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ABSTRACT

Recently, burnout in sport has received increasing attention, to the point that some scholars have even suggested
that burnout has become synonymous with sports (Lai & Wiggins, 2003). The present research examines the
relationship between leadership behavior and burnout among coaches and athletes. The population consisted of 218
swimmers and 50 coaches who participated in intercollegiate competitions. The participants completed a dem-
ographics gquestionnaire, Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI), the Athlete Burnout Questionnaire (ABQ) of Raedeke
and Smith (2001), and the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) of Chelladurai (1980). One-sample t-test and
histogram charts were used to examine the differences between variables. Pearson correlation coefficient was used
at the0.05 significance level for hypothesis testing. The findings showed that there is no significant relationship
between autocratic leadership and burnout among coaches. The subscales of autocratic leadership, however, were
negatively associated with depersonalization and positively associated with reduced personal accomplishment. A
significant relationship was observed between leadership style of coaches and burnout among athletes. Athlete
burnout was negatively associated with training and instruction, negatively associated with positive feedback, and
positively associated with autocratic behavior. Autocratic behavior was positively associated with all the three
components of burnout among athletes. No significant relationship was observed between coach burnout and athlete
burnout, but weak correlations were observed between coach burnout and reduced personal accomplishment and
emotional exhaustion of athl etes.
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INTRODUCTION

Coaches’ leadership style and burnout among coamtbathletes are important issues that have Ieesubject of
many studies over the past two decades. Despitgrdveng literature on leadership and burnout iargghere are
many questions that have remained unanswered.ifidegtthe factors in burnout among coaches antetgh and
developing strategies for effective decision makaag improve the performance of coaches, athleted,sport
clubs in general.

Burnout is usually defined as a psychological sgmi¥ of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, recidiced
personal accomplishment [1]. Emotional exhaustiefers to the depletion of psychic energy or thenig of
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emotional resources. Depersonalization refers ® dbvelopment of negative, cynical attitudes towatie
recipients of one’s services. Lack of personal egdshment is the tendency to evaluate one’s ownkwath

recipients negatively, an evaluation that is ofeecompanied by feelings of insufficiency [1]. Appelnd Otten
(1992) argue that exhaustion (a construct thatotmes extent overlaps with burnout) is highly asseciawith

cardiac diseases|[2].

The concept of burnout in sport has received sohnatitention that some scholars suggest that bulresibecome
synonymous with sports[2]. Internal and externalirees of pressure, physical and mental exhaustiomd
changes, increased anxiety, and lack of carinderdetelings that coaches and athletes often assarith burnout

[3].

Raedeke and Smith (2001) proposed a frameworkdaondut in sports context. Using exploratory facioalysis,
they identified three dimensions for burnout: emodl/physical exhaustion (associated with intemaming and
competition), reduced sense of accomplishmentdims of skills/abilities and the inability to actéepersonal
goals/live up to expectations), and devaluatiologa of interest, a “don’t care” attitude and resemt)[4].

Many studies have addressed the relationship betweenout and decision making styles [3, 5]. Rededras
shown that autocratic decision making increasesduirin athletes, while democratic behaviors desgeathlete
burnout [6].

Sunar et al. (2009) examined the relationship betweoach burnout and leadership behavior and btirnou
experienced by school soccer players. They fougnifgiant relationships between coach burnout aadiérship
behaviors. They suggested reduced personal acgimm@nt and emotional exhaustion as the most impuorta
factors that are affected by leadership behavigrs[7

Harris and Ostrow (2005) examined the relationshipveen decision-making styles of coaches andootirn
among coaches and athletes. They reported a sigmifinegative relationship between athlete burremd
democratic behaviors. They also found that demimcrdtehaviors significantly affect exhaustion and
depersonalization subscales|[6].

Vealey et al. (1998) studied burnout among coaelmesathletes. They found that coach burnout wasf&gntly

related to perceived coaching behavior, perceiwetiting behavior was predictive of athlete burnant athlete
anxiety and athlete burnout were significantly redl They showed that those athletes scoring higthe negative
self-concept, emotional and physical exhaustiovalimtion, and psychological withdrawal subscalescgived
coaching behaviors to be less empathetic, stresgimging more than development, and using morerdisp and
an autocratic coaching style[5].

