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ABSTRACT 

 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the coaching experience in charitable cause-

based endurance training programs, in which participants receive coaching to complete a 

marathon or similar endurance athletic event in return for raising funds for a charitable cause. In 

particular, the purpose of this study was to investigate the nature and extent of coach burnout in 

this setting, and their correlated factors. Male and female coaches (n = 150) from six different 

endurance sports participated in this study. Their average reported age was 50.94 years (SD = 

10.01) and their average years of coaching in the charitable setting was 6.76 (SD = 4.77). They 

completed four questionnaires: a demographic questionnaire, the Areas of Worklife Survey 

(Leiter & Maslach, 1999), the Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction scale (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 

Deci, Ryan, Gagné, Leone, Usunov, & Kornazheva, 2001), and the Maslach Burnout Inventory 

(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). Items in these last three questionnaires were modified, with 

permission, to more specifically reflect the charitable coaching setting. 

Path analyses indicated that basic needs played a relatively minor mediating role between 

worklife satisfaction and burnout, compared with the direct effects of both the AWS and BPN 

dimensions. In particular, BPN emerged as an important direct predictor of burnout rather than a 

mediator. 

This study was, to my knowledge, the first to examine the coaching experience in the 

charitable setting. It was also the first to present a model of the coaching experience that 

combined two separate lines of research: worklife satisfaction in relation to burnout, and the 

satisfaction of basic psychological needs as presented in self-determination theory. It is hoped 

that this model will have applications to coaching in other settings, as well as to other areas in 

sport and exercise psychology. In addition, this is one of the few studies to examine any aspect 
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of the charitable cause-based endurance training phenomenon, despite the fact that this 

phenomenon has now been in existence for over 30 years, and has successfully induced millions 

of beginner athletes around the world to complete long-distance endurance events such as 

marathons. Therefore, this study helps to address a research gap regarding the success of these 

programs in motivating individuals to pursue large-scale fitness goals. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Endurance sports (e.g., marathon and triathlon) and exercise adherence have both 

received extensive attention in sport and exercise psychology research (e.g., Dishman, 2001; 

Dishman & Sallis, 1994; Gill, Williams, Butki, & Kim, 1997; Ogles & Masters, 2000, 2003). 

During the last three decades, a new variation on endurance sport training and participation has 

emerged, which can be described as the charitable cause-based endurance training program 

(Jeffery & Butryn, 2012; King, 2006). Program participants volunteer to raise funds for a 

charitable cause such as cancer research (Havenar & Lochbaum, 2007; King, 2006). In return, 

they receive training and coaching from the parent charitable organization to complete an 

endurance event of their choice (Jeffery & Butryn, 2012). The specific nature of this training and 

coaching varies widely among programs, ranging from generic online training schedules to 

personalized workouts provided through various means (e.g. online and/or via social media, 

email, or text message), in-person coaching, and/or staffed workouts. Figure 1 shows a generic 

model of these programs. 

Charitable cause-based endurance training programs have successfully induced 

increasing numbers of formerly sedentary or minimally active people to take up endurance sports 

(King, 2006). For example, the Leukemia and Lymphoma Society’s Team in Training program 

alone, which offers running, bicycling, and triathlon training, has over a million participants to 

its credit (Team in Training, 2014).  

However, to my knowledge, only one study (Jeffery & Butryn, 2012) has investigated 

any aspect of endurance sport participation in the charitable setting. More research is needed on 

all aspects. In particular, the coaching in such programs merits scientific inquiry for two reasons:  
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1. These coaches may face relatively new, nontraditional challenges in the charitable 

training setting, which links athletic training inextricably with altruism and charitable 

fundraising. Thus, at the basic research level, such an examination may enhance our 

understanding of the nature and antecedents of coach burnout in general. 

2. These coaches, considered collectively, have the ability to promote exercise 

adherence and aerobic fitness on a large scale due to the popularity of these programs. 

Thus, at the applied level, both charitable coaches themselves and the program staff 

who manage them are interested in avoiding burnout so that coaches may remain 

effective in their roles. 

 

 

Figure 1. Generic charitable program model showing processes and optimal outcomes. 
 

  

Participant completes both goals

Meets or exceeds committed-to 

amount of funds

Completes endurance event, either 

racing or just going the distance

Charitable parent organization provides support

Fundraising support Coaching and training support

Participant registers for charitable program

Commits to raise predetermined 

amount of funds

Chooses endurance event 

for which to train
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

The purpose of this study was to quantitatively examine the coaching experience in the 

charitable cause-based endurance training setting, with an emphasis on coach burnout, in terms 

of the mediating role of the three basic psychological needs as specified in self-determination 

theory (SDT). In this chapter I present a brief review of the relevant literature. I first discuss 

coaching in the charitable cause-based endurance training setting. I then describe basic 

psychological needs theory (BPNT), a component theory of SDT. Finally, I consider the 

psychological constructs of worklife satisfaction and coach burnout in relation to basic needs 

satisfaction in the charitable cause-based training setting.  

Coaching in the Charitable Cause-based Endurance Setting 

Coaching in general can be extremely rewarding because it provides opportunities to 

become involved with the development of athletes, programs, and skills (Raedeke, 2004). In 

sport psychology, coaching has been extensively researched across the youth, elite, professional, 

and recreational domains (e.g., Côté & Salmela, 1996; Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Rapaport, 1993; 

Smith & Smoll, 2002; Smoll & Smith, 1989). Researchers have proposed various models of the 

coaching role and of the coach-athlete relationship (e.g., Chelladurai, 1978, 1993, 2007; 

Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Jowett & Chaundy, 2004; Smoll & Smith, 1989).  

Charitable cause-based endurance training programs, as described in Chapter 1, are an 

increasingly common form of adult sport and exercise participation that has emerged within the 

last three decades (Havenar & Lochbaum, 2007; Jeffery & Butryn, 2012; King, 2006). These 

programs are specifically designed to appeal to non-traditional participants in endurance sports, 

as indicated by their marketing messages, such as “Today is the day you’ll start helping save the 
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lives of blood cancer patients by joining Team in Training (TNT) and raising money for blood 

cancer research” (Team in Training, 2014). However, up to now, this phenomenon has received 

relatively little attention in the sport and exercise psychology literature. For example, Scheerder, 

Breedveld, and Borges (2015), in their discussion of the history, motivation, and current 

demographics of the running population in Europe, make no mention of this phenomenon. 

Similarly, Coumbe-Lilley, Hamstra-Wright, and Weidner (2015), in a similar study of 

recreational marathoners in the U.S. acknowledge this phenomenon only by referencing an 

article by Carter and Sachs (2012) in a popular running magazine. Nettleton and Hardey (2006) 

did examine “fundraising through mass-participation running events” in terms of the 

“interrelationships between philanthropic institutions, sport, and individual performance”, but 

did not address the coaching aspect. 

Nevertheless, the extant research was still relevant to the present study because, in many 

ways, the expectations and performance requirements for coaches in charitable programs are 

similar to those of coaches in more traditional settings. Like traditional coaches, charitable 

endurance coaches are expected to meet multiple requirements and expectations determined by 

situational factors, such as overall sociocultural context, and by specific aspects of the coached 

group or individuals, such as their tasks and objectives (Chelladurai, 1978, 1993; Chelladurai & 

Carron, 1978). For coaches in the charitable setting, the parent charitable organization sets many 

of these requirements and expectations. Consequently, the charitable organization can influence 

the individual’s degree of satisfaction with her/his coaching situation in many of the same ways 

as does an employer. This satisfaction can be understood in terms of self-determination theory 

and its component theory of basic psychological needs. 
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Self-determination Theory and Basic Psychological Needs Satisfaction 

 Self-determination theory (SDT) is a well-established meta-theory of motivation (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2012). It includes several component theories, of which the Basic 

Psychological Needs Theory (BPNT) is central to the present study. According to the BPNT, 

humans have three fundamental psychological needs, the satisfaction of which is essential to 

organismic health (Deci & Ryan, 2012). These three needs are autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness. Autonomy is the feeling that one’s behavior is volitional and self-directed; 

competence is the feeling that one can interact successfully with both the internal and external 

environment; and relatedness is the sense of connection with other groups and/or individuals 

(Deci & Ryan, 2012). The perceived satisfaction of these needs is positively associated with 

health, well-being, and motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2012; Vallerand, Pelletier, & Koestner, 2008). 

Basic Psychological Needs and Worklife Satisfaction 

 One of SDT’s primary emphases is on the nature of the relationship between the 

individual and her/his environment in terms of perceived satisfaction of the three fundamental 

needs (Vallerand, Pelletier, & Koestner, 2008). The work environment is an important aspect of 

the overall environment. Several SDT researchers have investigated the balance between 

satisfaction with one’s worklife and perceived satisfaction of one’s basic psychological needs. 

For example, Baard, Deci, and Ryan (2000) reported that needs satisfaction was positively 

associated with ratings of work performance and psychological adjustment.  

To better understand the role of the work environment in the perception of basic needs 

satisfaction, a model of the various factors that compose the work environment is useful. Such a 

model was proposed by Leiter and Maslach (2004) in their research into the Areas of Worklife 

Satisfaction (AWS). In a research direction similar to SDT researchers’ emphasis on the 
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relationship between the individual and her/his environment, Leiter and Maslach (1999, 2003, 

2004) conceptualized worklife satisfaction in terms of the relationship, or perceived “fit”, 

between the individual and his/her job (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). This fit evolves according to 

changes in the external situation and/or in the individual’s perceptions of that situation. Maslach 

and Leiter (1997, 1999) proposed the Areas of Worklife Satisfaction (AWS) model based on the 

job-person fit. They identified six dimensions of worklife satisfaction contributing to this fit: 

workload, control, reward, community, fairness, and values. The more congruence one perceives 

between oneself and these six areas, the greater the level of workplace engagement; the less 

congruence, the greater the risk of burnout and other maladaptive outcomes.  

Maslach and Leiter (1997) also developed a preliminary mediation model of the 

relationships between the six areas of worklife satisfaction and burnout (see Figure 2). This 

model includes the six dimensions as areas of potential job-person mismatch and its aversive 

consequences (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Control is the first factor in this model because it 

directly affects the degree to which the individual can achieve congruence in the other worklife 

areas (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Of the remaining five factors, only workload directly affects a 

dimension of burnout (i.e., exhaustion). The effects of reward, community, and fairness are 

mediated by values, which in turn affect all three dimensions of burnout.  

