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ABSTRACT 

Athletes experience and cope with stressful performance situations throughout their careers.  

Many coping studies examine athletes’ self-reported coping strategies in past stressful events or 

ask athletes to report the types of coping strategies they utilized during non-specific stressful 

events (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993b; Gould et al., 1993c; Madden et al., 1989).  

Coping research is limited in that previous studies examined participants’ competitive stressor 

and reported coping strategies in incomparable situations (Gaudreau et al., 2002; Gaudreau et al., 

2001).  Research demonstrates the importance of athlete perception of coach leadership 

behaviors on athlete outcomes in general, but is limited when specifically related to athlete 

coping (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai, 1990; Chelladurai, 2007; Garland & Barry, 1988; 

Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Schliesman, 1987; Vallerand & Losier, 1999; Weiss & Friedrichs, 

1986).  The purpose of the proposed study was to examine the extent to which perceived coach 

leadership behaviors contributed to athlete coping strategies in sport-specific, stressful 

performance situations.  Current and former senior level pairs and singles figure skaters 

completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire to report perceived coach leadership 

behaviors (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 2004).  Each participant then read two sport-specific, stressful 

coping scenarios and completed the Modified COPE for each coping scenario, respectively, in 

order to examine the relationship between perceived coach leadership behaviors and athlete 

coping (MCOPE; Crocker, 1992).  Findings from this study indicate that active leadership 

positively predicted problem-focused coping for scenario I, transactional and active leadership 

positively predicted problem-focused coping for scenario II, active and passive/avoidant 

leadership positively predicted emotion-focused coping for scenario II, and passive/avoidant 

leadership positively predicted avoidance coping for scenario II.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Psychological stress is a process involving a relationship between a person and the 

environment that is appraised as exceeding one’s resources and threatening one’s well-being 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  The transactional perspective of stress views stress as an ongoing 

interaction between individuals and their environments (Hanton, Fletcher, & Coughlin, 2005).  

Individual differences in response to stressful situations lend support to the transactional nature 

of psychological stress.  The transactional perspective of stress has been demonstrated in sport, 

as stressors have been found to vary among athletes and across sports (Arnold & Fletcher, 2012; 

Gould, Jackson, & Finch, 1993a; Scanlan, Stein, & Ravizza, 1991).  Moreover, athletes’ 

perceptions of stress are highly dependent on their ability to cope with performance demands. 

Coping is defined as “constantly changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage 

specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources 

of the person’’ (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 141).  The transactional perspective of coping is 

widely accepted within the fields of psychology and sport psychology (Crocker & Graham, 

1995; Gould, Finch, & Jackson, 1993b; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Krantz, 1983; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984; Madden, Kirkby, & McDonald, 1989; McCrae, 1984), and indicates that people 

use different coping strategies for different situations.  For example, athletes’ use of coping 

strategies is dependent upon the changing demands of competitive environments (Crocker & 

Graham, 1995; Gould, Eklund, & Jackson, 1993c). 

Research on coping in sport has focused on examining the transactional nature of coping 

and the types of coping strategies employed by athletes (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 

1993c; Gould et al., 1993b; Madden et al., 1989).  For example, Nicholls and Polman (2007) 
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found that athletes tend to use a combination of problem-focused coping strategies in 

competitive situations.  Problem-focused coping predicts positive affect among athletes.  

Athletes also employ avoidance coping and emotion-focused coping.  Avoidance coping and 

emotion-focused coping are associated with higher levels of cognitive anxiety and predict 

negative affect among athletes (Nicholls & Polman, 2007).  Examining athletes’ coping 

strategies in competitive situations presents methodological challenges due to the changing 

nature of competitive stressors (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993b; Gould et al., 

1993c; Madden et al., 1989).   

Due to the inherent difficulties involved in studying coping in sport, the current literature 

has a number of limitations. For instance, most studies are strictly qualitative in nature and 

prompt participants to recall the coping strategies employed during stressful situations with no 

regard for time or place of the event (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993b; Gould et al., 

1993c; Madden et al., 1989).  As a result, participants can recall different competitive events or 

situations that vary in importance when reporting the coping strategies they used.  This makes it 

difficult to compare participants’ coping strategies within the same study, as the situations 

selected may vary drastically.  The limited quantitative coping research conducted thus far has 

examined coping during a competitive event in individual sports (Gaudreau, Blondin, & 

Lapierre, 2002; Gaudreau, Lapierre, & Blondin, 2001).  The competitive experiences of 

individual athletes can vary greatly depending on numerous individual factors, such as individual 

performance, personal interactions, and outcomes (Gaudreau et al., 2002; Gaudreau et al., 2001).  

Further, the existing coping research is limited to athletes of differing sport types reporting their 

coping responses to previous performance general stressors (Anshel, Jamison, & Raviv, 2001).  

To address these limitations, there is a need to advance the literature on coping in sport by 
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conducting quantitative, scenario-based studies that present athletes with the same stressful 

situations (e.g., poor performance) in order to obtain more comparative data. 

One of the constructs affecting athletes’ perceptions of stress and their coping strategies is 

leadership. Relationships between leadership, coping, and perceived stress have mainly been 

examined in non-sporting contexts such as business and general social settings (Ben-Zur, Yagil, 

& Oz, 2005; Skogstad, Hetland, Glaso, & Einarsen, 2014; Syrek, Apostel, & Antoni, 2013).  

Transformational leadership is a leadership style that impacts team members’ attitudes, 

emotions, and behaviors (Bass, 1985).  Transformational leaders facilitate change through 

idealized attributes, idealized behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individualized consideration (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  Leadership behaviors, such as inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration, influence individual 

members’ stress levels and perception of coping ability (Ben-Zur et al., 2005; Skogstad et al., 

2014; Syrek et al., 2013).   

Research indicates that coaches engage in transformational leadership behaviors with their 

athletes (Chelladurai, 2007).  Coaches utilize transformational leadership in order to facilitate the 

pursuit of excellence in athletes, which is characterized by continuous increases in physical, 

emotional, and mental capabilities conducive to performance improvements.  Transformational 

coach leadership behaviors facilitate this transformation in their athletes (Chelladurai, 2007).  

Coach emphasis on athletes’ pursuit of excellence through transformational leadership influences 

athlete perception of those leadership behaviors (Chelladurai, 2007).  The Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire comprises three dimensions of leadership behavior (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 2004).  

Transformational leadership pertains to idealized attributes, idealized behaviors, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration.  Transactional leadership 
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includes contingent rewards and active management by exception.  Passive/avoidant leadership 

consist of passive management by exception and laissez-faire leadership (Bass & Avolio, 2004).   

Transformational leadership influences team members such as athletes in different ways.  In 

business settings, transformational leadership is specifically exhibited in the workplace through: 

idealized attitudes, idealized behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individualized consideration (Bass, 1985; Syrek et al., 2013).  In sport settings, transformational 

leadership and the pursuit of excellence influence athlete instrinsic motivation and psychological 

empowerment (Charbonneau, Barling, & Kelloway, 2001; Lee, Kim, & Kang, 2013).  

Transformational coach leadership behaviors enhance members’ perceived ability to effectively 

cope with challenges (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Skogstad et al., 2014; Syrek et al., 2013).  

Therefore, coach leadership behaviors that are consistent with transformational leadership may 

enhance athletes’ ability to cope with poor competitive performances. 

On the other hand, passive/avoidant and transactional coach leadership behaviors were 

unrelated or negatively correlated with athlete perception of leader effectiveness (Rowold, 2006).  

In workplace settings, passive/avoidant leadership was associated with negative outcomes and 

increased employee stress (Skogstad et al., 2014; Yammarino, Bass, & Spangler, 1993).  

Transactional leadership behaviors, focused on mistakes and failures, were associated with 

decreased follower development and performance (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  However, there was 

an augmentation effect with transformational leadership, such that transactional leadership 

behavior was only associated with positive outcomes when used in combination with 

transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 2004; Rowold, 2006).   
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A developing area of research within sport psychology focuses on understanding how 

athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s leadership behaviors contribute to athlete’s coping 

strategies.  In a recent study with individual athletes, coping was assessed within three hours 

after a competitive event (Nicolas, Gaudreau, & Franche, 2011).  Results indicated that 

supportive coaching behaviors positively predicted problem-focused coping, whereas 

unsupportive coaching behaviors positively predicted disengagement/avoidance coping.  While 

this research provides an initial understanding of the relationship between perceived coach 

leadership behaviors and athlete coping, there is a need for research using the same coping 

scenario or situation to effectively compare results. 

Research supports a distinction in coaching behaviors between individual and team sports 

(Baker, Yardley, & Cote, 2003; Terry & Howe, 1984; Zeng, Leung, Bian, & Liu, 2009).  

Coaches of individual sports use more pre-instruction and questioning behaviors with athletes. 

This consists of coaches directing athletes’ tasks and goals at the beginning of each practice and 

checking on athletes’ understanding and opinions about practice tasks and goals (Zeng et al., 

2009).  Coaches’ questioning and cooperation behaviors exhibited with individual sport athletes 

are components of transformational leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Zeng et al., 2009).  In 

contrast, coaches of team sports use more post-instruction, hustle, and management behaviors.  

Moreover, coaches of team sports use non-instructional phrases or words, or hustle coaching 

behavior, with athletes in order to collectively challenge a team (Zeng et al., 2009).  They also 

focus more on post-instruction and increased management behaviors to ensure effective team 

collaboration and quality of team performance (Zeng et al., 2009).  The management behaviors 

of coaches of team sports is a component of transactional leadership behavior (Avolio & Bass, 

2004; Zeng et al., 2009).  Thus, coaches of individual athletes exhibit more transformational 
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coach leadership behaviors, while coaches of team sports use more transactional leadership 

behaviors. The present study seeks to contribute to the research on the differences in coach 

leadership behaviors with regard to sport type.  

Figure skating was selected as the population of interest in the proposed study in order to 

examine differences in coping strategies between individual athletes and athletes on dyadic 

teams.  The figure skating population consists of skaters with similar sport requirements and 

different coaches (U.S. Figure Skating, 2015).  Because coaches of singles and pairs figure 

skaters exhibit different coaching dynamics and leadership behaviors, it is expected that coping 

strategies of these athletes will also differ.  Pairs coaches foster cohesion and trust between 

partners when coaching, while singles coaches emphasize the individual aspects of the skaters 

(Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai, 1990; Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Garland & Barry, 1988; 

Poczwardowski, Barott, & Henschen, 2002; Schliesman, 1987; U.S. Figure Skating, 2015).  

Thus, as with other team or dyadic sports, cohesion, coordination, and trust in one’s partner are 

crucial to the success of pairs figure skaters (U.S. Figure Skating, 2015).  In contrast, coaches of 

singles figure skaters emphasize relying on the coach and maintaining some self-reliance.  

Singles and pairs figure skaters have separate coaches that specialize in their specific domain 

within figure skating.  Coaching style and behaviors are altered for pairs figure skaters with the 

added team dynamic components.  Thus, singles and pairs skaters experience different coaching 

dynamics with their respective coaches (U.S. Figure Skating, 2015). 

Preliminary research supports the notion of coaches of different sport types exhibiting 

different coaching behaviors with athletes (Zeng et al., 2009).  Thus, singles and pairs figure 

skaters may select different coping strategies due to their respective perceived coach leadership 

behaviors.  Specifically, singles figure skaters may report more coping strategies such as active 



7 

coping, seeking social support, and increasing effort as a result of coach leadership behaviors 

such as perceived transformational leadership behavior, social support from coach, and positive 

feedback.  Pairs figure skaters may report more coping strategies such as denial, behavioral 

disengagement, and possibly social support from partner as a result of perceived transactional 

coach leadership behavior such as contingent reward or active management by exception (Avolio 

& Bass, 2004; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993b; Gould 

et al., 1993c; Madden et al., 1989; Nicolas et al., 2011; Skogstad et al., 2014; Syrek et al., 2013; 

Zeng et al., 2009). 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Stress 

A number of definitions of stress have been proposed and there is no universal definition 

agreed upon (Elliott & Eisdorfer, 1982).  Currently, the most widely accepted definition of stress 

is “a relationship between the person and the environment that is appraised by the person as 

taxing or exceeding his or her resources and endangering his or her well-being” (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984, p. 21).  There are three conceptualizations of stress: 1) stimulus-based, 2) 

response-based, and 3) transactional.  