Price and Weiss (2000) examined the relationshiprgmcoach burnout, coaching behaviors, and athletes
psychological responses. They studied a sampl®@®ffdmale soccer players and 15 head coaches lofsieigpol
teams and found that athletes experiencing lowgdexd sport competence and pleasure along withehighxiety
and burnout levels reported coaching behaviorswiea¢ characterized by less instruction or trainsagial support,
and positive feedback and more autocratic in nafliney also found that athletes who reported lolgeels of
burnout perceived coaching behaviors to be moreodeattic than autocratic in nature[3].

Altahayneh (2003) studied the relationship betweeach burnout, coaches’ behaviors, and levels afidut and
satisfaction experienced by college athletes. Havek that there is a significant relationship betweoaches’
leadership behaviors and burnout. He also showatl grsonal accomplishment and emotional exhaustien
significant predictors of the coaches’ leaderstepdviors. Athletes who perceived their coachesagiging more
training and instruction, social support, feedbaakd exhibiting more democratic behavior and les®aatic
behavior were more satisfied and less burned aut[8]

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The population of the present research consistal dfie swimming coaches of Iran’s universitiesowiad been

coaching for at least six months and their athleéb@scoaches (31 female and 19 male) and 218 swisn(i86
female and 82 male) were selected as the sampteripgéve statistics and Pearson correlation coieffit were used
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for data analysis at the 0.05 significance levdl. shatistical operations were done in SPSS andRES The
indices proposed by the software are tested usimgtsral equation modeling, and after verifying tignificance
of the model, the effects of the variables on eattter are examined. It must be noted that the h s$igthe
following tables indicates significance at the< 0.05level and ** indicates significance at the< 0.01 level.
Using structural equation modeling, this study eixa® the relationship between leadership behaviamn fthe
perspective of coaches and athletes as input amdbiuamong coaches and athletes as outputs.

The present research uses the burnout scale dedetgpMaslach (1996),the Athlete Burnout QuestiinengABQ)
of Raedeke and Smith (2001), and the Leadershite Soa Sports (LSS) of Chelladurai (1980).Maslaciribut
Inventory (MBI) consists of 22 items rated on alsad O (never) to 6 (always). ABQ consists of figsnis rated on a
5-point Likert scale from 1(never) to 5 (alwaysp3 consists of 43 items rated on a %-point scala ft (never) to
5 (always).

RESULTS

Given the data from MBI, burnout levels in swimmare shown in Table 1.

Tablel) One sample t-test for study burnout levels swimmers
Test Value = 3
burnout levels T df Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference| Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the Differenge
Lower Upper
Reduced Sense of Accomplishment 8.078 217 .000 .31560 3.3156 .2386 .3926
Sport Devaluation 15.379 | 217 .000 .70459 3.7046 .6143 .7949
emotional exhaustion 19.188 | 217 .000 .97982 3.9798 .8792 1.0805

Considering the above table, there is a significhffierence between the theoretical and experinhenéans in all
the components of burnout in athletes ata¢he 0.05level. It can be argued that burnout in the swingngrhigher
than the expected level, and the level of emoti@xdiaustion with a mean of 3.9798 is higher than dther
components.

The level of burnout among coaches and the diffardretween theoretical and experimental meansravédpd in
Table 2.

Table2) One sample t-test for study burnout levels coaches

Test Value = 4
burnout levels t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference| Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the Differende
Lower Upper
Reduced Sense of Accomplishment-76.301 | 217 .000 -2.38838 1.6116 -2.4501 -2.3267
Sport Devaluation -132.270 | 217 .000 -2.75596 1.2440 -2.7970 -2.7149
emotional exhaustion -28.084 | 217 .000 -.89507 3.1049 -.9579 -.8323

Given the obtained values, the above table shows that there is afisigmt difference betweenthe theoretical and
experimental means in all the components of buritogbaches at the = 0.05 level. Burnout among coaches is
lower than the expected level, and the level oficed personal accomplishment with a mean of 3.1948gher
than the other components.

Based on the data from LSS, the leadership belmabroaches from the perspective of athletes gerted in
Table 3.