Because SDT’s BPNT appears to complement the AWS model in many respects, 

worklife satisfaction and the influence of the work environment may provide useful perspectives 

for understanding the role and experience of coaches in the charitable setting. For example, 

SDT’s well-established theoretical framework provides an appropriate platform from which to 

begin investigating motivation and burnout in individuals who coach within the charitable cause-

based setting. That is, the experience of these coaches can be understood in terms of perceived 
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basic needs satisfaction within this setting, and particularly, in terms of the extent to which the 

charitable setting supports or thwarts the satisfaction of those needs. If this setting is more 

thwarting than supportive of perceived basic needs fulfillment, coach burnout is a possible result. 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Values-mediated model of AWS and burnout. Adapted from “Areas of Worklife: A 
Structured Approach to Organizational Predictors of Job Burnout,” by M. P. Leiter & C. 
Maslach, 2004. In P. L. Perrewé & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Emotional and Physiological Processes 

and Positive Intervention Strategies Research in Occupational Stress and Well Being (Vol. 3, p. 
120). Copyright 2004 by Elsevier. 
 

Worklife Satisfaction and Burnout in Relation to Basic Psychological Needs Satisfaction 

Burnout is an ongoing, subjectively unpleasant, and maladaptive state that has been 

recognized and studied in specific occupations and in the workplace in general (Leiter & 

Maslach, 1988, 2009; Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996; Maslach & Schaufeli, 1993). This construct 

originated in the study of burnout in social services and other relationship-oriented occupations 

(Leiter & Maslach, 2004). It was first conceptualized as a syndrome with three main 
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components: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a reduced sense of personal 

accomplishment (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2002; Eklund, 2010; Eklund, Smith, 

Raedeke, & Cresswell, 2011; Leiter & Maslach, 2004; Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996; Maslach, 1982; 

Maslach & Florian, 1988; Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1984, 1986). Prolonged emotional 

exhaustion represents the experiential dimension of burnout, and is the feeling that one has used 

up one’s emotional reserves and is no longer capable of engaging with others. Depersonalization 

represents the interpersonal dimension, and is the feeling of distance from others that results 

when one begins to view others as objects rather than persons. Reduced accomplishment is the 

self-evaluation dimension, and refers to the conviction that one’s work has been and will be 

completely ineffective, regardless of one’s objective performance (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).  

Burnout is now recognized and studied across a wide range of occupations and in the 

workplace in general (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2002; Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996). 

Therefore, worklife satisfaction researchers (Leiter & Maslach, 2004; Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996) 

have updated the terminology of the original MBI to reduce the original emphasis on emotional 

interaction and to make the constructs more broadly applicable across professions. “Emotional 

exhaustion” has been changed to “exhaustion” to emphasize that exhaustion can have many 

causes other than those related to interpersonal interaction (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). 

“Depersonalization” has been updated to “cynicism” to reflect a distancing from work itself. 

Similarly, “personal accomplishment” has been updated to “inefficacy” to be applicable across a 

broader range of professions.  

Excessive workload has been linked with burnout in general and with the dimension of 

exhaustion in particular (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Structural models suggest that 
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exhaustion has a mediating effect on the other two dimensions of burnout, that is, cynicism and 

inefficacy (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). 

As noted in Chapter 1, when a basic psychological need is thwarted, the organism often 

adopts defensive behaviors that result in further thwarting of the same and/or another need (Deci 

& Ryan, 2000). Lonsdale, Hodge, and Rose (2009) reported that in elite athletes all three basic 

needs were negatively correlated with burnout symptoms; that is, self-reported symptoms of 

burnout decreased as the perception of needs satisfaction increased. These relationships are 

illustrated by the dashed lines in Figure 3.  

 

Figure 3. Direct effects of basic psychological needs satisfaction on the three components of 
burnout. Based on “Athlete Burnout in Elite Sport: A Self-determination Perspective,” by C. 
Lonsdale, K. Hodge, & E. Rose, 2009, Journal of Sports Sciences, 27, p. 790. Copyright 2009 by 
Routledge. 
Note. Dashed lines indicate a negative relationship. 
 

In their study, Lonsdale and colleagues (2009) reported the following: autonomy 

predicted all three symptoms; competence predicted exhaustion and reduced accomplishment, 

and relatedness predicted exhaustion. Thus, when one or more basic needs were thwarted on a 

chronic basis, the associated risk of burnout increased. These relationships between basic needs 

fulfillment and athlete burnout, as identified by Lonsdale et al. (2009), may also contribute to the 

understanding of coach burnout in charitable cause-based endurance training programs. 
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Coach Burnout in Conventional (Non-charitable) Athletic Settings 

To further understand burnout in coaching and other aspects of sport leadership, it may 

be useful to consider the antecedents of burnout from the combined perspectives of the AWS 

model (Leiter & Maslach, 2004; Maslach & Leiter, 1997), the multidimensional leadership 

model (MLM), and the congruence hypothesis (Chelladurai, 1978, 1993; Chelladurai & Carron, 

1978). Both models conceptualize job performance and worklife satisfaction in terms of the “fit” 

between the individual and his professional context, and emphasize emotional exhaustion as a 

consequence of poor perceived fit. Figure 4 shows a possible version of this combined model.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Example of possible combined model with AWS factors and MLM. Adapted in part 
from “Areas of Worklife: A Structured Approach to Organizational Predictors of Job Burnout,” 
by M. P. Leiter & C. Maslach, 2004. In P. L. Perrewé & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Emotional and 

Physiological Processes and Positive Intervention Strategies Research in Occupational Stress 

and Well Being (Vol. 3), p. 120. Copyright 2004 by Elsevier. Also adapted in part from 
“Leadership in Sports,” by P. Chelladurai, 2007. In G. Tenenbaum & R. C. Eklund (Eds.), 
Handbook of Sport Psychology (3rd ed.), p. 117. Copyright 2007 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
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In this combined model, all six AWS factors contribute directly to situational 

characteristics, the first behavioral antecedent in the MLM. Community contributes to the 

member characteristics. Values may contribute to leader characteristics because, when 

individuals find their values in conflict with those of the workplace, they may adjust their own 

values in order to achieve congruence (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Thus the AWS model supports 

the congruence hypothesis in sport leadership (Chelladurai, 1978, 1993). Specifically, if a coach 

perceives a high level of congruence or “fit” in the areas of worklife satisfaction, then by 

extension, he also perceives a high degree of congruence with his professional situation and his 

athletes, reducing the likelihood of negative outcomes leading to burnout or its antecedents.  

Other Perspectives on Coach Burnout 

Caccese and Mayerberg (1984) were among the first researchers to recognize the 

similarities between burnout in the human services and coaching professions, noting that both 

emphasized human relationships in high-stress environments. Kelley (1994) also noted that 

coaching had many commonalities with the human services professions. Based on this 

observation, she published the first model of coach burnout, shown in Figure 5. According to this 

model, personal and situational factors did not affect burnout directly, but were mediated by 

global appraised stress. Kelley investigated several potential predictors of burnout, including 

demographic factors such as gender, personal factors such as hardiness and perceived stress 

levels, and situational factors such as win/loss records and social support. Results indicated that 

perceived stress was a predictor for both male and female coaches, whereas win/loss records 

were not a predictor for either gender. 

Kelley, Eklund, and Ritter-Taylor (1999) found results similar to those of Kelley (1994) 

in their study of potential predictors such as hardiness, coaching issues, level of competition, 
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gender, trait anxiety, and leadership style. In a sample of collegiate head tennis coaches, the 

authors observed symptoms of burnout similar to those reported by Maslach and Jackson (1986) 

in their studies of human services professionals. Again, win/loss records were not a predictor. 

However, gender proved significant, with female coaches experiencing higher levels of 

coaching-related stress than males in similar settings.  

 

 

 

Figure 5. Stress-mediated model of coach burnout. Adapted from “A Model of Stress and 
Burnout in Male High School Athletic Directors,” by J. J. Martin, B. C. Kelley, & R. C. Eklund, 
1999, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 21, p. 282. Copyright 1999 by Human Kinetics 
Publishers, Inc. 
Note. Hard = hardiness, Issues = athletic-directing issues, SSSat = social support satisfaction, G-
stress = global appraised stress, EE = emotional exhaustion, DP = depersonalization, PA = 
personal accomplishment. 
 

Raedeke, Granzyk, and Warren (2000) studied burnout in USA Swimming coaches from 

a commitment perspective; that is, in relation to feelings of entrapment. Individuals may feel 

trapped if they wish to leave their jobs but perceive that they (a) have no viable employment 

options, (b) have invested too much time and energy to abandon the position, or (c) must stay to 

meet the expectations of others. Raedeke et al. found that feelings of entrapment were 
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significantly associated with emotional exhaustion, even for coaches whose actual commitment 

scores were comparable to those of their still-engaged colleagues. 

 

 

Figure 6. Combined AWS and stress-mediated models of coach burnout. Adapted in part from 
“Areas of Worklife: A Structured Approach to Organizational Predictors of Job Burnout,” by M. 
P. Leiter & C. Maslach, 2004. In P. L. Perrewé & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Emotional and 

Physiological Processes and Positive Intervention Strategies Research in Occupational Stress 

and Well Being (Vol. 3), p. 120. Copyright 2004 by Elsevier. Also adapted in part from “A 
Model of Stress and Burnout in Collegiate Coaches: Effects of Gender and Time of Season,” by 
B. C. Kelley, 1994, Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 65, p. 48-58. Copyright 2007 by 
Taylor & Francis. 

 
Because cognitive stress and emotional exhaustion figure so prominently in the results 

reported by Raedeke, Granzyk, and Warren (2000), it may be useful to examine coach burnout 

via some combination of the burnout models they describe. For example, the AWS model (Leiter 

& Maslach, 2004; Maslach & Leiter, 1997) might be combined with Kelley’s cognitive stress-

mediated model (1994) to show the relationships between general areas of worklife stress and the 
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specific stressors of the coaching profession. Figure 6 shows a possible version of this combined 

model. This version preserves most of the original model pathways. Paths are added between 

community and social support satisfaction, which have several similarities; these two factors 

might even be combined eventually. The values factor now contributes to global perceived stress 

while maintaining its mediating role between the other AWS factors and burnout. This model 

may provide a useful framework for a future study of coach burnout from these combined 

perspectives. 

Burnout in Other Sport Roles  

Martin, Kelley, and Eklund (1999) used Kelley’s (1994) original model as the basis for 

their investigation of burnout in another sport leadership role, that of high school athletic 

director. Examining the same personal and situational factors as Kelley (1994), they found that 

these factors affected burnout directly, and also indirectly through the mediating variable of 

perceived stress. Figure 7 shows this alternative stress-mediated model. 