Stimulus-based conceptualizations of stress focus on the source of stress or stressor.  A 

stressor is an event that disrupts homeostasis.  It can be any environmental event ranging from 

widespread catastrophe to daily hassles.  Stressors can affect an individual in a specific event or 

context, or stressors can be chronic (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  Therefore, a stimuli-based 

perspective considers stress as a consequence of environmental stimuli (Fletcher & Scott, 2010).   

In contrast, response-based conceptualizations of stress view stress as a state of being, with 

no consideration of the environment.  This conceptualization focuses on an individual’s stress 

response, such as negative emotions, worry, or feelings of anxiety.  From a response-based 

perspective, increased heart rate or anxiety can result in stress.  This does not include any 

consideration of what caused increased heart rate or anxiety (Fletcher & Scott, 2010; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). 

Current research indicates that stimulus- and response-based conceptualizations of stress 

break the complex process of stress down into stressors and responses; thereby viewing this 

process somewhat inaccurately (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  An environmental stimulus is 
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considered a stressor when followed by a stressful behavioral or physiological response.  A 

behavioral, emotional, or physiological response is considered stressful when preceded by a 

stressful demand.  Stressors and responses must be examined together as two concepts constantly 

producing and affecting each other.  Thus, a transactional perspective of stress that incorporates 

both stimulus- and response-based conceptualizations best reflects the comprehensive nature of 

stress (Fletcher & Scott, 2010; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

A transactional conceptualization of stress highlights both the person and the environment 

as opposed to focusing only on one or the other.  This conceptualization of stress views stress as 

an ongoing process that includes individuals interacting with their environment, appraising the 

situations they encounter, and attempting to cope with any problems that may occur.  The 

transactional conceptualization of stress explains individual differences in evaluating stressful 

situations.  Thus, in order to understand individual differences in perceptions of stress, cognitive 

appraisals which occur between the presence of a stressor and the response must be considered 

(Lazarus, Deese, & Osler, 1952; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Cognitive Appraisal 

Cognitive appraisals demonstrate the changing relationship between an individual with 

unique characteristics and the environment (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  An appraisal of a 

stressful situation requires mental activity that involves an individual’s judgment of the situation 

and his/her past experiences (Grinker & Speigel, 1945).  In short, cognitive appraisal is a process 

of classifying an encounter with regard to its significance for an individual’s well-being (Lazarus 

& Folkman, 1984).  There are two components to cognitive appraisals: primary appraisal and 

secondary appraisal. 
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Primary appraisal. A primary appraisal occurs when an individual assesses whether he or 

she perceives something as important or meaningful in the stressful situation (Folkman, Lazarus, 

Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986).  A common question associated with primary 

appraisal is, ‘What is it?’ (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  An individual evaluates what is in the 

environment and determines if it is important enough to elicit a reaction.  There are three types of 

primary appraisal: 1) irrelevant, 2) benign-positive, and 3) stressful (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  

An irrelevant primary appraisal consists of an encounter with the environment in which there is 

no significance for an individual’s well-being.  A benign-positive primary appraisal occurs when 

an individual interprets the outcome of an encounter as positive. 

 Stressful primary appraisals have three categories: 1) harm/loss, 2) threat, and 3) challenge 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Harm/loss appraisals involve some damage that has already 

occurred to an individual, such as severe injury or a career-ending event.  Threat appraisals 

concern anticipated harm or loss that has not yet occurred, such as a poor competitive 

performance, and are typically associated with emotions such as worry or apprehension.  

Challenge appraisals focus on potential for growth or gain within an encounter, such as 

demonstrating mastery at a competitive event, and are associated with pleasurable emotions.  

The main distinction between threat and challenge appraisals pertain to whether or not the 

individual believes he/she has the necessary resources to deal with the stressful situation at hand 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Secondary appraisal. Depending on the appraised potential impact of a situation, a 

secondary appraisal evaluates potential strategies to manage the situation (Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984).  Secondary appraisals include thoughts and evaluations about what can be done in a given 
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situation and what is the risk for doing so.  Available coping options and their potential efficacy 

are evaluated, as well as potential outcomes and consequences of the chosen coping options. 

Though the terms primary and secondary indicate a sequential relationship, these appraisals 

are less consecutively linear in nature (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  The two appraisals work 

together in shaping the emotional and behavioral response an individual has to a situation. The 

level of stress that an encounter evokes is dependent upon the result of the transaction between 

the primary appraisal of what is at risk and the secondary appraisal of coping resources (Lazarus 

& Folkman, 1984). 

Transactional nature. Cognitive appraisals occur in dynamic environments.  As such, 

cognitive appraisals are subject to change as a situation occurs.  The transactional nature of 

cognitive appraisals is demonstrated by the ability to change cognitive appraisals as they occur.  

Stressors occur in the environment an individual operates in and are mediated by appraisals.  

Primary and secondary appraisals are transient in that they change as a stressful situation is 

occurring.  Both appraisals can influence each other which then influences a stress response 

(Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Fletcher & Scott, 2010; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984; McCrae, 1984). 

Sources of Stress in Sport 

There are a number of sources of stress that athletes experience that reflect external and/or 

internal demands.  Thus, each athlete may have stressors that are individualized for various 

situations (Arnold & Fletcher, 2012; Gould et al., 1993a; Scanlan et al., 1991).  In an attempt to 

organize the various organizational stressors that athletes encounter in sport, Arnold and Fletcher 

(2012) performed a research synthesis and taxonomic classification of 34 studies including a 

variety of sports using meta-interpretation.  Thirty-four qualitative studies were analyzed via 
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concurrent thematic and context analysis. From this analysis, 640 distinct organizational 

stressors were identified and subsequently organized into 31 subcategories with four major 

categories: 1) leadership and personnel issues, 2) cultural and team issues, 3) logistical and 

environmental issues, and 4) performance and personal issues.  Arnold and Fletcher (2012) 

emphasize the importance of the leadership and personnel category of stressors.  Specifically, 

coach behaviors that are incongruent with athletes’ beliefs, values, or training can be sources of 

stress for athletes.  The most frequently endorsed subcategory in leadership and personnel issues 

was coach’s behaviors and interactions followed by coach’s personality and attitudes.  When 

athletes perceive their coaches’ behaviors negatively, they can experience stress.  These negative 

evaluations, resulting from incongruent coach behaviors and attitudes, have an effect on athlete 

stress levels across various sports.  

In addition to organizational stressors, athletes report encountering competitive stressors.  

Competitive stressors pertain to issues directly associated with sport performance.  A study by 

Hanton and colleagues (2005) examined competitive and organizational stressors in ten elite 

athletes from a variety of sports.  Results revealed seven categories of competitive stressors 

which had some overlap with previous studies on organizational stressors (Arnold & Fletcher, 

2012; Hanton et al., 2005).  The most frequently reported competitive stressors were: 1) 

preparation, 2) injury, and 3) pressure.  Preparation consisted of inadequate mental, physical, 

and technical preparation.  Injury reflected risk of injury while performing and risk of being 

injured by an opponent.  Pressure consisted of pressure of international competitions and 

performing under pressure.  Overall, elite athletes reported generally similar competitive 

stressors with regard to their respective sports (Hanton et al., 2005). 
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Although there are general thematic commonalities of sport stressors experienced by 

athletes across sports such as those identified by Arnold and Fletcher (2012) and Hanton and 

colleagues (2005), specific sports have unique external and internal demands that contribute to 

stress.  For instance, research has examined sources of stress in figure skating.  Scanlan, Stein, 

and Ravizza (1991) conducted open-ended interviews with 26 former national level figure 

skaters to identify their stressors during the most competitive phase of their careers.  Results 

revealed five major sources of stress: negative aspects of competition, negative significant-other 

relationships, demands and costs of skating, personal struggles, and traumatic experiences.  This 

study demonstrates that former elite figure skaters experience stress from competitive and non-

competitive situations.  Additionally, national level figure skaters have individualized sources of 

stress, regardless of similar training experiences and competitive backgrounds (Scanlan et al., 

1991). 

Gould and colleagues (1993a) furthered Scanlan and colleagues (1991) study by examining 

sources of stress specific to national champion figure skaters and the pressure of retaining their 

reigning title.  Seventeen former national champion figure skaters were asked to identify specific 

sources of stress using a semi-structured telephone interview.  Seven broad categories were 

identified: 1) relationship issues, 2) expectations and pressure to perform, 3) psychological 

demands on skater resources, 4) physical demands on skater resources, 5) environmental 

demands on skater resources, 6) life direction concerns, and 7) group of specific individual 

sources of stress that could not be categorized.  Overall, the findings from this study support the 

findings from Scanlan and colleagues’ (1991) study on sources of stress of elite figure skaters.  

Specifically, both studies found that relationship with the coach was a prominent stressor for 

figure skaters. 



14 

Gould and colleagues (1993a) present limitations of their own study as well as limitations 

of Scanlan and colleagues’ (1991) study.  Results of both studies do not differentiate between 

singles and pairs skaters.  Skaters in both events complete similar jump and spin elements (U.S. 

Figure Skating, 2015).  However, the individual and team aspects of each respective event affect 

practice environments and coach leadership behaviors (Nicolas et al., 2011; U.S. Figure Skating, 

2015).  One study examined senior National Champion figure skaters’ past stressful situations 

from any point in their careers, while the other examined novice, junior, and senior skaters’ 

stressful situations during the most competitive phase of their careers.  The accuracy and 

saliency of each skater’s specific situation recall could not be verified.  Such that any group 

difference in reported sources of stress may have been explained by athlete recall abilities and 

dependent upon individual experiences of a particular cohort.  Finally, these two studies 

examined sources of stress exclusively, without considering the coping strategies figure skaters 

may have employed in response to such stressors. 

Research on sources of stress in sport and the limitations therein provide the framework for 

the development of the scenarios in the current study.  In studies where athletes are instructed to 

select previous experiences in which they used coping strategies, a common situation reported 

involves poor performance in competition (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993c; Gould 

et al., 1993b; Madden et al., 1989).  The sources of stress reported by national champion figure 

skaters provide a framework for developing stressful scenarios involving coping with stress: 

prior to skating, watching an opponent skate well, and coping after a poor performance.  All 

stressful situations in the current study are applicable to pairs and singles figure skaters (i.e., 

psychological demands, expectations and pressure to perform, negative aspects of competition) 

(Gould et al., 1993a; Scanlan et al., 1991). 
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Coping 

The extent to which situations or events may produce stress in individuals depends upon 

their coping capabilities.  According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), coping is defined as 

“constantly changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal 

demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of a person” (p. 141).  This 

definition of coping addresses limitations inherent in previous definitions of coping.  The 

definition is process-oriented in that it addresses the dynamic nature of coping strategies 

according to the specific demands of the situation.  There is also a distinction between coping 

and “automatized adaptive behavior” by restricting coping to the demands that are perceived to 

exceed one’s resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  Another distinction of this definition from 

previous literature is that coping represents an effort to manage demands, not necessarily how 

successful or unsuccessful those efforts are (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Forms of Coping 

Although there are many ways to attempt to manage the demands of a situation, there are 

three main categories within the coping literature: emotion-focused coping, problem-focused 

coping, and avoidance coping.  These broad categories encompass a wide range of specific 

coping strategies that can sometimes be used to facilitate or impede one another (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). 

Emotion-Focused Coping. In emotion-focused coping, an individual’s cognitive processes 

focus on dealing with the emotional distress associated with the situation (Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984).  Emotion-focused coping can reduce stress by changing the meaning of the situation 

through cognitive reappraisal or redirecting attention away from the stressful situation (Crocker 
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& Graham, 1995).  Examples of emotion-focused coping are seeking social support, using 

humor, and venting of emotions (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Nicholls & Polman, 2007). 