Table3) One sample t-test for study coaches behavi(athlete perception)
Test Value = 3
Dimensions of behavior t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference| Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the Differende

Lower Upper

training and instruction -19.061 | 217 .000 -.86203 2.1380 -.9512 - 7729
positive feedback -15.147 | 217 .000 -.85378 2.1462 -.9649 -7427
Democratic decision-making behaviofs -9.469217 .000 -.43935 2.5607 -.5308 -.3479
social support -5.999 | 217 .000 -.23624 2.7638 -.3139 -.1586
Autocratic decision-making behaviors ~ 11.914217 .000 .51663 3.5166 4312 .6021

The obtained values indicate that there is a significant défeze between the theoretical and experimental means
in all the components of leadership behavior atdathe 0.05 level. The level of autocratic behavior is higtiean
the other components of leadership behavior wittean of 3.5166.
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Based on the data from LSS, the leadership betawbroaches from the perspective of coaches tHeessare
reported in Table 4.

Table4) One sample t-test for study coaches behavso(coach perception)
Test Value = 3
i df Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference| Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the Differenge

Lower Upper

training and instruction -44.722 | 217 .000 -1.12315 1.8769 -1.1726 -1.0736
positive feedback -40.867 | 217 .000 -1.32339 1.6766 -1.3872 -1.2596
Democratic decision-making behaviofs ~ -18.1f3217 .000 -.49032 2.5097 -.5435 -.4371
social support -14.791 | 217 .000 -.28498 2.7150 -.3230 -.2470
Autocratic decision-making behaviors ~ 16.649217 .000 .55562 3.5556 .4898 .6214

The obtainedt values suggest a significant difference betweettieeretical and experimental means in all the
components of leadership behavior at ¢he 0.05 level. The level of autocratic behavior is higtiean the other
componentswith a mean of 3.5556.

Hypothesis 1
According to the first hypothesis, there is a digant relationship between leadership behaviocadches and

burnout among coaches.

Table4) Pearson Correlation for relationship betwer couches’ behaviors and their burnout

burnout | emotional exhaustior] Sport Devaluation| Reduced Sense of Accomplishment
Pearson Correlatio 102 154 -.002 -.003
training and instruction Sig. (2-tailed) 519 .331 .989 .985
N 42 42 42 42
Pearson Correlatio 221 .226 .078 .049
positive feedback Sig. (2-tailed) 159 151 .624 759
N 42 42 42 42
Pearson Correlatio .032 .099 -.039 -.028
Democratic decision-making behaviofs Sig. (2-tailed) .839 .532 .807 .861
N 42 42 42 42
Pearson Correlatio]  .256 154 -221 .369
social support Sig. (2-tailed) 102 .331 .160 .016
N 42 42 42 42
Autocratic decision-making behavior: Pearson Correlatior] 137 --006 -3L1 414
Sig. (2-tailed) .388 971 .045 .006
N 42 42 42 42

The above table shows that the null hypothesisisrejected > 0.05), and there is no significant relationship
between leadership behaviors and burnout amonghesaat thex = 0.05 level. The data suggests that autocratic
behavior is negatively associated with depersoatitima and positively associated with reduced peakon
accomplishment, and social support is positivelgoamted with reduced personal accomplishment. eSinc
significant relationships are observed only inghbscales of burnout, the causal relationship betwiee autocratic
and supportive behaviors and the components ofdoirnan be evaluated using structural equation fmade
(SEM).

Figure 2 — The output of SEM for the relationship etween leadership behaviors and burnout among coaeh using LISREL in standard
mode

L. 00— CHEETL
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Figure 3 —The output of SEM for the relationship béween leadership behaviors and burnout among coacheising LISREL in
significance mode

4.56 = CHEEJL

4.56= CRAESL

Table 6 — The results of testing the conceptual metiof first hypothesis

Autocratic decision-making behaviors social support
Standard Standard
coefficient (R) t-Value result R2 coefficient (R) t-Value result R2
Reduced Sense of Accomplishmepnt 0.36 2.56 Accept 0.30 2.17 Accept | 0.26
Sport Devaluation -0.31 -2.05 Accept | 0.097
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.95
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.98
Chi-Square=1.27, df=3, P-value=0.73679, RMSEA=0.000

Chi-squared test was applied to examine whethepthposed model is appropriate. The chi-squaretistitais
equal to 1.27, which is less than the critical eabf 6.25 with the degree of freedom of 3, thuspsujing the
model. Moreover, the-value is 0.75, which is greater than 0.05 and ptedde. All the goodness-of-fit indices
suggest that the model fits the data. What follavesthe coefficients of all the factors in the modée coefficient
of the effect of autocratic behavior on reducedspeal accomplishment is 0.36; the coefficient &f #ifect of
social support on reduced personal accomplishnge@t30; the coefficient of the effect of autocrdighavior on
depersonalization is -0.31; all the coefficients significant { > 1.96).