As in the AWS model, global perceived stress plays a central role in the mediated model 

above. This central role is particularly important because it suggests that, if perceived stress has a 

stronger relationship with burnout than specific personal and situational variables (Martin, 

Kelley, & Eklund, 1999), sport and non-sport models of burnout may be combined as shown in 

Figure 7 in order to shed light on the nature of professional burnout in general. At the same time, 

however, it is important to develop profession-specific stress inventories to better understand the 

factors that contribute to perceived stress in a given occupation (Kelley, 1994; Martin et al., 

1999).  
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Figure 7. Stress-mediated model of athletic director burnout. Adapted from “A Model of Stress 
and Burnout in Male High School Athletic Directors,” by J. J. Martin, B. C. Kelley, & R. C. 
Eklund, 1999, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 21, p. 282. Copyright 1999 by Human 
Kinetics Publishers, Inc. 
Note. Hard = hardiness, Issues = athletic-directing issues, SSSat = social support satisfaction, G-
stress = global appraised stress, EE = emotional exhaustion, DP = depersonalization, PA = 
personal accomplishment. 
 

In addition to sport leaders, athletes are also receiving extensive attention in sport 

psychology burnout studies (e.g., Raedeke & Smith, 2009). Several researchers (e.g., Cresswell 

& Eklund, 2005; Raedeke & Smith, 2001) have noted that high-level athletic competition is 

similar to other professions involving high levels of stress. One result of this research is that the 

original burnout syndrome description has been modified to reflect the sport-related symptoms 

observed in athlete participants. Specifically, the components have been changed from emotional 

exhaustion alone to emotional and physical exhaustion (Raedeke, 1997; Raedeke, Lunney, & 

Venables, 2002; Raedeke & Smith, 2001), and from depersonalization to sport devaluation 

(Raedke, 1997). The third primary component, reduced sense of accomplishment, remains 

unchanged. Evidence from other studies has supported these modifications (e.g., Dubuc, 

Schinke, Eys, Battochio, & Zaichowsky, 2010).  
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Goodger, Gorely, Lavallee, and Harwood (2007) conducted a comprehensive review of 

the burnout literature in sport. In addressing coach burnout, they examined 20 psychological 

variables, 20 demographic variables, and 20 situational variables across 23 studies with a total of 

6,460 participants. Of the psychological variables, they noted that perceived stress and 

commitment were both positively associated with burnout, whereas social support was 

negatively associated. The association with leadership behavior remained unclear due to 

differences in the instruments used in the studies. Age, gender, marital status, experience, and 

sport type emerged as mediating factors of burnout. Similar to the study by Kelley, Eklund, and 

Ritter-Taylor (1999), females scored higher than males on emotional exhaustion. Age was 

somewhat inconclusive, but there was some evidence that younger coaches were more 

susceptible to burnout, which was consistent with the findings of Schaufeli and Buunk (2003). 

Finally, in terms of situational variables, logistics such as budgeting and scheduling were 

positively associated with burnout, as was role conflict.  

Goodger et al. (2007) concluded their review by assessing the current state of burnout 

research. They noted that considerable progress had been made since the previous review by 

Dale and Weinberg (1990), such as clarification of the distinctions between burnout, 

overtraining, and staleness (Kallus & Kellmann, 2000; Kenttä & Hassmén, 1998). However, they 

also observed that further research was needed, particularly of a cross-cultural nature, along with 

more effective interventions. Although several important burnout studies have subsequently been 

published, the comments of Goodger et al. (2007) remain largely appropriate, and suggest 

promising directions for future research.  

DeFreese and Smith (2013) conducted the first study to apply the job-person fit model, 

including the six worklife domains and the engagement-burnout continuum, to the sport context. 
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They collected self-report data on engagement, burnout, and the six areas of worklife satisfaction 

from 227 male American football collegiate players. Analyses provided preliminary evidence 

that the worklife satisfaction model was applicable to athletes, and indicated that further 

exploration of this model in the sport context was warranted. However, the data did not support 

the notion that engagement and burnout were two ends of a continuum within the sport setting. 

This result was consistent with the tenets of positive psychology, which state that the absence of 

a negative state (burnout) does not automatically imply the presence of the conceptually opposite 

positive state (engagement; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Nevertheless, the job-person 

fit model (Maslach & Leiter, 1999) appeared to be sufficiently applicable within the sport setting 

to warrant further investigation along these lines (DeFreese & Smith, 2013).  

Summary and Research Gaps 

The coaching experience in charitable cause-based endurance training programs merits 

scientific inquiry for two reasons:  

1. These coaches may face relatively new, nontraditional challenges in the charitable 

training setting, which links athletic training inextricably with altruism and charitable 

fundraising. Thus, at the basic research level, such an examination may enhance our 

understanding of the nature and antecedents of coach burnout in general. 

2. These coaches, considered collectively, have the ability to promote exercise 

adherence and aerobic fitness on a large scale due to the popularity of these programs. 

Thus, at the applied level, both charitable coaches themselves and the program staff 

who manage them have a vested interest in averting burnout so that coaches may 

remain effective in their roles. 
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However, to my knowledge, no study (other than my own pilot study for the present 

study, completed in December 2013) has investigated the coaching experience in this setting. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to quantitatively investigate the coaching experience in 

charitable cause-based endurance training programs, with an emphasis on coach burnout. I 

conducted this study using the theoretical perspective of self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & 

Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2012). That is, I considered the motivations of charitable endurance training 

program coaches in terms of perceived satisfaction of SDT’s basic psychological needs 

(autonomy, competence, and relatedness). SDT also provides a theoretical basis for 

understanding how coach burnout may occur in this setting if these needs are not met. 

Specifically, when one of the basic needs is thwarted, it often leads to the development of 

behaviors that result in further needs thwarting (Deci & Ryan, 2000). For example, when the 

need for autonomy is thwarted in the workplace, the resulting frustration may also lead to 

disengagement and emotional distancing, that is, a thwarting of the need for relatedness (Deci, 

Ryan, Gagné, Leone, Usunov, & Kornazheva, 2001). Thus, when a coach finds herself/himself in 

a needs-thwarting situation, it seems likely that all three basic needs will be involved, leading to 

a greater risk of burnout. 

Therefore, in this study, I quantitatively investigated the coaching experience in the 

charitable cause-based endurance setting from the perspective of self-determination theory (Deci 

& Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2012). More specifically, I examined the mediating role of the perceived 

fulfillment of basic psychological needs between coaching (worklife) satisfaction variables 

(Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 1999) and the dimensions of burnout. I proposed and tested an 
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hypothesized model of coach burnout and its antecedents, along with the possible directions and 

strengths of the relationships among these factors. 

Research Hypotheses 

To my knowledge, no previous study has investigated the predictors of coach burnout in 

the charitable cause-based endurance setting. In addition, despite the similarities between SDT’s 

basic psychological needs theory (BPNT) and areas of worklife satisfaction (AWS), no previous 

study has examined perceived BPN satisfaction as a mediator between worklife satisfaction and 

burnout. However, the literature does provide evidence for the paths between worklife 

satisfaction and burnout, and between basic needs satisfaction and burnout, as shown in the 

proposed model. Therefore, in this study, I examined the goodness of fit of the proposed needs-

mediated model of worklife satisfaction and burnout. My specific research questions in this study 

were as follows: 

1. Was burnout a factor in coaches’ discouragement with, and/or withdrawal from, the 

charitable endurance training setting? 

2. If so, was this due to worklife experiences impacting upon perceived fulfillment of basic 

psychological needs, as suggested by SDT and observed in other sport research? 

3. Did the AWS variables of control, workload, reward, and/or community predict coach 

burnout in this setting? If so, what were the directions of these associations? 

Figure 8 shows the original hypothesized needs-mediated model of the relationships 

among the worklife satisfaction variables and the dimensions of coach burnout. As stated, this 

model was based primarily on the assumption that the basic psychological needs acted as 

mediators between worklife satisfaction variables (Leiter & Maslach, 2004), and the dimensions 
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of coach burnout in the charitable cause-based setting. This model also proposed direct effects of 

the worklife satisfaction variables on burnout, as suggested by Lonsdale and colleagues (2009).  

 

 

Figure 8. Hypothesized needs-mediated model of relationships among worklife satisfaction 
variables and dimensions of coach burnout. Adapted in part from “Areas of Worklife: A 
Structured Approach to Organizational Predictors of Job Burnout,” by M. P. Leiter & C. 
Maslach, 2004. In P. L. Perrewé & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Emotional and Physiological Processes 

and Positive Intervention Strategies Research in Occupational Stress and Well Being (Vol. 3), p. 
120. Copyright 2004 by Elsevier. 
 

The purpose of this model was to incorporate three previous lines of research (AWS, 

SDT/BPNT, and burnout) into a single, research-based model of burnout in coaching and sport 

leadership. However, the model departed from previous research in certain ways. First, the 

fairness and values subscales were omitted from the AWS due to concerns about item validity. 

For example, Leiter and Maslach (2004) stated that, in the fairness dimension, employees were 

more interested in the fairness of an appeal procedure than in the actual outcome; however, only 

one item (question 21) addressed the issue of the appeal process. Thus, the items did not appear 

to have been written in a manner consistent with the researchers’ own findings about what 
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workers perceive as “fair” in the workplace. Omitting fairness from the proposed model also 

meant that control, workload, reward, and community were hypothesized to be equal in their 

influence. This resulted in a simpler, more parsimonious model, and provided more testable 

direct paths. 

Similarly, in Leiter and Maslach’s original model (2004), values mediated between all 

worklife satisfaction variables and the dimensions of burnout, with the exception of workload, 

which had a direct path to exhaustion. However, in the AWS Survey itself, the values subscale 

contained only four items. This seemed somewhat sparse given the fact that this variable was 

such an important mediator. In addition, the language of the items was unclear. For example, 

question 26 stated that “The Organization’s goals influence my day to day work activities”; 

however, the question did not specify whether this influence was positive or negative.  

Therefore, in this study, fairness and values were excluded from the hypothesized model, 

and the corresponding subscales were deleted from the AWS-C. These changes also had the 

effect of reducing subject burden by 10 questions. 

The hypothesized model also departed from the model presented by Lonsdale, Hodge, 

and Rose (2009), in which relatedness predicted exhaustion but not depersonalization. The 

results reported by Lonsdale and colleagues (2009) are somewhat inconsistent with SDT itself 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2012) because depersonalization represents the interpersonal 

dimension of burnout, and depersonalization leads to a reduction in the perceived satisfaction of 

the need for relatedness. Therefore, in the hypothesized model, relatedness was hypothesized to 

influence depersonalization/cynicism rather than exhaustion. 
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Hypotheses: AWS and burnout. In this study, seven direct paths were hypothesized 

between the Areas of Worklife Satisfaction (AWS) and the three burnout dimensions, as shown 

in Table 1. 