Problem-Focused Coping. Problem-focused coping focuses on defining the problem, 

deriving and selecting a solution, and actively working towards combating the original problem 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  Unlike emotion-focused coping, problem-focused coping changes 

aspects in the person-environment relationship by altering the situation as it unfolds, the person, 

or both (Crocker & Graham, 1995).  Examples of problem-focused coping include active coping, 

effort, and planning.  Problem-focused coping is typically utilized when the person experiencing 

a stressful situation believes he/she possesses the resources to alter the situation as it occurs and 

changes (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Folkman et al., 1986; Gaudreau 

& Blondin, 2001; Krantz, 1983). 

Avoidance Coping. Avoidance coping involves minimizing, denying, or trying to evade a 

stressful situation (Cronkite, Moos, Twohey, Cohen, & Swindle, 1998).  Unlike emotion-focused 

coping and problem-focused coping, avoidance coping attempts to reduce stress by behaviorally 

or psychologically withdrawing from a situation or denying a stressful event occurred (Cronkite 

et al., 1998; Folkman et al., 1986).  Examples of avoidance coping include behavioral 

disengagement and denial (Crocker & Graham, 1995).  Avoidance coping is typically used when 

a person tries to manage the outcome of a stressful situation by withdrawing from that situation 

(Holahan, Moos, & Bonin, 1999). 

Coping as a Process 

Regardless of the type of coping strategies used, process-oriented coping consists of three 

main components (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  First, it involves the cognitive and behavioral 

efforts an individual actually employs, rather than the general or usual efforts an individual 
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employs. Second, it consists of what an individual actually thinks or does within a specific 

context.  Third, it maintains that the coping process consists of changes in coping thoughts and 

behaviors as the stressful event occurs.  The process-oriented approach to coping proposed by 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) is known as the transactional model of coping. 

Cognitive appraisals affect the selection of coping strategies.  Folkman and Lazarus (1985) 

examined changes in emotions and coping of 108 undergraduate psychology students during an 

examination.  Threat and challenge appraisals were highest before the exam as well as shortly 

after the exam, but significantly reduced once exam grades were posted.  Thus, appraisals of 

threat and challenge were higher in ambiguous situations where participants were able to actively 

cope with and adapt to the situation as it occurred (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).  This change in 

appraisals is consistent with a process-oriented model of coping. McCrae (1984) also examined 

the effect of cognitive appraisals on the selection of coping strategies in members of the 

Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging.  Participants were instructed to select their own stressful 

life event applicable to a harm/loss appraisal, a threat appraisal, and a challenge appraisal.  

Coping strategies were recorded from each type of stressor, including self-reported challenge, 

threat, or loss stressors.  Of the 27 coping mechanisms listed, 19 demonstrated significant effects 

for type of stressor.  Results demonstrated that the type of stressor and individual experiences 

affected selection of coping responses.  Folkman and colleagues (1986) examined the effect of 

cognitive appraisals on coping in married couples with at least one child at home.  Results 

indicated that variability in coping was correlated with an individual’s primary and secondary 

appraisals. 

The effectiveness of a particular coping strategy employed depends on the perceived 

controllability of the situation. Specifically, results on secondary appraisals and coping indicated 
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that individuals utilized problem-focused coping in situations that were appraised as controllable 

(Folkman et al., 1986).  In contrast, emotion-focused coping is preferable when the individual 

lacks the control necessary to change the situation (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Folkman et al., 

1986; Nicholls & Polman, 2007).  Stressful situations can change as they unfold; cognitive 

appraisals account for this variability and have an effect on the selection of coping strategies 

used in stressful situations (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Folkman et al., 

1986; McCrae, 1984; Nicholls & Polman, 2007). 

Coping in Sport 

Research on coping in sport also supports the process-oriented perspective of coping.  

Crocker and Graham (1995) examined patterns of coping, the relationship between coping and 

positive and negative affect, and gender differences in coping with competitive athletes at the 

regional, provincial, junior national and national levels.  The primary purpose of the study was to 

examine how competitive athletes cope with stress.  Athletes were asked to recall a recent 

stressful sport situation from practice or competition, and subsequently completed the MCOPE 

inventory, which measures a number of coping strategies (Crocker & Graham, 1995).  Results 

indicated that athletes primarily used problem-focused coping strategies with regard to the self-

reported stressful situation, which included planning, active coping, and increasing effort.  

Crocker and Graham (1995) indicated that this was to be expected by competitive athletes in 

order to maintain performance in a changing and demanding environment.  Athletes also 

reported using combinations of various coping strategies, which lends support to the 

transactional or process-oriented model of coping proposed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984). 

Recent research on coping in sport supports Crocker and Graham’s (1995) study.  

Calmeiro, Tenenbaum, and Eccles (2014) recorded and analyzed elite and non-elite athletes’ 
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ongoing appraisals and coping strategies during competition.  Results indicated that elite athletes 

were more accustomed to the effects of stress and utilized more problem-focused coping (e.g., 

verbalizations of attempts to alter or manage the problem causing stress) than non-elite athletes.  

Another study found that 62 golfers at a regional golf tournament reported active 

coping/planning, positive reappraisal, and increased effort more frequently than other coping 

strategies, such as behavioral disengagement (i.e., avoidance coping) when trying to achieve a 

previously established goal (Gaudreau et al., 2002). 

A key element of the transactional model of coping is how cognitive appraisals allow 

athletes to adapt to a stressful or competitive environment by assessing the changing demands of 

a situation and selecting coping strategies appropriately (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Folkman & 

Lazarus, 1985; Folkman et al., 1986; McCrae, 1984; Nicholls & Polman, 2007).  Generally, 

athletes select problem-focused coping strategies when faced with a potential stressor (Crocker 

& Graham, 1995; Madden et al., 1989).  For example, runners used problem-focused coping in 

combination with increased effort/resolve and social support, an emotion-focused coping 

strategy, when coping with a performance slump (Madden et al., 1989).  Moreover, athletes are 

adaptable to numerous stressful situations and select from various combinations of coping 

strategies depending on their cognitive appraisals of the stressful situation (Crocker & Graham, 

1995). 

Coping studies with national champion figure skaters also indicate the use of a combination 

of coping strategies.  Gould, Finch, and Jackson (1993b) conducted interviews to identify the 

types of coping strategies used by national champion figure skaters in self-reported stressful 

situations from a previous study.  This study examined the relationship between coping strategies 

and self-reported sources of stress (Gould et al., 1993a).  Thirteen general coping strategies 
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emerged from the data, some of which included: rational thinking/self-talk, social support, and 

precompetitive mental preparation and anxiety management.  Interview data indicated that the 

figure skaters constantly evaluated situations and implemented various coping strategies 

individually or in combination.  Although the figure skaters had certain coping strategies they 

typically used, as situations changed they adjusted their coping strategies as needed.  These 

findings lend support to the transactional model of coping, which views coping as a constantly 

changing process.  

Limitations in Coping Literature. Research on coping as a constantly changing process in 

sport has typically been conducted using qualitative methods or included non-specific stressful 

events that an athlete may or may not encounter (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993b; 

Gould et al., 1993c; Madden et al., 1989).  Crocker and Graham (1995) indicated that it was 

difficult to examine and generalize differences in coping strategies among participants without a 

common performance stressor.  Many studies use qualitative interviews that ask athletes about 

the coping strategies they used in stressful situations rather than specifying the stressful situation 

(Gould et al., 1993b; Gould et al., 1993c).   

There are studies on coping in sport that have used quantitative methods to examine coping 

in competitions occurring in real time in individualized sports; however, ongoing competition 

situations can vary greatly for each person (Gaudreau et al., 2002; Gaudreau et al., 2001).  

Ongoing competitive experiences can differ for individual athletes based on individual 

performance, personal interactions, and outcomes.  Ongoing competitive events essentially 

provide different coping scenarios to each athlete based on their individual performance.  

Ongoing competitive events do not present athletes with the exact same scenario to accurately 

examine the differences in types of coping strategies employed.  The proposed quantitative 
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research study addresses this limitation by administering a scenario that presents athletes with 

the same stressful situations (e.g., poor performance).   

A final limitation of the extant literature on coping in sport is that responses of singles and 

pairs athletes (e.g., figure skaters) have not been examined for differences.  The sports of singles 

and pairs figure skating are similar in terms of the jumps and spins required in routines.  

However, the team dynamic of pairs figure skating and individual nature of singles figure skating 

expose skaters to different skating and coach leadership environments (Gould et al., 1993b; U.S. 

Figure Skating, 2015).  Recent research in coping indicates differences in coping strategies 

among team sport and individual athletes.  A study by Nicholls and colleagues (2007) examined 

coping as a function of gender, type of sport, and skill in undergraduate athletes.  Athletes in 

individual sports reported using more technique-oriented coping, relaxation, self-blame, and 

visualization coping strategies than team sport athletes.  Athletes in team sports reported using 

communication more than individual athletes as a coping strategy.  Preliminary research 

indicates that more research is needed in this area to understand the differences in coping 

between team and individual athletes (Nicholls, Polman, Levy, Taylor, & Cobley, 2007). Using 

the same sport to examine such differences helps to control extraneous variables.  

Leadership 

Theoretical Model 

The Full Range of Leadership Model (FRL; Bass & Riggio, 2006) was developed to 

encompass a ‘full range’ of leadership styles.  This model has three distinct types of leadership: 

transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and passive/avoidant leadership.  

Transformational leaders are proactive, inspire creativity, encourage intrinsic motivation, and 

challenge followers to recognize opportunities for success (Bass & Avolio, 2004). 
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Transformational leadership facilitates change in athletes through behaviors, such as idealized 

attributes, idealized behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individualized consideration.  Transactional leaders identify follower mistakes and irregularities 

and punish followers when they fail to meet standards.  However, they also reward followers 

when expectations are met (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  Passive/avoidant leaders are uninvolved and 

avoid making decisions and addressing problems until they become serious (Bass & Avolio, 

2004).   

A common way to measure coach leadership behavior is through team members’ 

perceptions. Research indicates that athlete perception of coach leadership behavior affects 

athlete performance, satisfaction with sport, and motivation (Boardley et al., 2008; Chow, 

Murray, & Feltz, 2009; Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Schliesman, 1987; Vallerand & Losier, 

1999; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986).  The importance of athlete perception of coach leadership 

behaviors is endorsed in the meta-model of stress as well as Horn’s (2002) model of coaching 

effectiveness. Thus, athletes’ perception and interpretation of coach leadership behaviors affects 

athlete performance, behavior, and perceptions of competence (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Fletcher 

& Scott, 2010; Horn, 2002). 

Coach-Athlete Relationships 

The coach-athlete relationship is one of the most impactful relationships an athlete 

develops.  A coach impacts an athlete’s training, performance outcomes, and relationships within 

and outside of sport.  Poczwardowski and colleagues (2002) examined the relationship between 

gymnasts and their coaches and concluded that the coach-athlete relationship was complex and 

extremely important to the development of an athlete.  Specifically, results indicated that the 

coach-athlete relationship consisted of technical/instructive components as well as concerns of 
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emotions and needs of both parties.  The large role coaches have in the life and development of 

their athletes emphasizes the importance of examining the effects of coach leadership behaviors 

on athlete performance, satisfaction with sport, likelihood to aggress, commitment, and 

motivation (Boardley et al., 2008; Chow, Murray, & Feltz, 2009; Poczwardowski et al., 2002; 

Schliesman, 1987; Vallerand & Losier, 1999; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986). 

Research has examined the effects of coach leadership behavior on athlete satisfaction with 

sport, performance, and motivation.  Schliesman (1987) examined the correlation between 

college-level athletes’ satisfaction with their coach’s leadership behavior and overall athlete 

satisfaction with sport.  Social support and democratic behavior were found to significantly and 

linearly relate to overall athlete satisfaction.  Thus, overall athlete satisfaction increased as their 

perception of their coach’s democratic behavior and social support increased.  