Hypothesis 2
Based on the second hypothesis, there is a signtfielationship between leadership behavior amddut among

athletes.

Table7) Pearson Correlation for relationship betwer couches’ behaviors and athletes’ burnout

Reduced Sense of AccomplishmentSport Devaluation] emotional exhaustior] burnout
Pearson Correlatiol -171 -.296 -.210 -291
training and instruction Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .000 .002 .000
N 218 218 218 218
Pearson Correlatiol -.149 -.235 -.220' -.261
positive feedback Sig. (2-tailed) .028 .000 .001 .000
N 218 218 218 218
Pearson Correlatio -.109 -127 -.064 -.125
Democratic decision-making behaviofs Sig. (2-tailed) .108 .062 .348 .065
N 218 218 218 218
Pearson Correlatio .027 -132 -.061 -.076
social support Sig. (2-tailed) .694 .052 371 .264
N 218 218 218 218
Pearson Correlatiol 183 .320 .337 .364
Autocratic decision-making behavior§ Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .000 .000 .000
N 218 218 218 218

The above table indicates that the hypothesis jectexd for autocratic behavior, training and instien, and
positive feedbackp(< 0.05). The results show that burnout among athleteggatively associated with training
and instruction, negatively associated with positigedback, and positively associated with autactksthavior at
the a = 0.05 level. However, no significant relationship wassetved in terms of democratic behavior and social
support p > 0.05). The autocratic behavior of coaches was positimskociated with all the three components of
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burnout. Moreover, positive feedback and training @struction were negatively associated with cbeyponents
of burnout among athletes. The causal relationsfgfween leadership behaviors and burnout can kéefur
evaluated using SEM.

Figure 4 — The output of SEM for the relationship etween leadership behaviors and burnout among athies using LISREL in standard
mode

0, A0 —— ti.llh o
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Figure 5 — The output of SEM for the relationship etween leadership behaviors and burnout among athes using LISREL in

significance mode
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After applying the changes suggested by the softwthe chi-squared test rejects the model, fopthalue is very
small. Based on the recommendations of Browne amde€k (1993), the RMSEA is 0.88 and the confidence
interval is between 0.058 and 0.12. Since the Idimt is lower than the 0.05 value, the error ppeoximation is
quite high. However, other fitness indices suckeks and AGFI| are appropriatéKI > 0.90). Therefore, the model
does not fit the data.
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Table 8 — The results of testing the second hypotsie

Autocratic behaviol social suppo Democratic behavio positive feedbac training and instructic
Standard Standard Standard Standard ’
v e;u e coefficient |, z;u o coefficient |, e;u e coefficient |, e;u e coefficient tValue Standar?Rc)o efficient
R) (R) (R) (R)
-5.9C -0.41 13.5¢ 0.82 12.9t 0.7€ 15.67 0.8¢ 14.71 0.84
Coaches’ Behavit
Recommended changes R2 t-VALUE Standard |- Swimmers | 3 csot:fr:i?:iaer:n Reduced S
9 coefficient burnout . R) € ucoef ense
social support and positive feedb Accomplishment
Autocratic behaviors and social support 0.078 -3.02 -0.28 tvalue
Standarc
Degreesof Freedom =17 0.97 Coefficient .

b Sport Devaluati
Chi-Square = 45.75 (P = 0.00019) (R) port Devaluation
(RMSEA) = 0.088 4.5¢ t-Value
Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.058 ; 0.12) Standarc
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.95 0.61 Coefficient emotional
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.89 (R) exhaustion

5.5¢ t-Value

Hypothesis 3
Based on the third hypothesis, there is a sigmificalationship between burnout among coaches armbht among
athletes.