Table 1 
 
Hypotheses Related to Direct Effects of AWS Variables on Burnout Dimensions 

No. Hypothesis 

1. Control negatively predicts exhaustion. 

2. Control negatively predicts cynicism. 

3. Control negatively predicts inefficacy. 

4. Workload negatively predicts exhaustion. 

5. Workload negatively predicts inefficacy. 

6. Reward negatively predicts cynicism. 

7. Community negatively predicts cynicism. 

 
Hypotheses: AWS and BPN. Seven direct paths were also hypothesized between AWS 

variables and the perceived satisfaction of basic psychological needs, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
 
Hypotheses Related to Direct Effects of AWS Variables on Perceived Satisfaction of Basic 

Psychological Needs 

 

No. Hypothesis 

8. Control positively predicts autonomy. 

9. Control positively predicts competence. 

10. Workload positively predicts autonomy. 

11. Workload positively predicts competence. 

12. Reward positively predicts competence. 

13. Reward positively predicts relatedness. 

14. Community positively predicts relatedness. 

 

Hypotheses: Mediating effects of perceived autonomy between AWS variables and 

burnout dimensions. Six paths were hypothesized for the mediating effects of perceived 

satisfaction of autonomy between AWS and burnout, as shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
 

Hypotheses Related to Mediating Effects of Autonomy between AWS Variables and Burnout 

Dimensions 

 

No. Hypothesis 

15. Autonomy mediates the relationship between control and exhaustion. 

16. Autonomy mediates the relationship between control and cynicism. 

17. Autonomy mediates the relationship between control and inefficacy. 

18. Autonomy mediates the relationship between workload and exhaustion. 

19. Autonomy mediates the relationship between workload and cynicism. 

20. Autonomy mediates the relationship between workload and inefficacy. 

 

Hypotheses: Mediating effects of perceived competence between AWS variables and 

burnout dimensions. Six paths were also hypothesized for the mediating effects of perceived 

satisfaction of competence between AWS and burnout, as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 
 
Hypotheses Related to Mediating Effects of Competence between AWS Variables and Burnout 

Dimensions 

 

No. Hypothesis 

21. Competence mediates the relationship between control and exhaustion. 

22. Competence mediates the relationship between control and inefficacy. 

23. Competence mediates the relationship between workload and exhaustion. 

24. Competence mediates the relationship between workload and inefficacy. 

25. Competence mediates the relationship between reward and exhaustion. 

26. Competence mediates the relationship between reward and inefficacy. 

 

Hypotheses: Mediating effects of perceived relatedness between AWS variables and 

burnout dimensions. Two mediating effects of perceived satisfaction of relatedness needs were 

hypothesized between AWS variables and burnout dimensions, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5  
 
Hypotheses Related to Mediating Effects of Relatedness between AWS Variables and Burnout 
Dimensions 

No. Hypothesis 

27. Relatedness mediates the relationship between reward and cynicism. 

28. Relatedness mediates the relationship between community and cynicism. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

This chapter provides information on the method used to test the research hypotheses. 

Specifically, it describes the participants, measures, procedures, and data analyses used in this 

study. 

Participants 

Male and female volunteer coaches (n = 150) took part in this investigation. Fourteen 

cases were eliminated due to missing data, so the final number of cases included in the path 

analysis was 136. Many of the participants coached more than one long-distance endurance 

sport, including cycling, running, and triathlon. Additional details on the missing data and on 

participant characteristics are provided in Chapter 4. 

Participants were recruited in person and via email (the recruitment email messages are 

provided in Appendix B). Because charitable cause-based programs vary in terms of coaching 

requirements and expectations, all participants were recruited from the same program to avoid 

possible confounds. Some participants were coaches whom I knew already; some were recruited 

in person at one of this program’s endurance events; the rest were recruited by referral sampling. 

Participation was voluntary. Because burnout takes time to develop, the inclusion criteria 

included a minimum of one year’s experience coaching for this specific charitable program, 

regardless of any other coaching experience. In addition, to minimize possible effects of 

retrospection, former coaches who had stopped coaching over one year ago were ineligible to 

participate. As incentives for participation, I informed participants that all survey completers 

were eligible to win one of ten $25 Amazon.com gift certificates. Upon completion of data 
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collection, I used a random-number generator to select the 10 participants who received these 

gift certificates. 

I conducted an a priori power analysis using the Preacher and Coffman Computing 

Power and Minimum Sample Size for RMSEA website (2006). I used the following criteria: α = 

.05; df = 9, ideal power = .8; null RMSEA = 0, alternate RMSEA = .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; 

MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). The results indicated that approximately 480 

participants were necessary to achieve power = .8. At present, however, due to the lack of 

research on charitable coaches, the total population size is unknown. However, given that 

relatively few endurance training programs provide actual coaching (as opposed to fundraising 

support alone), this population must be quite small, to the extent that there may not be 480 such 

coaches currently involved who meet the inclusion criteria. 

Therefore, I followed Bentler’s suggestion for a ratio of approximately five participants 

for each model free parameter (Bentler, 1985). Because there were 36 model free parameters, as 

discussed further in Chapter 4, 5*36 = 180 participants. Thus, although somewhat smaller than 

recommended, the final sample size of 150 approximated this criterion.  

Measures 

All participants completed an informed consent form and four questionnaires as 

described below. All questionnaires were presented and completed via the FSU instance of the 

Qualtrics Survey Software. Participants received the surveys in one of three different orders 

(AWS-C/BPN-C/MBI-C, BPN-C/AWS-C/MBI-C, or MBI-C/AWS-C/BPN-C) to help control 

for possible order effects. 

Behavioral consent form. This consent form (Appendix C) contained a description of 

the purpose of the study, an estimate of participation time, and assurances that participation 
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would be anonymous and that all personal information would remain confidential. The survey 

software was structured so that participants could not obtain access to the surveys unless they 

first read the online consent form and provided consent by answering “Yes”. After answering 

“Yes”, participants were asked to complete the four questionnaires. 

Demographic questionnaire. This questionnaire (Appendix D) consisted of nine items 

including questions about age, gender, and ethnicity. It also included questions about charitable 

coaching experience, including sport(s) coached and number of years coaching. 

Areas of Worklife Satisfaction Survey for Coaches (AWS-C). As an assessment of 

their satisfaction with their charitable coaching work, participants completed a version of the 

Areas of Worklife Survey (AWS; Leiter & Maslach, 2000b, 2011) modified for charitable 

coaches (Appendix E). The original AWS has been used extensively in studies related to 

worklife satisfaction across various professions (Leiter & Maslach, 2000a; Schaufeli, Leiter, & 

Maslach, 2009). It consists of 28 items aimed at assessing the individual’s perceptions of 

alignment or misalignment with his/her work situation on six dimensions: workload, control, 

rewards, community, fairness, and values. For the present study, with permission from the AWS 

publisher, some of the original AWS items were modified to more precisely reflect the charitable 

cause-based coaching setting. For example, in item 6, “I have control over how I do my work”, 

and item 10, “I receive recognition from others for my work”, the term “work” was replaced with 

“coaching”.  

In addition, also with permission from the publisher, two of the original six AWS 

subscales, fairness and values, were excluded as described in Chapter 2, and the associated items 

were deleted from the AWS-C. Of the remaining four subscales, workload assesses the balance 

between job demands and one’s capacity to meet them. Control addresses such aspects of 
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worklife as one’s perceived ability to participate in important decisions and, by extension, to 

exercise professional autonomy. Reward measures the extent to which the extrinsic and/or 

intrinsic rewards of one’s job are consistent with one’s expectations. Community measures the 

overall social quality of the work environment, including both positive elements such as social 

support and negative elements such as interpersonal conflict (Leiter & Maslach, 2004).  

All AWS items were responded to on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 

5 = strongly agree). As stated in the scoring guidelines (Leiter & Maslach, 2000b, 2011), 

negatively-worded items were reverse-scored as shown in Table 6. I then calculated one score 

for each of the four dimensions. A score of 1 indicated a strong mismatch between the 

respondent and her/his coaching environment; a score of 5 indicated a strong match. Leiter and 

Maslach (2004) reported that the AWS showed good internal consistency as indicated by 

Cronbach’s alpha (i.e., workload: 0.70, reward: 0.83, control: 0.72, community: 0.84, fairness, 

0.78; values, 0.86).  

Table 6 
 
Scoring Key for 18-item AWS-C 

Subscale Scoring 

Workload Average of 1R, 2R, 3R, 4, 5 

Control Average of 6, 7, 8, 9 

Reward Average of 10, 11, 12R, 13R 

Community Average of 14, 15, 16, 17, 18R 

Note. R = reverse scoring: (5 = 1) (4 = 2) (3 =3) (2 = 4) (1 = 5). 

Basic Psychological Needs Scale for Coaches (BPN-C). As an assessment of perceived 

fulfillment of SDT’s three fundamental psychological needs in their charitable coaching work, 

participants completed a version of the Basic Need Satisfaction at Work Scale (BNS-W) 

modified for charitable coaches (Appendix F). SDT researchers (Deci, Ryan, Gagné, Leone, 

Usunov, & Kornazheva, 2001; Ilardi, Leone, Kasser, & Ryan, 1993; Kasser, Davey, & Ryan, 
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1992; La Guardia, Ryan, Couchman, & Deci, 2000) have developed three versions of the BNS to 

measure needs satisfaction in general, at work, and in relationships. Of these three, the BNS-W 

has been used most extensively in research (Deci et al., 2001; Ilardi et al., 1993; Kasser et al., 

1992). This instrument consists of 21 items on the three basic needs dimensions (i.e., seven items 

for autonomy, six items for competence, and eight items for relatedness). For the present study, I 

modified certain items to more precisely reflect the charitable cause-based coaching setting. 

Example questions include “I feel like I can make a lot of inputs to deciding how my coaching 

job gets done” (autonomy), “I do not feel very competent when I am coaching” (competence), 

and “I really like the people I work with when I am coaching” (relatedness). No pre-approval for 

these modifications was required. 

Of the three BPN-C subscales, autonomy refers to one’s feeling that one’s own behavior 

is volitional and self-directed; competence is the feeling that one can interact successfully with 

both the internal and external environments; and relatedness is the sense of connection with other 

groups and/or individuals (Deci & Ryan, 2012).  