 Coaches who used transformational leadership increased intrinsic motivation in their 

athletes (Charbonneau, Barling, & Kelloway, 2001).  Research indicates that transformational 

coach leadership behaviors are positively associated with athlete enjoyment, team cohesion, 

confidence, and perceived competence (Price & Weiss, 2013).  Individual consideration, a 

component of transformational coach leadership, significantly predicted task cohesion in 

ultimate Frisbee players (Callow & Smith, 2009).  In contrast, transactional and passive/avoidant 

coach leadership behaviors were unrelated or negatively associated with athlete perception of 

leader effectiveness (Rowold, 2006).  However, research on transformational and transactional 

leadership showed that transformational leadership had an augmentation effect, such that 

transactional leadership behavior only produced significant positive outcomes in students of 

martial arts when used in combination with transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 2004; 

Rowold, 2006).   
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Recent research examined youth athletes’ perception of coach behaviors and likelihood to 

aggress.  Results indicated that athletes’ perception of coach’s norms for cheating and aggression 

influenced athlete aggression in sport (Chow et al., 2009).  Boardley, Kavussanu, and Ring 

(2008) examined the relationship between athletes’ perceptions of coaching effectiveness and 

athlete commitment and motivation in adult rugby players, and found that athlete perception of 

coach motivation effectiveness was strongly associated with athlete motivation and commitment 

in sport.  Lastly, Vallerand and Losier (1999) found that coaches who exhibited more autocratic 

and demanding styles of leadership had athletes who reported lower intrinsic motivation for their 

sport and lower ratings of perceived capability within their sport.  On the other hand, coaches 

who demonstrated a more democratic style of leadership, involving individual consideration and 

intellectual stimulation, had athletes who reported higher intrinsic motivation and higher 

perceptions of their own capabilities. 

Research supports a distinction in coaching behaviors between individual and team sports 

(Baker et al., 2003; Terry & Howe, 1984; Zeng et al., 2009).  Results from Zeng and colleagues’ 

(2009) study indicated that collegiate coaches of individual athletes use more pre-instruction and 

questioning behaviors with athletes. These coaching behaviors consists of coaches directing 

athletes’ tasks and goals at the beginning of each practice and checking on individual athletes 

understanding and opinions about practice tasks and goals (Zeng et al., 2009).  Coaches of 

individual athletes and coaches of teams exhibit different leadership behaviors with their athletes 

(Baker et al., 2003; Terry & Howe, 1984; Zeng et al., 2009).  Questioning and cooperation coach 

behaviors exhibited with individual sport athletes are components of transformational coach 

leadership.  Thus, coaches of individual athletes exhibit more transformational coach leadership 

behaviors.   
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In contrast, coaches of team sports utilize more post-instruction, hustle, and management 

behaviors.  Team sport coaches use non-instructional phrases or words to collectively challenge a 

team (Zeng et al., 2009).  Coaches of team sports have a greater focus on post-instruction and 

increased management behaviors to ensure team cohesion and quality performance (Zeng et al., 

2009).   The management behaviors of team sports coaches are a component of transactional 

coach leadership behavior (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Zeng et al., 2009).  Thus, coaches of team 

sports use more transactional leadership behaviors. 

The proposed study aims to further research on the differences in coach leadership behavior 

between coaches of individual and team sports.  Pairs and singles figure skaters have been 

selected as the population of interest because both skater types have similar sport requirements 

and separate coaches.  Pairs coaches emphasize cohesion and trust between partners when 

coaching, while singles coaches emphasize individual aspects of the specific skater they are 

coaching (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai, 1990; Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Poczwardowski et al., 

2002; U.S. Figure Skating, 2015).  Therefore, coach emphasis on cohesion, coordination, and 

trust in one’s partner are crucial to the success of pairs figure skaters, as with other team or 

dyadic sports (U.S. Figure Skating, 2015).  In contrast, coaches of singles figure skaters 

emphasize reliance on the coach and maintaining some self-reliance.  Singles and pairs figure 

skaters have separate coaches that specialize in their specific domain within figure skating.  

Coach leadership behaviors change for pairs figure skaters with the addition of team dynamics.  

Thus, singles and pairs skaters experience different coach leadership behaviors with their 

respective coaches (U.S. Figure Skating, 2015). 
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Leadership and Stress 

Non-Sport Context. Research on the influence of leadership on stress and coping has been 

extensively examined in non-sport contexts.  Skogstad and colleagues (2014) examined the 

effects of a specific type of leadership, laissez-faire, on employee stress within the workplace.  

Laissez-faire leadership is associated with poor leadership behaviors, such as avoiding the 

responsibilities of being a leader.  Results indicated that employee-reported laissez-faire 

leadership behaviors were antecedents of employee role ambiguity, which led to employee stress.  

Results of this study demonstrate a connection between the type of leadership behaviors that can 

contribute to members’ stress. 

However, there are leadership behaviors that can contribute to members’ coping strategies 

for stress as well.  Syrek and colleagues (2013) examined the association between 

transformational leadership and employee stress in the workplace.  Transformational leadership 

involves inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and 

influence towards employees.  It also includes facilitating employees’ capabilities to face 

problems and develop solutions.  The authors found a significant main effect for transformational 

leadership, such that employees with leaders who exhibited more transformational leadership 

behaviors reported lower levels of exhaustion.  Similar results were found for coping in that 

employees who worked under a leader with transformational leadership behaviors were more 

inclined to perceive themselves as capable of coping with challenges and had more confidence in 

the effectiveness of their coping behaviors.  A study that examined the effects of perceived 

leadership behaviors on cognitive appraisals and selection of coping strategies in kibbutz 

communities revealed that transformational leadership behaviors were positively correlated with 

challenge appraisals and positive affect (Ben-Zur et al., 2005).  Further, transformational 
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leadership was negatively correlated with threat appraisals and negative affect.  Conversely, 

transformational leadership was associated with a positive perception of events viewed as 

challenges and a negative perception of events viewed as threats.  Taken together, there is 

increasing evidence that leadership behaviors contribute to followers’ appraisals of situations and 

resultant coping strategies (Ben-Zur et al., 2005; Skogstad et al., 2014, Syrek, et al., 2013). 

Follower Coping.  Research on the effects of perception of leadership behavior on follower 

coping is a budding area of research in non-sport contexts.  Stare and Boṧtjancic (2013) 

examined the relationship between perceptions of leadership behavior and follower coping in the 

workplace.  They found that transformational leadership had a significant and positive 

relationship with positive coping strategies (i.e., planful problem solving).  Employees who were 

exposed to leaders who set aside time to teach employees, treated employees as individuals, and 

viewed stressful situations and their solutions in positive ways reported more effortful and action 

oriented coping strategies (Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013).   

Sport Context. Coach leadership behaviors can influence athlete stress (Chelladurai, 1984; 

Chelladurai, 1990; Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Poczwardowski et al., 2002).  For example, 

Fletcher and Hanton (2003) qualitatively examined stressors in 14 elite international athletes of 

various sports and found that leadership issues were a prominent source of stress.  Leadership 

issues consisted of athlete dissatisfaction with training and instruction, such as coaches not 

fulfilling their roles.  Athletes also reported leadership issues consistent with low social support 

from coaches and increased autocratic behavior of coaches (i.e., non-supportive coaching 

attitude, coach-athlete tension, and coach too demanding). 

Literature on coach leadership behaviors has established that perceived coach leadership 

behaviors affect various aspects of an athlete’s life.  Fletcher and Hanton (2003) also report 
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perceived coach leadership behaviors as a potential source of stress for athletes.  The effects of 

coach leadership behaviors on athletes are undeniably present.  However, research on the effects 

of perceived coach leadership behaviors on athlete coping is limited at best (Fletcher & Hanton, 

2003; Nicolas et al., 2011). The proposed study aims to expand the literature on the effects of 

coach leadership behaviors on athlete coping. 

Follower Coping. Not only does athletes’ perception of coach leadership behaviors 

contribute to their levels of stress, but also to their coping strategies.  Nicolas and colleagues 

(2011) examined the influence of supportive and unsupportive coaching leadership behaviors on 

athlete coping in 80 individual athletes of various skill levels.  Supportive coaching consists of a 

well-rounded coaching style that incorporates instructional/tactical preparation, as well as 

emotional and interpersonal components.  Unsupportive coaching consists of poor rapport with 

athletes and manipulative/threatening tactics in coaching style.  Results revealed that perceived 

supportive coaching behaviors positively predicted task-oriented coping (i.e., problem-focused 

coping: active coping, effort, and planning), while perceived unsupportive coaching behaviors 

positively predicted disengagement-oriented coping (avoidance).  These results indicate that 

there is a relationship between athletes’ perception of their coach’s leadership behaviors and 

athletes’ utilization of various coping strategies.  The proposed study aims to extend Nicolas and 

colleagues (2011) study by recruiting a homogenous sample of elite figure skaters and examining 

the differences in coping strategies for a dyadic team versus individual setting within the sport. 

Conclusion 

The literature indicates that the transactional model of coping is a widely accepted 

theoretical framework in sport and non-sport contexts (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 

1993a; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Folkman et al., 1986; Krantz, 1983; Lazarus & Folkman, 
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1984; Madden et al., 1989; McCrae, 1984; Wolff, 1953). Many coping studies are either 

qualitative in nature or ask athletes to specify the types of coping strategies they employed for 

non-specific stressful events (Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gould et al., 1993b; Gould et al., 1993c; 

Madden et al., 1989).  Though there are studies in sport that used quantitative methods to 

examine coping, the coping situations varied across each person.  Thus, each participant’s 

competitive stressor and reported coping strategies were not examined in comparable situations 

(Gaudreau et al., 2002; Gaudreau et al, 2001).  Recent research indicates differences in coping 

strategies across sport type and that more research is needed to understand the differences in 

coping between team and individual athletes (Nicholls et al., 2007).  The proposed quantitative 

study addresses some of the limitations inherent in previous coping research by using scenarios 

that present pairs (team) and singles (individual) figure skaters with the same stressful situations 

(e.g., poor performance).    

Research indicates that coach leadership behaviors affect many aspects of an athlete’s sport 

career, such as athlete motivation, satisfaction with sport, and performance.  However, research 

on the effect of coach leadership behaviors on athlete coping is limited and understudied 

(Chelladurai, 1990; Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Nicolas et al., 2011; Poczwardowski et al., 2002).  

Research demonstrates the importance of athlete perception of coach leadership behaviors on 

athletes’ sport careers in general, but is limited when specifically related to athlete coping 

(Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai, 1990; Chelladurai, 2007; Garland & Barry, 1988; 

Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Schliesman, 1987; Vallerand & Losier, 1999; Weiss & Friedrichs, 

1986).  Research in non-sport and sport contexts demonstrate the influence of transformational 

leadership on member perception of leader behaviors (Ben-Zur et al., 2005; Callow & Smith, 

2009; Charbonneau et al., 2001; Price & Weiss, 2013; Skogstad et al., 2014; Syrek, et al., 2013).  
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However, research on the relationship between coach leadership behavior and athlete coping is 

minimal (Nicolas et al., 2011).  Thus, it is important to further examine coaches’ leadership 

behaviors in terms of how athletes perceive such behaviors, and how those perceptions affect 

athletes’ coping strategies. 