Table 9 — Pearson correlation coefficient for theelationship between burnout among coaches and atlés (i = 218)

Coaches Swimmer emotional exhaustjoSport Devaluation| Reduced Sense of Accomplishmentburnout

Pearson Correlatiol .086 003 118 139

Reduced Sense of AccomplishmentSig. (2-tailed) .205 .960 .083 .041
N 218 218 218 218
Pearson Correlatio -.127 -.089 .041 -.096

Sport Devaluation Sig. (2-tailed) .062 192 551 157
N 218 218 218 218

Pearson Correlatiol -147 -.065 -.024 -143

emotional exhaustion Sig. (2-tailed) .030 .337 729 .035
N 218 218 218 218
Pearson Correlatio -.093 -.068 .049 -.059

burnout Sig. (2-tailed) 171 .316 469 .388
N 218 218 218 218

The above table shows that there is significartti@hship between burnout among coaches and alitete 0.05).
Weak correlations were observed only between cbachout and reduced personal accomplishment andi@mab
exhaustion in athletes at tlhe= 0.05 level. Since correlations were only observed betwthe subscales, these
relationships can further be examined using SEM.

Figure 6 — The output of SEM for the relationship ketween burnout among coaches and athletes using IREL in standard mode

1.0 CHURN

Chi-Square=13.81, df=1, P-value=0.00020, EMSEA=0.244
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Figure 7 — The output of SEM for the relationship etween burnout among coaches and athletes using IREL in significance mode

CBURN

10.39

shi=-Square=13.81, df=1, P-value=0.00020, RMSEA=0.24 f!l

Table 10 — The results of testing the third hypothas

Statistics Coaches’ burnout

Variables Standard coefficient (R) | t-Value | result R2
Reduced Sense of Accomplishment 0.14 2.06 accept 0.019
emotional exhaustion -0.14 -212 accept 0.020
Degrees of Freedom = 1
Chi-Square = 13.81 (P = 0.00020)
RMSEA =0.24
90;Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.1436)
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.96
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.76
Autocratic decision-making behaviors

3;?}:’;:;? Standard coefficient (R) | t-Value | result R2
Reduced Sense of Accomplishment 0.36 2.56 accep!
Sport Devaluation -0.31 -2.05 accept 0.097

After applying the changes suggested by the soéwayutput, the chi-squared test rejects the féredsthe model,

for the p-value is very small. The RMSEA of the model isf&hd the confidence interval is between 0.36 and

0.14. Since the lower limit is less than the recanded 0.05 value, the model does not fit the dddavever, other
fitness indices such as GFI and AGFI were apprtgaria

The Conceptual Framework of the Research
The causal relationship between leadership behatiooaches as input and burnout among coacheathlales as

output was examined using SEM.
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Figure 8 — The output of SEM for the relationship ketween the variables using LISREL in standard mode
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Figure 9 — The output of SEM for the relationship ketween the variables using LISREL in significance wde
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Table 11 — The conceptual model of the research

R? Swimmers burnout Coaches burnout Coachesbehayior(coaches Coachesbehavior(swimmer
perception) perception)

Standard t Standard . Standard & Standard variables

result t-Value coefficient | result Value coefficient | result Value coefficient | result Value coefficient

(R) (R) (R R)
Coaches
behavior
(swimmers
perception)
Coaches
behavior
(coaches
perception)
037 - ; ; ; ; ; accept| 3.04 061 goaCheS
urnout
018 | - - - accept| -2.24 -0.34 - - - accept| -3.35 0.23 ng'mmers
urnout
Recommended relationship model for subscales
result t-Value Stgndard Relation type Recommended relationship
coefficient (R)
accept 6.3 0.36 relation between covariance Autocratic behaviors (coaches perception) and $eajaport

(coaches perception)

accept -7.10 -0.29 relation between covariance | Democratic behavior and positive feedback (coapeeseption)

Autocratic behaviors (swimmers perception) and

accept 5.77 0.26 relation between covariance . )
Social support (coaches perception)

accept -4.02 -0.12 relation between covariance Soc_|al support(swmmers perception) and positiesiback
(swimmers perception)

accept 3.44 019 correlation Coaches behaviors (swimmers perception) and Demiotehavior

(coaches perception)

Degrees of Freedom = 109

Chi-Square = 231.11(P = 0.00000)

RMSEA = 0.072

90;Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.059085)
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.88

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.85

Since the chi-squared statistic is significani( 0.05), rejecting the null hypothesis and suggesting tha model
does not represent the population. However, thesghared statistic is distorted due to the largenéshe sample
and it is sensitive to the normal distribution asption. Therefore, the model must be tested agaitiser
competing models. The value of RMSEA is relativetyall (< 0.08), which is satisfactory. On the other hand, the
x?2/df ratio is equal to 2.12, which is not ideal. Of mithis index is also sensitive to sample size. dxt index

is GFI which needs to be equal to or greater th@@,®ut its value in the present research is 0.85.

