lowugroohesion had positive effect on German Olympwimg team
[2]. In the present study, coaches’ leadershipestyre examined in5 style frameworks:1-training eastruction
style: is applied to all behavior that coach design order to improve athlete’s performance thiotgchnical
trainings and in group sports in order to coordnaam members’ activities. 2- Democratic stylea isehavior in
which the coach gives the athletes the permissigratticipate in decisions related to determiningug aims and
the methods to achieve them. 3- Autocratic stydereflected when coach separates him/ herself flmrathletes
and emphasizes his/her power. 4- Social suppge: selates to the issue that to what extent tech is involved
in meeting the concerned athletes’ interactive sesmud finally 5-Positive feedback style is the timhere the
coach, encourages and praises his athletes andesdiméir play and cooperation [18].

However, considering Carron’s model of team cohesjpoup cohesion can be studied through the tweedsions
of social cohesion and task cohesion. Social cohesieans the degree of interpersonal interest angoogp
members, i.e. the degree to which group lets tliéviclual achieve his favorite objective. In otheords, task
cohesion shows the extent to which the team andpgneembers can get their goals [6]. Most of conellistudies
and researches about leadership style and tearsiontage limited to a certain field and few studiase been done
comparing the two factors above in teams with atgons (group) like football and basketball aneacting teams
(individual) like rowing and tennis, such a stud&smever been done in the country (Iran).

That's why, in the present study, we deal withtslationship between coaches’ leadership styleteach cohesion
of teams participating in the @thletic Olympiads for country boys which was ledsby Mazandaran University.
Furthermore, in this study, we compare the twodiacof coaches’ leadership style and team cohésitialds with
interacting groups and in co-acting (individuagldis.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
This research is descriptive and correlation and & field study from date gathering. The statétipopulation
involves students participated in thé"igport olympiad of male students in Iran. 321 stisl¢N=1906) selected as
sample of this study (M = 22.69 yrs, SD = 2.18).

Three instruments were used in the study: The Deapbgc Questionnaire, Leadership Scale for Spdrit §hd the
Group Environment Questionnaire [8]. Each studytippant completed a demographic questionnaire dsaed
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him to report age and academic background. The m88&sures five dimensions of leadership style nimgi and
instruction (TI1) democratic style (DB), autocrasityle (AB), social support (SS) and positive feeéPF). The
LSS comes in three versions: the athlete's pregeréor coaching style, the athlete's perceptionctmching style
and the coaches' perception of their own style. dtdetes in this study only completed the attdeperceived
coaching version. The athlete's perception versiohSS contains forty items prefaced by" My coathand is
followed by statements such as "sees to it thaetath work to capacity”. Each it is scored on sobypLikert-type
scale ranging from "always" to "never." There dniet¢éen items for T, nine items for DB, five iterfar AB, eight
items for SS and five items for PF. The psychorgproperties of the LSS have been demonstrateevaral
studies [11]. The GEQ assess the four dimensionsash cohesion - Individual Attraction to groupktdsTG-T),
Individual Attraction to Group-Social (ATG-S), Grpuntegration-Task (GIT) and Group Integration-Sb¢GI1-S).
The questionnaire contains 18 items that are soonea 9-point Likert-type scale ranging from "sigbnagree" to
"strongly disagree."Each item is either positivetated or negatively stated. The questionnairefikasitems for
ATG-S, four items for ATG-T, five items for GI-T,nd four items for GI-S. The score for each categesry
calculated by summing the values and dividing gy tlumber items in that category. Administratiorthef GEQ
and LSS occurred immediately following the end @dison. The athletes were asked to indicate thatht® actual
style when filling out the LSS. Each gave apprayemt on the head coaches’ approval. After practiee coaches
or assistant coach brought the team together aestiqunaire was always administered by the researéhayers
first completed the demographic questionnaire, tthenLSS questionnaire, and finally the GEQ. Tharirments
were completed individually and anonymously, arel ¢baches did not have access to the individuatrmdtional
received. Data were analyzed with Kolmogrov-Smirnegarson correlation coefficient, ANOVA, and Benéfni
post hoc test, T-test in significance level gDR5.