The purpose of the proposed study is to examine the extent to which perceived coach 

leadership behaviors contribute to athlete coping strategies in sport-specific, stressful 

performance situations.  Differences in coping strategies between singles and pairs figure skaters 

will also be explored.  It is hypothesized that: 1) there will be a significant difference in 

avoidance coping strategies (denial, behavioral disengagement) between pairs and singles figure 

skaters, such that pairs figure skaters will report more avoidance coping strategies than singles 

figure skaters, 2) there will be a significant difference in problem-focused coping strategies 

(active coping, planning, effort, seeking social support for instrumental reasons, and suppression 

of competing activities) between pairs and singles figure skaters, such that singles figure skaters 

will report more problem-focused coping strategies than pairs figure skaters, 3) there will be a 

significant difference in transformational coach leadership behavior between pairs and singles 

figure skaters, such that singles figure skaters will report more transformational coach leadership 

behavior than pairs figure skaters, 4) there will be a significant difference in transactional coach 

leadership behaviors between pairs and singles figure skaters, such that pairs figure skaters will 

report more transactional coach leadership behavior than singles figure skaters, 5) transactional 

coach leadership behavior will be a significant positive predictor of avoidance coping responses 

(denial,  behavioral disengagement), 6) transformational coach leadership behavior will be a 

significant positive predictor of problem-focused coping responses (active coping, planning, 

effort, seeking social support for instrumental reasons, and suppression of competing activities), 
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7) the interaction of skater type and transactional coach leadership behaviors will significantly 

predict avoidance coping strategies (denial, behavioral disengagement) such that pairs skaters 

who report high transactional coach leadership will report the greatest use of avoidance coping 

strategies, 8) the interaction of skater type and transformational coach leadership behaviors will 

significantly predict problem-focused coping strategies (active coping, planning, effort, seeking 

social support for instrumental reasons, and suppression of competing activities), such that 

singles skaters who report high transformational coach leadership will report the greatest use of 

problem-focused coping strategies. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Participants 

Participants were current and former senior level male and female figure skaters (n = 46).  

Of the 46 participants, 23 were male and 23 were female.  Participants include pairs (n = 20) and 

singles (n = 26) figure skaters who either currently participate at the senior level or previously 

competed, if retired. The average age of responding skaters was 25 years (SD = 4.25).  Skaters 

self-reported identifying as Caucasian (n = 37), Asian (n = 4), Mixed/multiethnic (n = 2), Pacific 

Islander (n = 1), Middle Eastern (n = 1) and Trinidadian (n = 1).  Skaters reported figure skating 

experinece of 14.9 years on average (SD = 8.82) and skated an average of 5.24 years at the senior 

level (SD =  8.40).  Skaters also reported that they worked with their coach for 6.5 years on 

average (SD = 7.88).  All skaters that completed the survey met the following inclusion criteria: 

1) competed at the National Championships at the senior level at least once.  Exclusion criteria 

included: 1) cannot have competed in both pairs and singles figure skating at the senior level at 

the same time, and 2) may not be over 40 years of age. 

An a priori power analysis was conducted to determine the number of participants needed 

for this study (G*Power 3.1.3; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Using a series of 

multiple linear regressions for coping strategies, with four predictors (skater type, 

transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and passive/avoidant leadership), an effect 

size of f2 = .15, and α = .05, power = .80 can be achieved with a sample size of 85.  The effect 

size for the proposed study is justified by two studies: 1) Nicholls and colleagues’ (2007) study 

on the effects of type of sport on athlete coping, and 2) Nicolas and colleagues’ (2011) study on 
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the effects of perceived coach leadership behavior on athlete coping, r = .49 (Nicolas et al., 

2011).  Due to the limited number of elite figure skaters, 46 participants completed this survey.   

F tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R² deviation from zero 

Analysis:     A priori: Compute required sample size 

Input:            Effect size f²                                    =   0.15 

                       α err prob                                        =   0.05 

                       Power (1-β err prob)                       =   0.80 

                       Number of predictors                     =   4 

Output:         Noncentrality parameter λ              =   12.7500000 

                       Critical F                                          =   2.4858849 

                       Numerator df                                   =   4 

                       Denominator df                               =   80 

                       Total sample size                            =   85 

                       Actual power                                   =   0.8030923 

Measures 

Demographics Questionnaire (Appendix A) 

The demographics questionnaire includes information on participants’ age, gender, 

ethnicity, and figure skating experience.  Questions pertaining to experience include: years in 

figure skating, years in figure skating at the senior level, years under current coach (or last coach 

before retirement), and event currently (or formerly) competing in at the senior level.  

Participants who indicate pairs as their competitive event were asked to provide their last name 

and their partner’s last name, but this information was later de-identified.  There were eight pairs 

teams in which both skaters participated in the study (n = 16 participants).   
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Coping (Appendix B) 

The modified COPE (MCOPE; Crocker, 1992) was used to measure the coping strategies of 

figure skaters.  The MCOPE is a 48-item inventory that includes 12 subscales, and was 

developed by adapting the original COPE (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989) to be more 

applicable to performers, specifically athletes.  The MCOPE includes nine subscales from the 

original COPE: active planning, seeking instrumental support, planning, seeking emotional 

social support, denial, humor, behavioral disengagement, focusing on and venting emotions, and 

suppression of competing activities.  Items were modified to change the tense of the question due 

to the hypothetical nature of the coping scenarios presented in this study (e.g., “I would talk to 

someone about how I felt).  Three additional subscales were added to the MCOPE based on 

previous research in sport: self-blame, wishful thinking, and increasing effort (Crocker, 1992).  

Problem-focused coping subscales include: active coping, planning, effort, seeking social 

support for instrumental reasons, and suppression of competing activities.  Avoidance coping 

subscales include: denial and behavioral disengagement.  Emotion-focused subscales include: 

venting of emotions, seeking social support for emotional reasons, wishful thinking, humor, and 

self-blame. For the current study, scores for problem-focused coping, avoidance coping, and 

emotion-focused coping were calculated and used in primary analyses. Participants responded to 

each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (used not at all/very little) to 5 (used 

very much).  Crocker and Graham (1995) reported acceptable internal consistency reliabilities for 

11 of the MCOPE subscales in a study with 235 competitive athletes experiencing performance 

stress. Problem-focused coping subscales ranged from α = .64-.82, emotion-focused coping 

ranged from α = .62-.92, and avoidance coping ranged from α = .42-.63. The denial subscale had 

poor internal consistency (α = .42).  The problem-focused coping subscales had moderate 
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intercorrelations (.46 ≤ r ≤ .69), while the emotion-focused coping subscales had lower 

intercorrelations (.00 ≤ r ≤ .34).  Construct validity was established through Crocker and 

Graham’s (1995) study to have a meaningful relationship between coping strategy (i.e., problem-

focused and emotion focused) and positive and negative affect.  Construct validity was also 

established with performance goal discrepancy (Gaudreau et al., 2002) and achievement goal 

motivation (Ntoumanis, Biddle, & Haddock, 1999). 

Leadership (Appendix C) 

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 2004) is a 45-item 

inventory of leadership style and includes three subscales: 1) transformational (e.g., idealized 

attributes), 2) transactional (e.g., contingent reward), and 3) passive/avoidant (e.g., laissez-

faire).  Items are evaluated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 4 

(frequently, if not always).  For ease of analysis, the scoring on the MLQ was shifted to a 1-5 

scoring range. Bass and Avolio (2004) reported that all three subscales of leadership style had 

acceptable levels of internal consistency from .74 to .94.  However, the transactional leadership 

subscale which includes eight items demonstrated low internal consistency (α = .54) in the 

current study.  Based on previous research, the four management by exception (active) questions 

were removed from this subscale to improve internal consistency (α = .80) and this modified 

transactional leadership subscale was used in subsequent analyses (Muenjohn & Armstrong, 

2008).  Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) tested 14 independent samples, with some using a nine-

sample set and others using a five-sample set.  Internal consistency reliability was high when 

initial and replication samples were tested (i.e., .80 to .90) (Avolio et al., 1999; Freeborough & 

Patterson, 2015). Rowold and Heinitz’s (2007) study established content and convergent validity 

for all subscales of the MLQ, and showed that transformational leadership was divergent from 
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transactional leadership.  Bass and Avolio (2004) established that criterion validity was high for 

transformational leadership.  Construct validity of the MLQ was established through CFA 

demonstrating adequate model fit (Bass & Avolio, 2004). The MLQ has been used with athletes 

(Lee, Kim, & Kang, 2013; Price & Weiss, 2013; Rowold, 2006).  

Coping Scenarios (Appendix D) 

Participants read two hypothetical, figure skating-specific stressful performance scenarios 

and were asked to indicate the coping strategies they would employ for each scenario using the 

MCOPE.  There were two versions of each scenario: one for singles skaters and the other for 

pairs skaters. Scenario I consisted of a stressful performance situation prior to completing a short 

program at a national competition.  The hypothetical situation involved inconsistencies with a 

jump required for both pairs and singles short programs and knowing the previous competitor 

performed very well.  Scenario II consisted of a stressful performance situation after an 

undesirable performance occurs in the long program.  The long program is the last event prior to 

calculation of final score (U.S. Figure Skating, 2015). This study employed realistic, sport-

specific stressful scenarios in order to see how skaters at the same level cope with the same 

hypothetical event. 

Manipulation Check (Appendix E) 

Four manipulation check questions were administered after each MCOPE questionnaire 

was completed, respectively.  The manipulation check questions addressed how stressful (“How 

stressful was this situation to you?”), vivid (“Were you able to imagine the skating scenario 

described?”), understandable (“How clear or understandable was the skating scenario?”), and 

applicable (“How applicable was the skating scenario to you?”) the skating scenarios were to the 
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participant (Spink, Ulvick, McLaren, Crozier, & Fesser, 2015).  Each item was rated on a 10-

point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 10 (Very much).  

Procedure 

Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the institutional review board for human 

research prior to participant recruitment and data collection.  Figure skating coaches across the 

U.S. were contacted via email to discuss the potential for reaching out to their skaters as 

participants for this study (Appendix F).  The coaches were asked to send the primary 

investigator a roster of potential adult participants.  The researcher then contacted potential adult 

participants via email. This email contained a link to the Qualtrics survey.  Qualtrics is an online 

survey software used to collect data (Qualtrics, Provo, UT).  Participants who were 18 years of 

age or older completed an adult consent form which explained that participation is voluntary, 

confidential, and that no individuals would be identified except to identify paired skaters which 

will later be de-identified (Appendix G).  Agreement to participate in the study was indicated by 

completing the informed consent form. Alternatively, if the potential participant was a minor, the 

coach was asked to forward a parental permission form via email to the parents or legal guardian 

of the child (Appendix H).  The parent or legal guardian provided parental permission and an 

email address to reach the child.  Once parental permission was granted, the child was contacted 

via email.  The child was then asked to provide assent (Appendix I). 

Following participant consent (or assent with parental permission for minors), skaters 

completed the following measures in order: the demographic questionnaire, the MLQ, the first 

MCOPE after reading the first coping scenario, manipulation check questions about first coping 

scenario, the second MCOPE after reading the second coping scenario, and manipulation check 

questions about the second coping scenario.  Lastly, participants were debriefed by explaining 
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the purpose of the study, educational information on coping and applications to sport, and the 

researcher’s contact information (Appendix J).  All participants received the same version of the 

questionnaires since the hypothetical stressful performance scenarios were applicable to both 

singles and pairs figure skating. 

Analysis 

Data were analyzed using SPSS.  Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations were 

calculated for primary variables of interest.  Manipulation-checks were conducted to examine the 

extent to which each scenario was stressful, vivid, understandable, and applicable, and these 

variables were subsequently explored for differences between singles and pairs skaters using 

compared t-tests.  Five MANOVAs were conducted to examine the effects of skater type on 1) 

manipulation checks for scenario I, 2) manipulation checks for scenario II, 3) coach leadership 

(transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant), 4) coping responses for scenario I, and 5) 

coping responses for scenario II.  A series of multiple regressions were conducted for problem-

focused coping, emotion-focused coping, and avoidance coping with the three leadership 

subscales as predictors.  The resulting F-test assessed if the predictors accounted for a significant 

portion of the variation in the specific coping dimension while R2 determined how much variance 

in the specific coping dimension was accounted for by the predictors. Regression coefficients 

determined which predictors (skater type and leadership subscales) significantly contributed to 

each coping function.  This procedure was repeated for both coping scenarios, resulting in six 

multiple regression analyses.  Scatter plots and Variation Inflaction Factors (VIF) were used to 

check assumptions of multiple linear regressions (i.e., linear relationship between variables, 

multivariate normality, limited multicollinearity, homoscedasticity). 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

Descriptive Statistics 

The total sample (n = 46) of skaters reported they would use more problem-focused coping 

(M = 4.02, SD = .44) than emotion-focused coping (M = 2.84, SD = .50, d = 2.51) or avoidance 

coping (M = 1.82, SD = .42, d = 5.11) in scenario I.  Similarly, in scenario II, participants 

reported they would use more problem-focused coping (M = 3.95, SD = .70) than emotion-

focused coping (M = 3.13, SD = .58, d = 1.28) or avoidance coping (M = 1.94, SD = .64, d = 

3.00).   