All BPN-C items were responded to on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all true to 7 

= very true). Before analyzing the data, I first reverse-scored any negatively-worded items 

according to the scoring guidelines provided by the survey authors (Deci, Ryan, Gagné, Leone, 

Usunov, & Kornazheva, 2001; Ilardi, Leone, Kasser, & Ryan, 1993; Kasser, Davey, & Ryan, 

1992; La Guardia, Ryan, Couchman, & Deci, 2000). I then calculated separate subscale scores 

for each of the three subscales. Deci and colleagues (2001), in their study of workers in Bulgaria 

and the United States, reported that the BNS-W showed good internal consistency even across 

cultures, as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha (i.e., autonomy for Bulgarian sample: .62, autonomy 
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for U.S. sample: .79; competence for Bulgarian sample: .81, competence for U.S. sample: .73; 

relatedness for Bulgarian sample: .57, relatedness for U.S. sample: .84).  

Table 7 
 
Scoring Key for 21-item BPN-C 

Subscale Scoring 

Autonomy Average of 1, 5R, 8, 11R, 13, 17, 20R 

Competence Average of 3R, 4, 10, 12, 14R, 19R 

Relatedness Average of 2, 6, 7R, 9, 15, 16R, 18R, 21 

Note. R = reverse scoring: (7 = 1) (6 = 2) (5 =3) (4 =4) (3 = 5) (2 = 6) (1 = 7).  

Maslach Burnout Inventory for Coaches (MBI-C). As an assessment of perceived 

burnout symptoms, participants completed a version of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) 

modified for charitable coaches (MBI-C; Appendix G). The MBI was first developed for 

professionals working in human services (Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986). It consists of 22 

items on the three dimensions of burnout: nine items for emotional exhaustion (EE), five items 

for depersonalization (DP), and eight items for reduced personal accomplishment (PA). For the 

present study I used the MBI for Educators (Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986) and modified 

certain items to more precisely reflect the coaching setting. For example, item 1 was changed 

from, “I feel emotionally drained from my work” to “I feel emotionally drained from coaching.” 

All modifications were pre-approved by the MBI publisher. 

According to the original three MBI subscales, emotional exhaustion refers to the feeling 

that one is no longer capable of engagement; depersonalization reflects a perceived distancing 

from others; and personal accomplishment refers to the sense that one is completely ineffective 

in one’s professional role. As described in Chapter 2, the authors of the AWS (Leiter & Maslach, 

1999, 2011; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996) updated the terminology used in the original MBI 

(Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986) to make the MBI more applicable to the workplace in 
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general (Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). Specifically, the subscales 

were renamed exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficacy to emphasize the worklife-specific 

conceptualizations of the associated dimensions (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). However, coaching 

relies heavily on human interaction. Therefore, for consistency across both the worklife and 

athletic domains, and to represent these constructs as comprehensively as possible, I have used 

used the terms “exhaustion”, “depersonalization/cynicism”, and “accomplishment/inefficacy” in 

the subsequent discussion.  

All MBI-C items were responded to on a 7-point Likert-type scale (0 = never to 6 = every 

day). As recommended in the scoring guidelines (Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986), I 

calculated separate subscale scores for each of the three subscales. The 

accomplishment/inefficacy scale scoring is the opposite of that of the exhaustion and 

depersonalization/cynicism scales; that is, for the latter two scales, higher values indicate higher 

levels of burnout, whereas for accomplishment/inefficacy, lower values indicate a higher level of 

burnout. Therefore, I reverse-scored all items on this subscale before data analysis. The original 

version of the instrument has been tested extensively for validity and reliability (Byrne, 1993; 

Iwanicki & Schwab, 1981; Maslach & Jackson, 1986). Further research has indicated that the 

three-dimensional model is applicable to a broad range of professions (Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996; 

Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996), and use of the MBI has expanded accordingly. For example, 

the Educator version of the instrument (Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986) is frequently used in 

other instructional contexts such as coaching (e.g., Dale & Weinberg, 1989). Maslach, Jackson, 

and Leiter (1996) reported internal consistency estimates of 0.90 for EE, 0.79 for DP, and 0.71 

for PA. 
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Table 8 
 
Scoring Key for 22-item MBI-C 

Subscale Scoring 

Exhaustion Average of 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 13, 14, 16, 20 

Depersonalization/cynicism Average of 5, 10, 11, 15, 22 

Accomplishment/inefficacy Average of 4R, 7R, 9R, 12R, 17R, 18R, 19R, 21R 

 

Table 9 
 
Categorization by Frequency Key for MBI-C Scores  

Subscale Categorization by Frequency 

Exhaustion High: 27 or over 
Moderate: 17-26 
Low: 0-16 

Depersonalization/cynicism High: 14 or over 
Moderate: 9-13 
Low: 0-8 

Accomplishment/inefficacy High: 0-30 
Moderate: 31-36 
Low: 37 or over 

 

Procedure 

After obtaining approval from the Florida State University’s Institutional Review Board 

(IRB; obtained February 14, 2014; see Appendix A), I recruited participants individually by 

emailing current coaches known to me from one specific charitable cause-based endurance 

training organization. I also recruited participants in person at endurance athletic events co-

sponsored by this organization. I recruited additional participants via referral sampling. The 

recruitment emails (Appendix B) contained complete details of the study and a unique link to the 

adult behavioral consent form and the four surveys. I used the FSU instance of the Qualtrics 

software (Qualtrics, LLC, 2015) to distribute and administer the quantitative surveys. Qualtrics 

automatically assigned each participant a code number to protect his/her privacy and to keep all 
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personal information confidential. All electronic data pertaining to participants and their 

responses were password-protected both in the Qualtrics system and on my own computer. 

As stated previously, to control for possible order effects, I used three different versions 

of the survey package to present the surveys in three different orders. To help obtain a high 

participant response rate, I informed participants that upon completing their surveys, they would 

be entered into a raffle to win one of ten $25 Amazon.com gift certificates. After data collection 

was complete I awarded these certificates to ten participants, whom I selected using a random 

number generator.  

Data Analysis 

In this section I describe the preliminary and main analyses that I conducted to interpret 

the data. The preliminary analysis results included descriptive statistics, reliability, and 

correlation; the main analysis was a path analysis. 

I used the IBM SPSS Statistics package (SPSS 19.0) to conduct descriptive analyses on 

the results of the demographic questionnaire. I also used SPSS to obtain descriptive statistics for 

each of the three individual measures, including means, standard deviations, skewness, and 

kurtosis. I conducted reliability analyses by using SPSS to calculate the Cronbach’s alpha value 

for each subscale (four subscales for the AWS-C, and three each for the BPN-C and MBI-C). 

The resulting alpha values were interpreted according to the guidelines proposed by George and 

Mallery (2003) as shown in Table 10. I also used SPSS to calculate the Pearson’s correlation 

coefficients for each subscale. 

The main data analyses consisted of a path analysis (PA) to test the investigative 

hypotheses. According to Kline (2011), a PA is appropriate when only one instrument is used to 

measure each of the proposed variables, as in the current design. I used Mplus 6.11 (Muthén & 
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Muthén, 2011) for the path model testing. The mediating roles of the BPN-C variables between 

the AWS and MBI variables were tested through examination of indirect effects. 

Table 10 

Ranges for Interpreting Cronbach’s Alpha 

Cronbach’s alpha Scale reliability 

α ≥ 0.9 Excellent 
0.9 > α ≥ 0.8 Good 
0.8 > α ≥ 0.7 Acceptable 
0.7 > α ≥ 0.6 Questionable 
0.6 > α ≥ 0.5 Poor 
0.5 > α Unacceptable 

Source: George & Mallery, 2003. 

The original hypothesized model contained � = 10 variables: four exogenous variables 

(control, workload, reward, and community) and six endogenous variables (autonomy, 

competence, relatedness, exhaustion, depersonalization/cynicism, and 

accomplishment/inefficacy). Thus, this model included 45 observed covariances, as calculated 

with the formula � � − / , that is, 10(9)/2 = 45. The model contained 36 parameters and 15 

degrees of freedom, and included 14 explicitly hypothesized direct paths and 14 explicitly 

hypothesized indirect paths.  

Multiple indices were used to assess the fit of the models examined in this study (Hooper, 

Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). These indices were the model chi-square (χ2), comparative fit index 

(CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). All indices were calculated using Mplus 6.11 

(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2011). The following cutoff values were used as being indicative of an 

adequate fit of the model to the data: an insignificant result at p < .05 for χ2 (Hu & Bentler, 

1999); .90 for CFI and TLI (.95 is considered an excellent fit; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, 



 

34 
 

& Wen, 2004); and .08 for RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 

2004; Shumacker & Lomax, 2004).  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to quantitatively examine the coaching experience in the 

charitable cause-based endurance training setting, with an emphasis on coach burnout, in terms 

of the mediating role of the three basic psychological needs as specified in self-determination 

theory (SDT). The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of path analyses conducted to 

assess the fit of the hypothesized model, and to identify the relationships among the variables 

within that model. I first present the descriptive statistics for each of the model variables. I then 

describe the ways in which the original hypothesized model was respecified to improve the fit. I 

also report the individual path coefficients for the relationships hypothesized in the preliminary 

and final models.  

Data Preparation 

Data were first screened for outliers and patterns in missing responses. Among the 150 

sample cases, all survey items used in the data analyses had been left unanswered by 14 

participants. These cases were omitted from analyses as a consequence. The remaining 136 cases 

also contained missing data due to occasional omitted responses. The omitted responses varied 

among participants, with no obvious patterns. Therefore, there did not seem to be a strong 

argument for removal of any further cases.  

Descriptive Statistics  

Table 11 shows the frequencies and percentages observed in responses to the 

demographic questionnaire. The participants were heterogeneous in terms of both age (range: 28-

77 years, M = 50.94, SD = 10.01) and coaching experience (range: 1-25 years, M = 6.76, SD = 

4.77). Many of them coached more than one endurance activity. These activities included 
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distance cycling (n = 76), such as 1-day rides of 100 or 200 miles; distance running (n = 52) and 

walking (n = 34), such as marathons and half-marathons; triathlon (n = 27), such as Olympic and 

Ironman-distance events; and high-intensity hiking challenges in the Grand Canyon (n = 5). 