RESULTS

- Scale Reliabilities

Previous LSS studies have generally indicated aabkpinternal consistency scores for LSS scaldsugh some
problems with the Autocratic Style Scale have begorted [11]. In the present study, Cronbach'salpefficient
was utilized to examine the internal reliability lodth scales. The internal reliability for the L&68d the GEQ is
represented in table 1 and 2.
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Figure 1. Comparison of coach's leadership styles
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Table 1. Internal reliability scores for the LSS
Training and
Instructior

0.84

LSS Scale
Cronbach's Alpha

Democratic Style
0.79

Autocratic Style
0.78

Social Support siBee Feedback
0.83 0.73

Table2. Internal reliability scores for GEQ
GEQ Scale Task Cohesion  Social Cohesion
Cronbach's Alpha  0.72 0.73

After getting sure of giving data by using Kolmogi®mirnov test, they used parametric tests for datdysis. The
result of ANOVA showed that there are significanliferences among leadership styles. In this reteaoaches
use training and instruction leadership styles nthen autocratic leadership styles and this diffeeewas also
significant (Figure 1).

The results of T-test showed there is not a sigaifi difference between task and social cohesiomdifidual
teams to group teams.

Table3. Compare between cohesions dimensions in g

cohesion dimensions  groups M T df 0.34
Individual teams  6.64
Task Group teams 6.68 0.95 319 0.34
) Individual teams ~ 6.49
Social Group teams 6.65 1.32 319 0.18

The result of Pearson correlation coefficient sksiwed that there are positive and significancaticeiship among
task cohesion to training and instruction (r=0.4Bgmocratic (r=0.24), social support (r=0.25) amusifive

feedback(r=0.34). And also there is positive amghi§icance relationship among social cohesion &ning and
instruction style (r=0.44), Democracy (r=0.17), isbsupport (r=0.23) and positive feedback(r-0.29) the other
hand there is not significance relationship amangeratic style to cohesion dimensions (table4).

Table4. Pearson correlation coefficient among leadghip styles and group cohesion

Tralnlng_and Democratic Style| Autocratic Style  Social Support siffee Feedback
Instruction
Task cohesion 0.49 0.24 -0.10 0.25 0.34
Social Cohesion 0.44 0.17 -0.14 0.23 0.29
Total cohesion 0.47 0.20 0.12 0.25 0.3

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The results of this research showed that coachabited higher in training and instruction and lovire autocratic
style. In athletes viewpoints, they consider tecAhand tactical training of individuals and tearhsss autocratic
style indicate that the coaches allow athletesaxtiqgpate in decision making related to determoratof group
goals and goal achievement methods. Hoseini (26&)Ramazaninezhad (2009) concluded that in priofess
leagues volleyball and football teams use trairang instruction mostly and they employ democratytesless.
Autocratic style is task based leadership methaacf responsibility based style in professional @mmpionship
sports has been reported in researches. The redutsseini (2010) and Ramazaninezhad (2009), Mq2@D9),
Rimmer and Chelladurai (1995) and Bennet&ManeudQ20 confirm these findings. According to the dymam
nature of sport, training and instruction are comnand the coaches concentrate on teaching of saetid
techniques. of course, related to less usage ofcriic style by university coaches, the results iaragreement
with Moradi (2009), Rimmer and Chelladurai (199%)daBennet & Maneual (2000). Hoseini (2010) and
Ramazaninezhad (2009) donot agree with these seduiey reported that the coaches of volleyball faatball
leagues use less democratic style .It seems thatdl/sport and also level of teams cause thigmiffce in using
autocratic and democratic leadership styles.

Other research's result showed there is no sigmificlifference between task and social cohesiomdifidual
teams to group teams. Considering this point thiatresearch is alone in many different fields ehedcked samples
were the college students who were hailfellow. €heas no significant differences in group cohesbrgroup
teams to individual teams. Results showed coadiifessof training and instruction, democratic, sbcupport and
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positive feedback were all positively correlatedjtoup cohesion and autocratic style negativelyatated to group
cohesion that agrees with findings of, KatarineO@0 Moradi (2004), Shamsaei (2007), Hoseini (20&63j

Ramazaninezhad (2010).They found that there igrifsiant relationship among training and practidemocratic
leadership styles and social support ,positive fegck to cohesion. While, there is a negative i@iahip among
autocratic style to team cohesion. Training antrircsion, democracy and social support requireabatation and
interaction and involvement of the athletes thde#ds to increate in team cohesion. So assertiagopitional

Carron (1982) can belt old that leadership is oh¢he important and effecting for group cohesiorfisseams

.Coaches who use mostly training and instructi@makratic, social support and positive feedbaclestgnd less
from autocratic style, have teams with more cohesio

Finally, we proffer to leaders to make a suitaldeia-mental environment to obtain team aims. Ceacshould
using suitable leadership styles in different cdaeeafford athlete's needs, make players familiin their teamer's
responsibilities, and while playing and teaching p®sitive feedback. They should meet athletestsiemd get
familiar the athletes with their responsibilitiey bsing best leadership style. The coaches shoodact with
athletes and have their personal information apdarempower their strong points and eliminate wpalats by
offering optimal technical and tactical plans.
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