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and significance values for singles skaters 

and pairs skaters on coping subscales for scenarios I and II. Singles skaters tended to use more 

avoidance coping than pairs skaters for scenario I, while use of problem-focused and emotion-

focused coping was similar. No significant differences emerged between singles and pairs 

skaters on any of the coping subscales for scenario II.   

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and significance values for singles and 

pairs skaters on leadership subscales. Singles and pairs skaters reported very similar levels of 

transformational (M = 3.92, SD = .74; M = 3.92, SD = .75, d = 0) and transactional leadership (M 

= 4.11, SD = .78; M = 4.24, SD = .69, d = .18). Pairs skaters reported slightly higher 

passive/avoidant leadership than singles skaters. No significant differences were found between 

singles and pairs skaters on any of the leadership subscales. 
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Table 1 

 

Planned Comparisons for Skater Type and Coping Response in  

Figure Skaters 
 Singles (n = 26) Pairs (n = 20)     

Variable M SD  M SD  t d p 

Scenario I         

   Problem-focused 4.04 .43 3.99 .46  .37 .10 .70 

   Emotion-focused 2.83 .47 2.86 .54  -.23 0 .80 

   Avoidance 1.87 .39 1.74 .45  1.02 .31 .31 

Scenario II         

   Problem-focused 3.98 .49 3.91 .91  .37 .10 .70 

   Emotion-focused 3.17 .45 3.08 .73  .54 .15 .59 

   Avoidance 1.99 .50 1.88 .80  .55 .16 .59 

Note. Coping scores can range from 1-5 for all subscales.  

 

Table 2 

 

Planned Comparisons for Skater Type and Leadership Subscales in  

Figure Skaters 
 Singles (n = 26) Pairs (n = 20)     

Variable M SD  M SD  t d p 

   Transformational 3.92 .74 3.92 .75  .00 0 .99 

   Transactional 4.11 .78 4.24 .69  -.60 .18 .55 

   Passive/Avoidant 1.97 .72 2.17 .86  -.87 .25 .39 

Note. Leadership scores can range from 1-5 for all subscales. 

 

 

Bivariate Correlations 

Relationships among leadership (transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant) and 

coping (problem-focused, emotion-focused, and avoidant) for Scenarios I and II were conducted 

using bivariate correlations. Table 3 presents the bivariate correlations for all figure skaters. 

There was a significant, positive relationship between transformational leadership and problem-

focused coping for both scenarios (r = .41, p = .01; r = .45, p < .00).  There was a significant, 

positive relationship between transactional leadership and problem-focused coping for both 

scenarios (r = .41, p = .01; r = .54, p < .00).  There was a significant, positive relationship 
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between transformational leadership and emotion-focused coping for Scenario II (r = .36, p < 

.02). There was a significant, positive relationship for transactional leadership and emotion-

focused coping for Scenario II (r = .35, p < .02).  There was also a significant, positive 

relationship between passive/avoidant leadership and avoidance coping (r = .38, p < .01). 

 

Table 3 

 

Bivariate Correlations for Leadership Subscales and Coping Response Subscales (N = 

46)  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 1. Transformational .95 .85** -.53** .41** .21 .03 .45** .36* -.09 

 2. Transactional   .80 -.46** .41** .12 -.02 .54** .35* -.12 

 3. Passive/Avoidant   .85 -.16 .09 .19 -.14 .04 .38** 

 4. Problem-focused (Scen. I)    .84 .39** -.17 .53** .38** -.24 

 5. Emotion-focused (Scen. I)     .82 .42** .35* .66** .28 

6. Avoidance (Scen. I)      .63 -.07 .23 .77** 

 7. Problem-focused (Scen. II)       .94 .72** -.08 

8. Emotion-focused (Scen. II)        .89 .28 

9. Avoidance (Scen. II)         .82 

Note. α values for each variable are presented along the main diagonal. 

 

 

Differences in Manipulation Checks Between Singles and Pairs Skaters 

A MANOVA examined the effect of skater type (singles and pairs) on the manipulation 

check variables (stressful, vivid, understandable, applicable) for scenario I. Results showed no 

significant differences between singles and pairs figure skaters; Wilks’ Λ = .87; F (1, 44) = 1.60, 

p < .19, ηp 2 = .14.  Although there were no significant differences for skater type on 

manipulation check variables, pairs skaters (M = 7.55, SD = 1.73) reported that scenario I was 

slightly more stressful than singles skaters (M = 6.69, SD = 2.17, d = .44). Table 4 illustrates 

these results. 
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Table 4 

Planned Comparisons for Skater Type and Manipulation Check Variables in  

Figure Skaters 
 Singles (n = 26) Pairs (n = 20)    

Variable M SD  M SD  t d 

Scenario I        

   Stressful 6.69 2.17 7.55 1.73  -1.45 .44 

   Vivid 9.23 1.28 8.75 2.02  0.99 .28 

   Understandable  9.00 1.63 8.90 1.65  0.21 .06 

   Applicable 8.62 1.79 8.10 2.22  0.87 .26 

Scenario II        

   Stressful 7.38 2.45 8.65 1.73  -1.96 .60 

   Vivid 9.46 1.24 9.05 1.50  1.02 .30 

   Understandable 9.31 1.32 9.20 1.64  0.25 .07 

   Applicable 9.19 1.55 8.30 1.95  1.73 .51 

Note. Manipulation check scores can range from 1-10 for all variables. 

 
  

A MANOVA examined the effect of skater type (singles and pairs) on the manipulation 

check variables for scenario II. Results showed significant differences between singles and pairs 

figure skaters; Wilks’ Λ = .80; F (1, 44) = 2.65, p < .05, ηp 2 = .21.  Univariate testing found the 

effect to be significant for stressfulness, indicating that pairs skaters reported scenario II as being 

more stressful than singles skaters; F (1, 44) = 3.85, p < .05, ηp 2 = .08.  Univariate testing found 

no significant differences in singles and pairs skaters reported vivid scores; F (1, 44) = 1.04, p < 

.32, ηp 2 = .02, understandable scores; F (1, 44) = .06, p < .81, ηp 2 = .00, or applicable scores; F 

(1, 44) = 3.00, p < .10, ηp 2 = .06. 

A repeated measures MANOVA was conducted to examine the differences in manipulation 

check variables between scenario I and II for the total sample. Results showed significant 

differences between scenario I and II; Wilks’ Λ = .73; F (1, 44) = 3.86, p < .01, ηp 2 = .27.  

Follow-up univariate tests revealed a significant effect for stressfulness, indicating that skaters 

reported scenario II as being more stressful than scenario I; F (1, 44) = 11.75, p < .00, ηp 2 = .21.  
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The univariate effect was also significant for understandable scores, indicating that skaters 

reported scenario II as more understandable than scenario I; F (1, 44) = 7.45, p < .01, ηp 2 = .14. 

No significant differences were found for reported vivid scores F (1, 44) = 2.77, p < .10, ηp 2 = 

.06, or applicable scores; F (1, 44) = 3.36, p < .07, ηp 2 = .07. 

Differences in Leadership Between Singles and Pairs Skaters 

Prior to the analysis, data were evaluated to ensure that all assumptions for multivariate 

tests were fulfilled. Measures of skewness and kurtosis, histograms, and normal Q-Q plots were 

examined for each leadership subscale (transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant). 

Inspection of these plots showed a normal distribution for each variable. No major departure 

from normality was found. Therefore, both assumptions of univariate and multivariate normality 

were determined to be fulfilled. Finally, examination of the scatterplot of the dependent variables 

and inspection of the Bartlett’s test and residuals of the SSCP matrix showed that leadership met 

the assumptions of linearity and multicollinearity.  

A MANOVA examined the effects of skater type (singles and pairs) on the three coach 

leadership variables. Results showed no significant differences between singles and pairs figure 

skaters on any coach leadership subscales; Wilks’ Λ = .95; F (1, 44) = .80, p < .50, ηp 2 = .05. 

Although there were no significant differences for skater type on coach leadership, pairs skaters 

(M = 2.17, SD = .86) reported slightly more passive/avoidant coach leadership than singles 

skaters (M = 1.97, SD = .72, d = .25). Figure 1 illustrates these results.  

Differences in Coping Between Singles and Pairs Skaters 

Prior to the analysis, data were evaluated to ensure that all assumptions for multivariate 

tests were fulfilled.  Measures of skewness and kurtosis, histograms, and normal Q-Q plots were 

examined for each coping subscale (problem-focused, emotion-focused, and avoidance). 
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Figure 1. Relationship between skater type and coach leadership responses. 

 

 

Inspection of these plots showed a normal distribution for the coping variables. No major 

departure from normality was found. Therefore, both assumptions of univariate and multivariate 

normality were determined to be fulfilled. Finally, examining the scatterplot of the dependent 

variables and inspection of the Bartlett’s test and residuals of the SSCP matrix showed that 

coping subscales met the assumptions of linearity and multicollinearity.  

Scenario I 

A MANOVA examined the effects of skater type (singles and pairs) on the three coping 

responses (problem-focused coping, emotion-focused coping, and avoidance coping). Results for 

Scenario I showed no significant differences between singles and pairs figure skaters on any 

coping response subscales; Wilks’ Λ = .94; F (3, 42) = .89, p < .46, ηp 2 = .06. Although there 

were no significant differences for skater type on coping responses, singles skaters (M = 1.87, SD 

= .39) reported slightly more avoidance coping than pairs skaters (M = 1.74, SD = .45, d = .31). 

Both singles and pairs skaters reported similar use of problem-focused (M = 4.04, SD = .43; M = 

3.99, SD = .46, d = .10) and emotion-focused (M = 2.83, SD = .47; M = 2.86, SD = .54, d = 0) 

coping. Figure 2 illustrates these results. 
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Scenario II 

A MANOVA examined the effects of skater type on coping responses for the second 

coping scenario presented. Results for scenario II showed no significant differences between 

singles and pairs figure skaters on any coping response subscales; Wilks’ Λ = .99; F (3, 42) = .16, 

p < .93, ηp 2 = .01. Both singles and pairs skaters reported similar use of problem-focused (M = 

3.98, SD = .49; M = 3.91, SD = .91, d = .10), emotion-focused (M = 3.17, SD = .45; M = 3.08, 

SD = .73, d = .15), and avoidance (M = 1.99, SD = .50; M = 1.88, SD = .80, d = .16) coping. 

Figure 3 illustrates these results. 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Relationship between skater type and coping responses for Scenario I.  

 

 

Leadership and Coping Responses 

Multiple linear regressions were used to examine the association between the three types of 

coach leadership (transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant) and coping responses for 

scenarios I and II. A total of six multiple linear regressions were conducted: one for each coping 

function across both scenarios. In addition, due to the high correlation between  
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Figure 3. Relationship between skater type and coping responses for Scenario II. 

 

transformational and transactional leadership (r = .85), an aggregate score of these variables was 

calculated which was labeled active leadership. An additional six multiple linear regressions 

were conducted with active leadership and passive/avoidant leadership as predictors. 

Prior to conducting the analyses, descriptive statistics and graphs were generated to 

examine assumptions. Measures of skewness and kurtosis, histograms, and Q-Q plots showed 

that the distributions of coping responses were normal.  Pearson’s correlation coefficients and 

scatterplots showed linear relationships between leadership and coping responses. Inspection of 

the histogram and normality probability plots of the residuals showed that errors were normally 

distributed. Inspection of the scatterplot of predicted values against residuals confirmed that 

homoscedasticity was met.  Finally, evaluation of the correlation matrix, VIF values, and 

tolerance values showed that minimal multicollinearity existed. 

Scenario I   

Avoidance coping. The multiple linear regression for avoidance coping in Scenario I was 

non-significant; F (3, 42) = .92, R2 = .06, p < .44.  Neither transformational leadership (β = .28, p 
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< .35), transactional leadership, (β = -.12, p < .67), nor passive/avoidant leadership (β = .28, p < 

.12) were significant predictors of avoidance coping. Table 5 illustrates these results. 