Table 11 

Participant Demographic and Coaching Characteristics 

 Total responses % of responses 

Gender 143  
 Female 62 43.4 
 Male 81 56.6 

Ethnicity 146  
 Asian American 4 2.8 
 European American 113 78.5 
 Latino/Hispanic 9 6.3 
 Pacific Islander 2 1.4 
 Other 13 9.0 
 Prefer not to say 5 3.5 

Sports coached* 145  
 Cycling 76 52.4 
 Running 52 35.9 
 Triathlon 27 18.6 
 Walking (e.g. marathons) 34 23.4 
 Hiking 5 3.4 
 Other 1 0.7 

Charitable cause* 145*  
 Blood-related cancers 143 98.6 
 Diabetes 3 2.1 
 Multiple sclerosis (MS) 4 2.8 
 Other 5 3.4 

Plan to continue coaching? 145  
 Yes 116 80.0 
 No 8 5.5 
 Not sure 21 14.5 

If no/not sure, why?* 29  
 Lack of time 12 41.4 
 Lack of interest 2 6.9 
 Issues re people I coach 1 3.4 
 Issues re charitable organization 13 44.8 
 Other 8 27.6 

Note: Total cases = 136. 
*Participants could select more than one response.  
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Table 12 shows the descriptive statistics (mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability coefficient) for the AWS-C, BPN-C, and MBI-C. For the four AWS-C subscales 

(scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale), the means ranged from 3.54-4.04, suggesting that most of 

the coaches were relatively satisfied with their workload, levels of control and reward, and 

community. For the three BPN-C subscales (7-point Likert-type scale), the means ranged from 

5.45-6.09, suggesting that most of the coaches felt that their basic psychological needs were 

being met adequately. Similarly, for the three MBI-C subscales (7-point Likert-type scale), the 

means ranged from 1.40-2.01, suggesting that most of the participants rarely experienced any of 

the three major symptoms of burnout.  

The univariate normality assumption was checked for each subscale of the AWS-C, 

BPN-C, and MBI-C. The cutoff values used were the absolute values of 2.00 for skewness and 

7.00 for kurtosis (Curran, West, & Finch, 1996). As Table 12 shows, the values for all but one of 

the subscales were within the cutoff criteria, with skewness ranging from -0.43 to 1.26 and 

kurtosis from -0.09 to 1.98. The exception was the MBI-C depersonalization/cynicism subscale, 

for which skewness = 2.49 and kurtosis = 7.80. Because this was the only subscale to violate the 

normality assumption, no correction for non-normality was made (Chernick, 1991).  

For the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients, the values ranged from .67 to .91. The 

AWS-C workload subscale and the BPN-C competence subscale were in the “marginal” range at 

.67 and .69, respectively (George & Mallery, 2003). All others fell within the “acceptable” to 

“good” range for reliability, with exhaustion (MBI-C) falling in the “excellent” range at .91 

(George & Mallery, 2003). Examination of the adjusted item-total correlations identified two 

candidates for item removal: item 5 (“I leave my coaching work behind when I go home at the 

end of the training day”) from the workload subscale, and item 14 “(When I’m coaching I do not 
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get much of a chance to show how capable I am”) from the competence subscale. Removal of 

item AWS-C 5 improved the alpha to .70, so this item was deleted from the subsequent path 

analysis. However, removal of item BPN-C 14 lowered the alpha to .68, so this item was retained 

in the subsequent analyses. 

Table 12  

Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alpha for AWS-C, BPN-C, and MBI-C 

 M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis α 

AWS-C 
    

 Workload 3.54 (0.73) -0.66 0.30 .70a 
 Control 3.65 (0.75) -0.43 -0.09 .82 
 Reward 4.04 (0.66) -0.76 0.44 .79 
 Community 3.95 (0.62) -0.67 0.88 .88 
BPN-C     
 Autonomy 5.45 (0.90) -0.45 1.16 .74 
 Competence 6.18 (0.71) -0.55 -0.36 .69 
 Relatedness 6.09 (0.69) -0.67 -0.15 .82 
MBI-C     
 Exhaustion 2.01 (0.83) 1.26 1.98 .91 
 Depersonalization/cynicism 1.40 (0.58) 2.49 7.80 .85 
 Accomplishment/inefficacy 1.95 (0.79) 0.70 -0.44 .73 

Note. AWS-C = Areas of Worklife Satisfaction Survey for Coaches; BPN-C = Basic Need 
Satisfaction for Coaches Scale; MBI-C = Maslach Burnout Inventory for Coaches. A 5-point 
Likert-type scale was used for the AWS-C. A 7-point Likert-type scale was used for the BPN-C 
and MBI-C.  
aAfter removal of item 5 from subscale. 

Correlations 

The correlation coefficients for the 10 subscales after the removal of item A5 are 

presented in Table 13. The correlation absolute values ranged from .12 to .68. Seven of the 

correlations (16%) were weak; 21 (47%) were medium, 13 (29%) were strong, and 4 (9%) were 

very strong. Forty-one of the 45 correlations (91%) were significant, with absolute values 

ranging from .18 to .68; and 36 of the 45 correlations (80%) were significant at the .001 level.  
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Table 13 

 

Correlations of All Subscales 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

AWS-C          
1. Workload          
2. Control .11         
3. Reward .18* .35**        
4. Community .19* .29** .51**       

BPN-C          
5. Autonomy  .26** .68** .37** .39**      
6. Competence .12 .38** .51** .51** .57**     
7. Relatedness .19* .41** .53** .59** .61** .72**    

MBI-C          
8. Exhaustion -.45** -.17 -.37** -.36** -.33** -.42** -.44**   
9. Accomplish-
ment/inefficacy 

-.22* -.20* -.28** -.37** -.40** -.56** -.49** .35**  

10. Depersonal-
ization/cynicism 

-.38** -.14 -.36** -.29** -.25** -.34** -.34** .66** .33** 

** p < .01 (2-tailed). 
* p < .05 (2-tailed). 
 

All four AWS-C subscales were negatively correlated with the three MBI-C subscales; 

that is, higher levels of worklife satisfaction were negatively associated with the symptoms of 

burnout. The four AWS-C subscales were positively correlated with the three BPN-C subscales; 

that is, higher levels of worklife satisfaction were positively associated with the fulfillment of 

SDT’s three basic psychological needs. The strongest correlation was between the AWS-C 

control subscale and the BPN-C autonomy subscale (.68), suggesting that the basic need for 

autonomy was fulfilled when participants felt a strong sense of control in their coaching work. 

Finally, the BPN-C subscales, like the AWS-C subscales, were negatively correlated with the 

three MBI-C subscales; that is, higher levels of perceived basic needs satisfaction were 

negatively associated with the symptoms of burnout.  

  



 

40 
 

Path Analysis 

Hypothesized and modified models. Mplus analysis of the original hypothesized model 

indicated that this model did not fit the data well, and the model was respecified once. Both 

models are described in detail below. 

Model 1. Model 1 was based on the original preliminary partial BPN-mediated model 

described in Chapter 3, in which in which 14 direct paths and 14 indirect paths were explicitly 

hypothesized. Model 1 is shown in Figure 9. Solid arrows indicate paths that were explicitly 

hypothesized to have nonzero coefficients; dashed arrows indicate paths that were implicitly 

hypothesized to have coefficients equal to zero.  

 

Figure 9. Model 1 showing explicitly and implicitly hypothesized paths. Adapted in part from 
“Areas of Worklife: A Structured Approach to Organizational Predictors of Job Burnout,” by M. 
P. Leiter & C. Maslach, 2004. In P. L. Perrewé & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Emotional and 

Physiological Processes and Positive Intervention Strategies Research in Occupational Stress 

and Well Being (Vol. 3), p. 120. Copyright 2004 by Elsevier.  
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The various fit index values indicated that Model 1 did not fit the data well. The chi-

square statistic was significant at 84.36 (df = 15, p < .01), suggesting a poor fit, although for 

small samples such as the one in this study, this statistic has too little power to reliably identify 

goodness or badness of fit (Kenny & McCoach, 2003). The CFI (.83) and TLI (.55) were both 

below the lower limit of .90 suggested for adequate fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011; Marsh, 

Hau, & Wen, 2004). The RMSEA value was .22. Hu and Bentler (1999) noted that for smaller 

samples, RMSEA was a less accurate index of model fit compared with larger samples. 

However, in this study, the value of .22 far exceeded both the cutoff value for acceptable fit of 

.08 suggested by Schumacker and Lomax (2004), and the stringent upper limit of .07 suggested 

by Steiger (2007). Thus a poor fit seemed likely, particularly because this value also exceeded 

the cutoff value of .10 suggested by Kline (2011) for samples smaller than 500. The values for 

the SRMR (.11) also exceeded the upper limit for acceptability (.08) proposed by Hu and Bentler 

(1999).  

In addition, the Mplus analysis of this model identified two significant direct paths that 

were not explicitly hypothesized previously. These direct paths were workload  

depersonalization/cynicism and reward  exhaustion. Furthermore, the modification indices 

from Mplus for this model specified adding the intercorrelations among the BPN variables. 

Accordingly, these paths and intercorrelations were added and the model was respecified as 

Model 2 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004).  

Model 2. This was a fully-mediated model that included the correlations for the 

mediating variables. The chi-square statistic was still significant (χ2 = 35.25, df = 12, p < .01). 

However, the CFI was .94, indicating a better-than-adequate fit. Other indices were less 

favorable. The TLI was .81, and the RMSEA of .12, although smaller than that for Model 1, was 
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still too high to be considered indicative of an acceptable fit. Again, however, the poorness of fit 

of the RMSEA can be attributed to some extent to the small sample size (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

Based on these results, Model 2 was selected as the final model for this study. The indirect paths 

and BPN correlations in Model 2 are shown in Figure 10 below. 

 

Figure 10. Model 2. Adapted in part from “Areas of Worklife: A Structured Approach to 
Organizational Predictors of Job Burnout,” by M. P. Leiter & C. Maslach, 2004. In P. L. Perrewé 
& D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Emotional and Physiological Processes and Positive Intervention 

Strategies Research in Occupational Stress and Well Being (Vol. 3), p. 120. Copyright 2004 by 
Elsevier. 