Nonetheless, the goodness-of-fit of the model restvaluated against competing models. The direttradirect
effects of the variables are examined as follows:

> Leadership behavior from the perspective of atkléis a direct negative effect on burnout amongtathwith a
coefficient of -0.23.

> Leadership behavior from the perspective of atblétes an indirect negative effect on burnout armathtgtes
with a coefficient of -0.21.

> Leadership behavior from the perspective of codwrea direct positive effect on burnout among ceaetith a
coefficient of 0.61.

> Burnout among coaches has a direct negative effeburnout among athletes with a coefficient 0840.

> Leadership behavior from the perspective of atkléi@s a direct negative effect on the democratiaer of
coaches with a coefficient of -0.19.

> All the coefficients are significant & 1.96).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In terms of the relationship between burnout aratiéeship behavior, the results of the present relseare
consistent with the findings of Harris and Ostr®@@5). However, these researchers found a signtficagative
relationship between burnout among athletes andi¢ineocratic behavior of coaches, which does nopeuighe
present findings[6].
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The results of this research are consistent witle Bad Weinberg (1989), Kelley et al. (1999), Pricel Weiss
(2000), Udry et al. (1997), Vealey (1998), and Altgneh (2003). The present research found no Eigntf
relationship between leadership behaviors and huirmmong coaches, but the said studies have repsiggificant
relationships between leadership behaviors andhcbamout. In the present study, however, autactahavior of
coaches was negatively associated with depersatializ and positively associated with reduced peson
accomplishment. Social support of coaches was [@sdively associated with reduced personal accismplent.
These two findings are consistent with previousligist The present findings are also inconsistettt thie results of
Sunar et al. (2009) who found that leadership stgle significantly related to burnout in coaches(Y.

The present research found a significant positdlationship between autocratic behavior of coaemeksthe three
components of burnout in athletes. This is consistgth the findings of Sunar et al. (2009) who sied that more
autocratic behavior develops burnout in athletesvéler, the results are not in line with the firgdirof [7, 12].

As for the relationship between coach burnout ahtkge burnout, significant relationships were oled only in a
few subscales. This is inconsistent with the figdiof Mohammadzadeh (2006) who argued that butinagaches
is significantly associated with burnout in athi§1e2].

Leadership behavior of coaches and burnout int&@hhere significantly related in the present stecgept for the
subscales of democratic behavior and social suppbis is consistent with the findings of Mohammadeh (2006)
who reported significant relationships between éeship behaviors and burnout in athletes. Howetés finding is
inconsistent with the results of Vealey et al. @QJdry et al. (1997), Price and Weiss (2000), attdhayneh
(2003)[3, 5, 8, 9, 12].

No significant relationship was observed betweanalzatic behavior of coaches and burnout among thiéuis is

inconsistent with the findings of Price and Wei29Q0) who reported a negative relationship betweassch

burnout and democratic behavior. These researelisosreported a significant positive relationshgivieen coach
burnout and autocratic behavior. This is to somtergxin line with the present findings, for we shemvthat

autocratic behavior is negatively associated wépeatsonalization and positively associated witluced personal
accomplishment[3].

The present findings show that athlete burnouteigatively associated with training and instructioegatively
associated with positive feedback, and positivelgogiated with autocratic behavior. These resulscansistent
with the findings of Price and Weiss (2000) whorfduhat leadership behaviors are significantlytegldo burnout
in athletes. However, the present research foundgigmificant relationship between democratic bebgvsocial
support, and athlete burnout[3]. Altahayneh (20f@@ind a significant relationship between leaderdtepaviors
and athlete burnout. They showed that reduced patsswcomplishment and emotional exhaustion areoitapt
predictors of leadership behaviors. Athletes whagged their coaches as providing more training iastruction,
social support, feedback, and exhibiting more deat@xbehavior and less autocratic behavior wereensatisfied
and less burned out[8].
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