For the active leadership model, the multiple linear regression for avoidance coping in 

Scenario I was non-significant; F (2, 43) = 1.13, R2 = .05, p < .33.  Neither active leadership (β = 

.14, p < .42) nor passive/avoidant leadership (β = .26, p < .14) were significant predictors of 

avoidance coping responses. Table 5 also illustrates these results. 

 

Table 5 

 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Avoidance Coping Response in 

Figure Skaters – Scenario I 

Variable B SE(B)  β t p 

Leadership      

   Transformational .16 .17 .28 .95 .35 

   Transactional  -.07 .16 -.12 -.43 .67 

   Passive/Avoidant .15 .09 .28 1.58 .12 

Modified Leadership      

   Active Leadership .08 .10 .14 .81 .42 

   Passive/Avoidant .14 .09 .26 1.50 .14 

 Note. B indicates unstandardized values and β indicates standardized values. 

 

 

Problem-focused coping. The multiple linear regression for problem-focused coping in 

Scenario I was significant; F (3, 42) = 3.19, R2 = .19, p < .03.  Contrary to the hypothesis, 

transformational leadership was not a significant predictor of problem-focused coping responses 

(β = .28, p < .32).  Neither transactional leadership (β = .21, p < .43), nor passive/avoidant 

leadership (β = .09, p < .60) were significant predictors of problem-focused coping responses. 

Table 6 illustrates these results. 

For the active leadership model, the multiple linear regression for problem-focused coping 

in Scenario I was significant; F (2, 43) = 4.89, R2 = .19, p < .01.  Passive/avoidant leadership was 
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not a significant predictor of problem-focused coping in Scenario I (β = .08, p < .61).  However, 

active leadership emerged as a significant and positive predictor of problem-focused coping 

responses (β = .47, p < .01), such that the more figure skaters reported their coach used active 

leadership behaviors, the higher use of problem-focused coping responses the figure skaters 

employed in Scenario I.  Table 6 also illustrates these results. 

Table 6 

 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Problem-Focused Coping  

Response in Figure Skaters – Scenario I  

Variable B SE(B)  β t p 

Leadership      

   Transformational .17 .17 .28 1.01 .32 

   Transactional  .13 .16 .21 .80 .43 

   Passive/Avoidant .05 .09 .09 .53 .60 

Modified Leadership      

   Active Leadership .29 .10 .47 2.91 .01 

   Passive/Avoidant .05 .09 .08 .52 .61 

Note. B indicates unstandardized values and β indicates standardized values. 

 

 

Emotion-focused coping. The multiple linear regression for emotion-focused coping in 

Scenario I was non-significant; F (3, 42) = 1.81, R2 = .11, p < .16. Neither transformational 

leadership (β = .54, p < .07), transactional leadership (β = -.21, p < .45), nor passive/avoidant 

leadership (β = .28, p < .11) significantly predicted emotion-focused coping responses in figure 

skaters in scenario I taking all leadership variables into account.  Table 7 illustrates these results. 

For the active leadership model, the multiple linear regression for emotion-focused coping 

in Scenario I was non-significant; F (2, 43) = 1.70, R2 = .07, p < .19.  Neither active leadership (β 

= .30, p < .09) nor passive/avoidant leadership (β = .25, p < .16) were significant predictors of 

emotion-focused coping responses. Table 7 also illustrates these results. 

 

  



49 

Table 7 

 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Emotion-Focused Coping  

Response in Figure Skaters – Scenario I  

Variable B SE(B)  β t p 

Leadership      

   Transformational .36 .19 .54 1.87 .07 

   Transactional  -.14 .19 -.21 -.76 .45 

   Passive/Avoidant .18 .11 .28 1.63 .11 

Modified Leadership      

   Active Leadership .21 .12 .30 1.73 .09 

   Passive/Avoidant .16 .11 .25 1.44 .16 

Note. B indicates unstandardized values and β indicates standardized values. 

 

 

Scenario II   

Avoidance coping. The multiple linear regression for avoidance coping in Scenario II was 

significant; F (3, 42) = 2.76, R2 = .17, p < .05.  Neither transformational leadership (β = .26, p < 

.36) nor transactional leadership were significant predictors of avoidance coping responses (β = -

.13, p < .64).  However, passive/avoidant leadership emerged as a significant and positive 

predictor of avoidance coping responses (β = .46, p < .01), such that the more figure skaters 

reported that their coach engaged in passive/avoidant leadership, the higher use of avoidance 

coping the figure skaters employed in Scenario II. Table 8 illustrates these results. 

For the active leadership model, the multiple linear regression for avoidance coping in 

Scenario II was significant; F (2, 43) = 3.91, R2 = .15, p < .03.  Active leadership was not a 

significant predictor of avoidance coping in Scenario II (β = .12, p < .48).  However, 

passive/avoidant leadership emerged as a significant and positive predictor of avoidance coping 

responses (β = .44, p < .01), such that the more figure skaters reported their coach used 

passive/avoidant leadership behaviors, the higher use of avoidance coping responses the figure 

skaters employed in Scenario II.  Table 8 also illustrates these results. 
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Table 8 

 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Avoidance Coping Response in 

Figure Skaters – Scenario II 

Variable B SE(B)  β t p 

Leadership      

   Transformational .22 .24 .26 .92 .36 

   Transactional  -.11 .23 -.13 -.47 .64 

   Passive/Avoidant .37 .14 .46 2.75 .01 

Modified Leadership      

   Active Leadership .11 .15 .12 .72 .48 

   Passive/Avoidant .36 .13 .44 2.69 .01 

Note. B indicates unstandardized values and β indicates standardized values. 

 

 

Problem-focused coping. The multiple linear regression for problem-focused coping in 

Scenario II was significant; F (3, 42) = 6.20, R2 = .31, p < .00. In contrast to the hypothesis, 

transformational leadership was not a significant predictor of problem-focused coping responses 

(β = .04, p < .89).  However, transactional leadership emerged as a significant and positive 

predictor of problem-focused coping responses (β = .58, p < .02), such that the more figure 

skaters reported that their coach engaged in transactional leadership behaviors, the higher use of 

problem-focused coping the figure skaters employed in Scenario II. Passive/avoidant leadership 

was unrelated to problem-focused coping responses (β = .15, p = .33). Table 9 illustrates these 

results. 

For the active leadership model, the multiple linear regression for problem-focused coping 

in Scenario II was significant; F (2, 43) = 8.57, R2 = .29, p < .00.  Passive/avoidant leadership 

was not a significant predictor of problem-focused coping in Scenario II (β = .17, p < .26).  

However, active leadership emerged as a significant and positive predictor of problem-focused 

coping responses (β = .60, p < .00), such that the more figure skaters reported their coach used 
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active leadership behaviors, the higher use of problem-focused coping responses the figure 

skaters employed in Scenario II.  Table 9 also illustrates these results. 

Table 9 

 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Problem-Focused Coping  

Response in Figure Skaters – Scenario II 

Variable B SE(B)  β t p 

Leadership      

   Transformational .03 .24 .04 .14 .89 

   Transactional  .55 .23 .58 2.38 .02 

   Passive/Avoidant .13 .14 .14 .98 .33 

Modified Leadership      

   Active Leadership .59 .15 .60 4.00 .00 

   Passive/Avoidant .15 .13 .17 1.14 .26 

Note. B indicates unstandardized values and β indicates standardized values. 

 

Emotion-focused coping. The multiple linear regression for emotion-focused coping in 

Scenario II was significant; F (3, 42) = 3.78, R2 = .21, p < .02.  Neither transformational 

leadership (β = .36, p < .20), nor transactional leadership (β = .20, p < .44) were significant 

predictors of emotion-focused coping responses in figure skaters in Scenario II. However, 

passive/avoidant leadership emerged as a significant and positive predictor of emotion-focused 

coping responses in figure skaters in scenario II (β = .32, p < .05), such that the more figure 

skaters reported that their coach engaged in passive/avoidant leadership, the higher use of 

emotion-focused coping the figure skaters employed. Table 10 illustrates these results. 

For the active leadership model, the multiple linear regression for emotion-focused coping 

in Scenario II was significant; F (2, 43) = 5.73, R2 = .21, p < .01.  Passive/avoidant leadership 

was a significant predictor of emotion-focused coping in Scenario II (β = .32, p < .05).  Active 

leadership also emerged as a significant and positive predictor of emotion-focused coping 

responses (β = .53, p < .00) , such that the more figure skaters reported their coach used active 
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leadership behaviors, the higher use of emotion-focused coping responses the figure skaters 

employed in Scenario II.  Table 10 also illustrates these results. 

 

Table 10 

 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Emotion-Focused Coping  

Response in Figure Skaters – Scenario II  

Variable B SE(B)  β t p 

Leadership      

   Transformational .28 .22 .36 1.32 .20 

   Transactional  .16 .21 .20 .78 .44 

   Passive/Avoidant .24 .12 .32 2.01 .05 

Modified Leadership      

   Active Leadership .44 .13 .53 3.37 .00 

   Passive/Avoidant .24 .12 .32 2.01 .05 

Note. B indicates unstandardized values and β indicates standardized values. 

 

 

Summary 

The present study used a combination of correlations, MANOVAs, and multiple linear 

regressions to examine skater type, leadership, and coping. The hypotheses of the present study 

were largely not supported, but provide information for new areas of research. The first 

hypothesis that there would be a significant difference between singles and pairs skaters for use 

of avoidance coping was not supported by the MANOVA. Results pertaining to the second 

hypothesis indicate that there was not a significant difference between singles and pairs skaters 

for problem-focused coping.  The third hypothesis that there would be a significant difference 

between singles and pairs skaters for transformational coach leadership behaviors was not 

supported by the MANOVA.  Results pertaining to the fourth hypothesis indicate that there was 

not a significant difference between singles and pairs skaters for transactional coach leadership 

behaviors. 
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The fifth hypothesis pertaining to transactional coach leadership positively predicting 

avoidance coping was not supported.  However, passive/avoidant coach leadership positively 

predicted avoidance coping in Scenario II, which makes conceptual sense.  The sixth hypothesis 

pertaining to transformational coach leadership behavior positively predicting problem-focused 

coping was not supported.  However, transactional coach leadership behavior and active coach 

leadership behavior predicted problem-focused coping in Scenario II.  Though it was not 

hypothesized, passive/avoidant coach leadership behavior and active coach leadership behavior 

positively predicted emotion-focused coping in Scenario II.  Results pertaining to coach 

leadership behaviors positively predicting skater coping were significant for Scenario II and for 

problem-focused coping in Scenario I. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the relationship between 

perceived coach leadership behaviors and athlete coping, as well as to investigate differences 

between singles and pairs figure skaters on these variables.  Existing research in this area 

demonstrates the importance of athletes’ perception of coach leadership behaviors and how this 

affects athletes’ performance, motivation, satisfaction with sport, and coping (Chelladurai, 1984; 

Chelladurai, 1990; Chelladurai, 2007; Garland & Barry, 1988; Nicolas et al., 2011; 

Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Schliesman, 1987; Vallerand & Losier, 1999; Weiss & Friedrichs, 

1986).  This study furthers research in this area by identifying the dimensions of coach 

leadership behavior that are associated with athlete coping.  Findings from the present study 

indicate that there is a significant and positive relationship between athlete perception of coach 

leadership behavior (i.e., active) and athlete coping (i.e., problem-focused coping) in Scenario I. 

Findings from the present study also indicate that there is a significant and positive relationship 

between athlete perception of coach leadership behavior (i.e., transactional, active, and 

passive/avoidant) and athlete coping (i.e., problem-focused coping, emotion-focused coping, and 

avoidance coping) in Scenario II. 