Model 2 contained 33 direct paths, of which 12 were significant, and 36 indirect paths, of 

which 6 were significant. The Model 2 path coefficients are shown in Table 14. These paths are 

discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 
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Table 14 

Standardized Direct and Indirect Effects in Model 2 

Relationship  Effects 

  Direct p Indirect p 

AWS-C → MBI-C (12 paths)     

CTL → EXH 0.057 .556   
CTL → DEP 0.030 .771   
CTL → ACMP 0.027 .782   
WKL → EXH -0.356 < .001   
WKL → DEP -0.295 < .001   
WKL → ACMP -0.127 .098   
RWD → EXH -0.117 .198   
RWD → DEP -0.196 .038   
RWD → ACMP 0.070 .446   
COMM → EXH -0.102 .268   
COMM → DEP -0.080 .406   
COMM → ACMP -0.160 .083   

AWS-C → BPN-C (12 paths)     

CTL → AUTO 0.567 .000   
CTL → CMPT 0.081 .314   
CTL → REL 0.204 .005   
WKL → AUTO 0.154 .014   
WKL → CMPT -0.026 .726   
WKL → REL 0.016 .818   
RWD → AUTO 0.014 .852   
RWD → CMPT 0.266 .002   
RWD → REL 0.214 .008   
COMM → AUTO 0.197 .006   
COMM → CMPT 0.285 .001   
COMM → REL 0.367 .000   

BPN-C → MBI-C (9 paths)     

AUTO → EXH -0.056 .631   

AUTO → DEP 0.056 .646   
AUTO → ACMP -0.017 .888   
CMPT → EXH 0.043 .648   
CMPT → DEP -0.008 .938   
CMPT → ACMP -0.298 .001   
REL → EXH -0.236 .029   
REL → DEP -0.187 .100   
REL → ACMP -0.194 .077   

(continued) 
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Table 14 Continued 

Relationship  Effects 

  Direct p Indirect p 

AWS-CControl → BPN-C → MBI-C (9 paths)    

CTL → AUTO → EXH   -0.091 .121 
CTL → AUTO → DEP   -0.027 .656 
CTL → AUTO → ACMP   -0.034 .534 
CTL → COMP → EXH   0.002 .793 
CTL → COMP → DEP   -0.004 .684 
CTL → COMP → ACMP   -0.021 .360 
CTL → REL → EXH   -0.063 .046 
CTL → REL → DEP   -0.057 .064 
CTL → REL → ACMP   -0.050 .070 

AWS-CWorkload → BPN-C → MBI-C (9 paths)    

WKL → AUTO → EXH   -0.025 .184 
WKL → AUTO → DEP   -0.007 .661 
WKL → AUTO → ACMP   -0.009 .546 
WKL → COMP → EXH   -0.001 .839 
WKL → COMP → DEP   0.001 .802 
WKL → COMP → ACMP   0.006 .764 
WKL → REL → EXH   -0.005 .819 
WKL → REL → DEP   -0.004 .819 
WKL → REL → ACMP   -0.004 .819 

AWS-CReward → BPN-C → MBI-C (9 paths)    

REW → AUTO → EXH   -0.002 .853 
REW → AUTO → DEP   -0.001 .863 
REW → AUTO → ACMP   -0.001 .858 
REW → COMP → EXH   0.008 .785 
REW → COMP → DEP   -0.013 .656 
REW → COMP → ACMP   -0.077 .030 
REW → REL → EXH   -0.066 .053 
REW → REL → DEP   -0.060 .071 
REW → REL → ACMP   -0.053 .077 

AWS-CCommunity → BPN-C → MBI-C (9 paths)   

COMM → AUTO → EXH   -0.032 .171 
COMM → AUTO → DEP   -0.009 .660 
COMM → AUTO → ACMP   -0.012 .544 
COMM → COMP → EXH   0.007 .785 
COMM → COMP → DEP   -0.012 .656 
COMM → COMP → ACMP   -0.074 .031 
COMM → REL → EXH   -0.114 .015 
COMM → REL → DEP   -0.102 .029 
COMM → REL → ACMP   -0.091 .034 

(continued) 
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Table 14 Continued 

Relationship  Effects 

  Direct p Indirect p 

BPN-C Correlations     

AUTO ↔ COMP 0.285 < .001   
AUTO ↔ REL 0.366 < .001   
COMP ↔ REL 0.419 < .001   

Note. n = 136. CTL = control, WKL = workload, RWD = reward, COMM = community, AUTO 
= autonomy, CMPT = competence, REL = relatedness, EXH = exhaustion, DEP = 
depersonalization/cynicism, ACMP = accomplishment/inefficacy.  
 

The above-reported results are discussed further in Chapter 5 in the context of worklife 

satisfaction, basic psychological needs, and burnout among coaches in charitable endurance 

training programs.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

The purpose of this study was to quantitatively examine the coaching experience in the 

charitable cause-based endurance training setting, with an emphasis on coach burnout, in terms 

of the mediating role of the three basic psychological needs as specified in self-determination 

theory (SDT). In particular, the purpose of this study was to investigate whether perceived 

satisfaction of the three basic psychological needs, as conceptualized in SDT, played a mediating 

role between worklife satisfaction and burnout. This chapter includes a discussion of the findings 

in relation to the extant research, along with the limitations of the study and suggestions for 

future research. 

Summary of Findings 

The specific research questions addressed in this study were as follows: 

4. Was burnout a factor in coaches’ disenchantment and/or withdrawal from the charitable 

endurance training setting? 

5. If so, was this due to worklife experiences impacting upon perceived fulfillment of the 

basic psychological needs, as suggested by SDT and observed in other sport research? 

6. Did the AWS variables of control, workload, reward, and/or community predict coach 

burnout in this setting? If so, what were the directions of these associations? 

The hypothesized model was tested and respecified based on the test results. In addition 

to overall model fit, several hypothesized relationships were examined among the dimensions of 

worklife satisfaction, basic psychological needs fulfillment, and burnout in the charitable 

coaching context. In particular, BPN was hypothesized to play a major mediating role between 

the dimensions of AWS and MBI. However, the results of the path analysis were considerably 



 

47 
 

different from those anticipated and predicted. Of the 14 direct paths and 14 indirect paths 

hypothesized to be nonzero, only 7 direct paths and 2 indirect paths were actually found to be 

significant. These paths are shown in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Explicitly Hypothesized Paths Found to Be Significant 

No. Hypothesis 

Direct AWS-C  MBI-C 

4. Workload negatively predicts exhaustion. 

6. Reward negatively predicts depersonalization/cynicism. 

Direct AWS-C  BPN-C 

8. Control positively predicts autonomy. 

10. Workload positively predicts autonomy. 

12. Reward positively predicts competence. 

13. Reward positively predicts relatedness. 

14. Community positively predicts relatedness. 

Indirect AWS-C  BPN-C  MBI-C 

26. Competence mediates the relationship between reward and 
accomplishment/inefficacy. 

28. Relatedness mediates the relationship between community and 
depersonalization/cynicism. 

 

In addition, 12 paths implicitly hypothesized to be nonexistent, were actually found to be 

significant. Of these paths, eight were direct and four were indirect. These paths are shown in 

Table 16. 

Thus, 21 paths were significant, and of these, 15 paths were direct and 6 were indirect. In 

addition, all BPN intercorrelations were significant. These results departed from the tested 

hypotheses in several ways as described below. 
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Table 16 

Implicitly Hypothesized Nonexistent Paths Found to Be Significant 

No. Hypothesis 

Direct AWS-C  MBI-C 

   Workload negatively predicts depersonalization/cynicism. 

  Control positively predicts relatedness. 

Direct AWS-C  BPN-C 

  Community positively predicts autonomy. 

  Community positively predicts competence. 

Direct BPN-C  MBI-C 

  Competence negatively predicts accomplishment/inefficacy. 

  Relatedness negatively predicts exhaustion. 

  Relatedness negatively predicts depersonalization/cynicism 

  Relatedness negatively predicts accomplishment/inefficacy. 

Indirect AWS-C  BPN-C  MBI-C 

  Competence mediates the relationship between community and 
accomplishment/inefficacy. 

  Relatedness mediates the relationship between control and exhaustion 

  Relatedness mediates the relationship between community and exhaustion. 

  Relatedness mediates the relationship between community and 
accomplishment/inefficacy. 

 

Significant direct effects. Originally, based on the literatures on SDT, on AWS in 

relation to burnout, and on BPN in relation to burnout, an equal number of direct and indirect 

paths between AWS and MBI were hypothesized to be nonzero. In other words, the mediating 

effects of BPN were expected to be at least as significant as the direct effects in terms of coach 

burnout. These assumptions were not supported by the data; over twice as many direct paths as 

indirect paths were identified. These findings are consistent with those of several existing studies 

of the direct relationships between BPN and MBI in coaching and other sport contexts (e.g., 

Adie, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2008; Balaguer, González, Fabra, Castillo, & Duda, 2012; Hodge, 

Lonsdale, & Ng, 2008; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkinste, De Witte, & Lens, 2008). Thus the 
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direct relationships between BPN and burnout may be more revealing in understanding burnout 

in charitable endurance coaches.  

In addition, the direct effects found to be significant were different from those 

hypothesized. Workload directly predicted two of the three burnout dimensions, specifically, 

exhaustion and depersonalization/cynicism. This was consistent with previous research linking 

excessive workload with burnout in general and with exhaustion in particular (Maslach, 

Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Workload also emerged as a predictor of one basic psychological 

need, autonomy. In SDT, autonomy is conceptualized as the perception that one’s own behavior 

is self-directed (Deci & Ryan, 2012), and the perception that one has the capacity to meet one’s 

job demands may enhance one’s perception of autonomy. However, more research is needed to 

investigate this.  

The other AWS variables appeared to have an equally limited effect on burnout. The 

AWS-C variable of control had no significant direct effect on any of the burnout dimensions, but 

only on the perception of basic needs fulfillment. This was contrary to expectations based on the 

literature on AWS, in which control was expected to directly affect the individual’s ability to 

achieve congruence in all other worklife areas (Leiter & Maslach, 2004), and these areas in turn 

affect the degree to which the individual experiences burnout. Similarly, the direct effects of 

reward on burnout were limited to one dimension, that of depersonalization/cynicism. However, 

this is consistent with the AWS conceptualization of reward as the congruence between one’s 

expectations and the actual extrinsic and/or intrinsic rewards of the job (Leiter & Maslach, 

2004). Reward also emerged as a predictor of two basic psychological needs, competence and 

relatedness. Finally, community did not predict any burnout dimensions, either directly or 

indirectly. This was somewhat surprising because community did directly predict the perception 
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of fulfillment of all three basic psychological needs, so it would be reasonable to expect 

significant indirect effects of community on the burnout dimensions. 

Furthermore, none of the explicitly hypothesized direct paths were from BPN to burnout; 

however, four significant paths emerged from the analysis, as shown in Table 16. Again, 

although this was not expected in the literature relating AWS to BPN to burnout, it is supported 

in the existing research linking BPN and burnout (Balaguer, González, Fabra, Castillo, Mercé, & 

Duda, 2012). 

Regarding the basic psychological needs, autonomy was hypothesized to have seven 

nonzero mediating paths between the AWS-C and MBI-C variables. However, in the actual data 

analysis, autonomy did not emerge as a significant predictor of the burnout dimensions, either 

directly or indirectly. This was inconsistent with the findings of Lonsdale, Hodge, and Rose 

(2009), who reported that perceived satisfaction of all three of the basic needs, including 

autonomy, was negatively correlated with burnout symptoms. 

As originally hypothesized, competence was a mediator of the relationship between 

reward and accomplishment/inefficacy. Competence also emerged as a direct predictor of 

accomplishment/inefficacy, and also as a mediator between community and 

accomplishment/inefficacy. Thus competence did appear to have both direct and indirect effects 

on the burnout dimension of accomplishment/inefficacy. This was consistent with the general 

findings of Lonsdale, Hodge, and Rose (2009). Finally, as originally hypothesized, relatedness 

was a significant factor in only two relationships: the indirect relationship between reward and 

accomplishment/inefficacy, and that between community and accomplishment/inefficacy. 

According to the analysis results, only the second of these two relationships was significant. 

However, relatedness unexpectedly emerged as a predictor in three other direct relationships and 
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as a mediator in three other indirect relationships. Two of these were the relationships between 

control and exhaustion, and between community and exhaustion. This was consistent with the 

findings of Lonsdale, Hodge, and Rose (2009), who reported that relatedness predicted 

exhaustion. Thus, contrary to my theory-based expectations as noted in Chapter 2, relatedness 

appeared to be one of the most significant factors in this model. 

Significant indirect effects. The specific BPN mediators were also different from those 

expected. Autonomy and competence were originally hypothesized to have the greatest 

mediating effect between AWS and BPN, with six nonzero indirect paths each. Relatedness was 

expected to have only two significant indirect effects. However, relatedness was actually found 

to have the most mediating paths of the BPN variables, with four indirect effects. Competence 

was a mediator in only two paths, and autonomy was not a mediator in any paths.  

These results are not entirely surprising given the extant research. For example, Quested 

and Duda (2011) reported that in professional dancers, the basic needs played clear mediating 

roles in overall burnout, but that these roles became less clear when considered in relation to the 

individual burnout dimensions. That is, although the fundamental principles of basic needs 

theory were supported, the specific nature of the BPN-burnout relationships was complex. This 

complexity can only increase when the AWS variables are also included.  

Implications for Theory 

Although the above results partially supported the notion that the basic psychological 

needs mediate between worklife satisfaction and burnout, it was apparent that the mediating 

relationships explicitly hypothesized in the preliminary model did not sufficiently account for the 

correlations between the AWS-C and MBI variables. In addition, several implicitly nonexistent 

paths, such as the direct BPN to MBI paths, emerged as significant. Thus, according to the 
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analyses of these data, the areas of worklife satisfaction, basic psychological needs, and burnout 

dimensions, while connected in various significant ways, are not connected by the paths 

hypothesized in this study. 

Extensive research has already explored the direct relationships between BPN and MBI 

in coaching and other sport contexts (e.g., Adie, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2008; Balaguer, González, 

Fabra, Castillo, & Duda, 2012; Hodge, Lonsdale, & Ng, 2008; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkinste, 

De Witte, & Lens, 2008). It may be that these relationships are more important in the 

understanding of coach burnout, than the relationships involving the variables of worklife 

satisfaction. 

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 

This study was conducted using cross-sectional data, which are more limited in terms of 

showing flows of causal influence compared with process data. A path analysis using process 

data collected over time might have been more revealing in terms of the relationships between 

AWS, BPN, and burnout.  

Because the target population for this study was small, the sample was small also. The 

sample size was further restricted by the inclusion criteria that participants be from the same 

program, have at least one year’s coaching experience, and have coached in this program no less 

recently than one year. Although the sample still met the general criteria for size, it was smaller 

than optimal for the analyses. The high number of variables in relation to the sample size may 

also have affected the analyses.  

The homogeneity of the sample may also have affected the analyses. Almost all 

participants were middle-aged Caucasian cyclists, which is not necessarily the case in other 
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charitable endurance training programs. Similarly, because all participants had worked in one 

specific program, the findings may not generalize to other such programs. 

Certain theoretical assumptions made in this study may also require further investigation 

and refinement. Specifically, because the AWS authors (Leiter & Maslach, 2000b, 2011) 

specifically designed the AWS to complement the MBI, and because the extant research 

(Lonsdale, Hodge, & Rose, 2009; Quested & Duda, 2011) indicated that BPN variables were 

accurate predictors of burnout, it seemed logical that these BPN variables would drop neatly 

between the AWS and MBI variables as mediating factors between worklife satisfaction and 

burnout. Although the present results do not support this notion, I still believe that there is a great 

deal of potential value in combining the theoretical constructs of AWS and BPN in relation to 

burnout. However, the specific mediation model may be very different than the one proposed 

here.  

Finally, there were potential issues with the instruments themselves, particularly the 

AWS-C based on the AWS. The AWS has been extensively tested and its validity and reliability 

are a matter of record (e.g., Leiter & Maslach, 2000a, 2004; Schaufeli, Leiter, & Maslach, 2009). 

However, as noted in Chapter 2, some concerns arose about item validity. For example, some 

items did not appear to have been written in a manner consistent with the researchers’ reported 

findings. Also, some of the subscales in the AWS did not seem to have a number of items 

proportional to their relative importance as described by the survey’s authors (Leiter & Maslach, 

2000b, 2011). Although some of these items were eliminated from the modified version of the 

AWS used in this study, it is possible that other problems remained; that is, the survey items may 

not have accurately reflected the subscales they were intended to represent.  
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Recommendations for Future Research 

Further research into the direct relationships between BPN and MBI (e.g., along the lines 

of Adie, Duda, and Ntoumanis, 2008; Balaguer, González, Fabra, Castillo, & Duda, 2012; 

Hodge, Lonsdale, & Ng, 2008; and Van den Broeck, Vansteenkinste, De Witte, & Lens, 2008) 

might yield more understanding of the particular nature of coaching in the charitable context. In 

particular, the unexpectedly large role of competence, in terms of both direct and indirect effects, 

on the burnout dimension of accomplishment/inefficacy indicates a potentially useful line of 

inquiry into the specific relationship between this basic need and burnout. 

Further investigation of the AWS, such as conducting CFAs prior to its use, may also be 

warranted to assess the extent to which this measure reflects the constructs it is intended to test. 

It may be useful to follow the approach taken by Zach, Xia, Zeev, Arnon, Choresh, and 

Tenenbaum (2015; in press), who recently revisited and revised the 29-year-old Motivations of 

Marathoners (MOMS; Masters, Ogles, & Jolton, 1993; cited by Zach et al., 2015). A similar 

revisiting of the AWS may prove revealing in the understanding of the relationships between 

worklife satisfaction, basic needs, and burnout. 

Finally, future research might benefit from using different types of data. As stated above, 

a path analysis using process data collected over time, such as the data collected by Quested and 

Duda (2011) might provide interesting insights into the relationships between AWS, BPN, and 

burnout. Another possibility is the incorporation of a qualitative component, as was done by Rice 

in his study of endurance sport participants (2015). Since charitable coaching is relatively new, it 

is possible that existing instruments do not cover all potentially important aspects. Qualitative 

data might not only broaden our understanding of this realm, but facilitate the selection or 

creation of optimal instruments for measuring the experience. In support of this speculation, it is 
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worth mentioning that one study participant, after completing the surveys, stated via email 

communication that she felt that the items did not accurately address all aspects of the nature of 

charitable endurance coaching, particularly in terms of the coach’s relationship to the parent 

charitable organization. Over the course of her charitable coaching career, she had felt that the 

parent organization increasingly failed to support its coaches, to the extent that coaches were 

actually hindered in their ability to coach effectively. This situation had progressed to such a 

degree that she had recently decided to completely withdraw from coaching for this program. 

While recognizing that this input is only from a single participant, the fact that it came 

unsolicited suggests that her feelings about the issue were fairly strong. Therefore, I wonder what 

other comments and observations I would have received had I solicited this sort of feedback 

from all participants. 

Conclusion 

In this study, SDT’s basic psychological needs were examined as potential mediators of 

the relationship between worklife satisfaction and burnout in coaches in charitable endurance 

training programs. It was expected that these needs would be significant mediators between 

worklife satisfaction and burnout. A preliminary model was specified and tested using path 

analysis. The model fit was poor and the model was respecified, which resulted in a fit that was 

improved but still only acceptable rather than good. The results indicated that worklife 

satisfaction significantly predicts the satisfaction of basic psychological needs, but that two of 

these needs, autonomy and competence, do not significantly predict burnout, either directly or 

indirectly. The exception was the need for relatedness, which was a significant predictor in three 

direct relationships and a significant mediating factor in four indirect relationships, only one of 
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which had been originally hypothesized. Future research is needed to explore the role of 

relatedness in relation to worklife satisfaction and burnout in the charitable coaching setting.  
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APPENDIX B 

 

RECRUITMENT EMAILS TO POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS 

 

 

Dear Coach, 

I am a fellow coach writing to ask your help in researching the experiences of coaches like 

ourselves (i.e. coaches in charitable, cause-based endurance training programs). This is the first 

scientific study of its kind. It will only take 30 minutes of your time (or less). 

To participate, you just need to complete three short online surveys. You can find them here. 

[insert link] 

About me: I’m a Ph.D. student at Florida State University and this is my dissertation study. I’ve 

been coaching for charitable endurance training programs for 15+ years, mostly cycling but also 

triathlon, duathlon, and mountain biking. Coaches like us are a relatively new breed because 

these programs have only been around for a few decades. There is no research on people like us. 

So you’ll be part of a pioneering study in the field of sport psychology! 

And just to be clear, this is a scientific study, not a marketing project. I’m not looking for ways 

to sell our programs—just to improve them for everyone involved. So I would be very grateful if 

you shared your coaching experience. Your identity, responses, and all other aspects of your 

participation will be kept confidential; full details are available here [re-insert link]. 

If you have any questions or would like to learn more, please feel free to contact me. 

Thank you in advance! 

Best, Karin 

 

Karin A. Jeffery, M.A. 
Doctoral Candidate, Sport Psychology 
The Florida State University 
FSU HSC No. 2014.12137 
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Dear Coaches, 
 
I'm writing to ask for your help with my PhD research on the coaching experience. 
 
To participate, just go to [insert link] and take the four short surveys. 
 
Please be sure to answer all survey questions. Please also share this link with any coaches you 
know who have coached for at least one year. 
 
As you know, our program has had a huge impact on people's perceptions of, and participation 
in, endurance sports. Yet there is no scientific research on this. So you’ll be part of a pioneering 
study! You'll also be entered into a raffle to win one of ten $25 Amazon.com gift certificates 
(winners to be announced upon completion of data collection). 
 
All aspects of your participation will be kept confidential. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to learn more, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Thank you in advance! 
 
Best, Karin 
-- 
Karin A. Jeffery, M.A. 
Doctoral Candidate, Sport Psychology 
The Florida State University 
Florida State University Human Subjects Committee Authorization No. 2014.14350 
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APPENDIX D 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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AREAS OF WORKLIFE SATISFACTION SURVEY FOR COACHES (AWS-C) 
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