Skater Type 

Coping 

It was hypothesized that singles and pairs skaters would differ in their coping responses to 

the hypothetical scenarios.  However, this hypothesis was not confirmed.  Singles and pairs 

skaters reported very similar levels of problem-focused coping (d = .10; d = .10), emotion-

focused coping (d = 0; d = .15), and avoidance coping (d = .31; d = .16) for both coping 
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scenarios, respectively.  Though non-significant, there was a trend toward singles skaters 

reporting more avoidance coping than pairs skaters in scenario I.  Previous research found that 

individual athletes use more technique-oriented coping (i.e., problem-focused coping) and 

emotion-focused coping than team sport athletes, whereas team sport athletes use more 

communication and behavioral avoidance than individual athletes (Nicholls et al., 2007).  One 

explanation for the discrepancy between previous findings and results of the current study may 

be attributed to the dyadic nature of pairs figure skating.  Athletes of a dyadic team may have 

different coping responses than athletes of a larger team.  For example, the current study shows 

that dyadic pairs figure skaters and singles figure skaters report they would use coping responses 

more similar to individual athletes (i.e., problem-focused coping), as opposed to coping 

responses of large team athletes (i.e., behavioral disengagement) (Nicholls et al., 2007).  

However, research on coping in dyadic teams is limited and much of the current literature on 

differences between individual and team sport athletes uses large teams, such as football and 

hockey (Nicholls et al., 2007).  Based on current literature of coping differences between athletes 

in individual and large team sports, the dyadic pairs team participants in the current study cope 

more similarly to singles skaters than to members of large team sports (Nicholls et al., 2007).  

Thus, in sports where athletes compete as individuals or in dyads such as tennis, there may be 

more consistency in types of coping than when comparing individual and team athletes across 

sports especially if the team is large in size.  Future research should explore individual, dyad, and 

team (small, moderate, large) athletes among different types of sports. 

Leadership 

Differences in perceived coach leadership behavior based on skater type were also 

examined.  Results from the current study reveal no differences between singles and pairs figure 
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skaters on transformational, transactional, or passive/avoidant leadership.  Low effect sizes were 

revealed for transformational (d = 0), transactional (d = .18), and passive/avoidant (d = .25) 

leadership subscales.  Previous research indicates that coaches of individual athletes were 

perceived as more transformational in their leadership behavior than coaches of team athletes 

(Zeng et al., 2009).  In contrast, coaches of teams were perceived as exhibiting more 

transactional leadership behavior than coaches of individual athletes (Zeng, et al., 2009).  The 

results from the current study are interesting in that singles and pairs figure skaters’ perceptions 

of their coach’s leadership behaviors were nearly identical.  This may be explained by 

methodological and sampling differences between previous research and the current study.  

Previous research behaviorally observed coaches of individual athletes (i.e., swimming, 

gymnastics, track and field) and coaches of team athletes (i.e., soccer, softball, basketball) 

during practice to assess coach leadership behaviors (Zeng et al., 2009).  All team athletes were 

members of team sports with at least 10 players and coach leadership behaviors were directly 

observed by researchers.  The current study examined individual athletes and dyadic team 

athletes of the same sport using a validated questionnaire in which athletes rate their coach’s 

leadership behaviors.  The differences in sample population and assessment of coach leadership 

behavior may explain the discrepancy between previous research that found differences between 

individual and team sport athletes in transformational and transactional leadership behavior, and 

the current findings that did not.   

Leadership and Coping 

An aim of the current study was to expand understanding of the relationship between coach 

leadership and athlete coping.  A majority of previous research on leadership and coping focuses 

on employees in the workplace (Skogstad et al., 2014; Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013; Syrek et al., 
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2013).  For example, research examining the influence of transformational leadership on 

follower stress and coping outcomes (e.g., coping effectiveness, coping response, follower stress, 

etc.) (Ben-Zur et al., 2015; Skogstad et al. 2014; Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013; Syrek et al., 2013).  

Research is limited on other types of leadership behavior, such as transactional and 

passive/avoidant leadership (Nicolas et al., 2011; Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013).  In addition, 

research on the effects of leadership on follower coping responses is a budding area of research 

in sport (Nicolas et al., 2011; Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013), and the current study sought to extend 

this line of inquiry.   

The current study presented skaters with two coping scenarios.  Scenario I involved hearing 

another competitor’s fantastic score at the National Championships and having recent difficulty 

with an important jump immediately prior to performance.  Scenario II involved coping after a 

very poor performance at the National Championships.  The current study found that there was 

only one predictive relationship between coach leadership behavior and athlete coping for 

scenario I.  An explanation for this may be that coach leadership behavior does not have an 

impact on athlete coping immediately prior to a performance.  Previous research indicates that 

athletes use problem-focused coping to adapt to the changing demands of competitive 

performance (Calmeiro et al., 2014; Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gaudreau et al., 2002; Madden et 

al., 1998).  The high levels of problem-focused coping responses for scenario I in the current 

study support previous research.  Previous research indicates that positive cognitive appraisals of 

competitive events are associated with problem-focused coping in elite athletes (Calmeiro et al., 

2014).  Thus, skaters’ cognitive appraisals of scenario I may impact their coping responses to 

that scenario, as opposed to coach leadership behavior.  This is supported in the current study by 

skaters reporting scenario I as less stressful and understandable than scenario II.  Overall, 
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findings revealed that transactional leadership and passive/avoidant leadership were 

differentially associated with coping in Scenario II, while transformational leadership was 

unrelated to coping across both scenarios. 

Predictors of Problem-Focused Coping 

Previous literature indicates a significant relationship between transformational leadership 

and problem-focused coping (Ben-Zur et al., 2015; Nicolas et al., 2011; Stare & Boṧtjancic, 

2013; Syrek et al., 2013).  Thus, it was hypothesized that transformational leadership would be a 

significant, positive predictor of problem-focused coping.  However, this was not supported in 

the current study.  An explanation for this lack of relationship may be that skaters tend to use 

problem-focused coping responses when faced with competitive stressors, irrespective of their 

coach’s leadership style.  Previous research indicates that athletes primarily reported using 

problem-focused coping responses in recalled competitive events or poor performances 

(Calmeiro et al., 2014; Crocker & Graham, 1995; Gaudreau et al., 2002; Madden et al., 1998).  

This is supported in the current study based on the higher levels of problem-focused coping 

reported by elite figure skaters in both coping scenarios.  Thus, transformational leadership may 

not have predicted problem-focused coping in this study due to a ceiling effect.   

While transformational coach leadership behaviors did not predict problem-focused coping 

as hypothesized when taking into account all leadership variables, higher transactional coach 

leadership behaviors were related to greater uses of problem-focused coping in Scenario II.  

Transactional leadership involves rewarding good performance and active involvement in 

solving problems (Bass & Avolio, 2004; Bass 1998), such as establishing clear expectations for 

achievement of performance goals, providing assistance contingent on effort, and expressing 

satisfaction for meeting expectations (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  Problem-focused coping involves 
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coping strategies such as: active coping, putting effort into remedying the situation, and seeking 

out help for instrumental reasons (Crocker & Graham, 1995).  Transactional leadership, with its 

directness, clear expectations, and rewards for effort, may facilitate problem-focused coping by 

encouraging athletes to actively manage their own stressful situations.  Athletes who devote 

substantial effort in managing their own problems and are successful in doing so are likely to be 

praised by transactional leaders. In other words, athletes may use more problem-focused coping 

strategies (i.e., active coping, effort, suppression of competing activities) in stressful situations 

when they perceive their coach’s leadership behavior as direct and solution-focused. 

In addition to transactional leadership, the modified active leadership subscale was a 

significant and positive predictor of problem-focused coping in Scenario I and II taking all 

leadership variables into account.  The active leadership subscale consists of the aggregated 

means of the transformational and transactional leadership scores from the total sample of the 

current study.  Preliminary bivariate correlations indicate that transformational and transactional 

leadership have a strong significant and positive correlation.  Thus, the two subscales were 

aggregated and results indicate that this active leadership subscale is a positive predictor of 

problem-focused coping in Scenario I and II taking all leadership variables into account.  These 

results make conceptual sense, as previous research significantly supports the relationship 

between transformational leadership and problem-focused coping (Ben-Zur et al., 2015; Nicolas 

et al., 2011; Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013; Syrek et al., 2013) and the current study supports the 

relationship between transactional leadership and problem-focused coping. 

Predictors of Avoidance Coping 

Even though research on transactional leadership is minimal, previous literature indicated 

that components of transactional leadership behavior (i.e., active management by exception, 
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contingent reward) may be associated with negative outcomes, such as increased stress (Fletcher 

& Hanton, 2003; Stare et al., 2013).  Transactional leadership, with its directness and attention to 

mistakes and failure to meet standards, was associated with increased stress in workplace 

populations (Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Stare et al., 2013).  Increased stress, due to mistakes and 

inability to meet standards, may have had an impact on coping responses.  Thus, it was 

hypothesized that transactional coach leadership would positively predict avoidance coping.   

However, this was not supported with the original transactional leadership subscale or the 

modified transactional leadership subscale presented in the current study, when taking into 

account all leadership variables.  The “active management by exception” items were removed 

from the transactional leadership subscale in the current study due to low internal consistency (α 

= .54) (Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013).  An explanation for the unsupported hypothesis may be the 

difference in populations between previous research (i.e., workplace employees) and the current 

study (i.e., elite figure skaters), such as participant interpretation of a leader’s behavior.  Elite 

athletes reported less stress and more satisfaction with coaches when they perceived their 

coaches as actively involved and teaching them how to improve technique and performance 

(Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai, 1990; Fletcher & Hanton, 2003; Poczwardowski et al., 2002).  

Thus, the transactional leadership behaviors of directness, clear expectations, and attention to 

mistakes may encourage more adaptive coping responses (i.e., problem-focused coping), than 

avoidance coping responses (i.e. behavioral disengagement, denial) in elite athletes, as was 

found in the current study. 

Importantly, passive/avoidant coach leadership behavior was a significant and positive 

predictor of avoidance coping in scenario I.  Passive/avoidant coach leadership was also a 

significant and positive predictor of avoidance coping in scenario II.  Research indicates that 
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components of passive/avoidant leadership (i.e., laissez-faire leadership) are associated with 

negative outcomes, decreased perceptions of ability to cope in followers, and increased employee 

stress (Skogstad et al., 2014; Yammarino et al., 1993).  Passive/avoidant leadership involves 

inaction and avoidance of responsibilities, such as avoiding making decisions, being absent when 

needed, and not addressing problems until they become chronic and serious (Bass & Avolio, 

2004).  Avoidance coping involves coping strategies, such as giving up on putting effort into a 

performance and denying poor performances or performance difficulties (Crocker & Graham, 

1995).  Passive/avoidant leadership, with its lack of effort and avoidance of problems, may foster 

avoidance coping by encouraging athletes to deny performance mistakes until they are serious 

and avoid making decisions in stressful situations.  In other words, athletes may use more 

avoidance coping (i.e. behavioral disengagement, denial) in stressful situations when they 

perceive their coach’s leadership as not engaged and avoidant. 

Predictors of Emotion-Focused Coping 

Initial results of the current study found that transactional leadership was a significant 

predictor of emotion-focused coping for scenario II.  However, the subscale was modified to 

remove the four “active management by exception” items due to low internal consistency of the 

original subscale (α = .54) (Stare & Boṧtjancic, 2013).  Transactional leadership was no longer a 

significant predictor of emotion-focused coping with the removal of these four items when 

taking into account all leadership variables.  Transactional leadership involves contingent reward 

and active management by exception (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  The “active management by 

exception” items that were removed involve coaches’ focusing their full attention on athletes’ 

mistakes and failures to meet standards (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  It may be that active 

management by exception is related to emotion-focused coping in skaters while contingent 
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reward is related to more solution-focused coping responses (i.e., problem-focused coping), as 

was found in the current study.  While removal of the active management by exception items 

substantially improved the internal consistency reliability of the transactional leadership subscale 

and is consistent with prior research, this may have affected results regarding emotion-focused 

coping.  Future research should continue to examine the psychometric properties of the MLQ 

with athletes.  

Though it was not hypothesized, passive/avoidant coach leadership behavior was 

significantly and positively related to emotion-focused coping responses for coping scenario II.  

While previous research does not support this relationship, the finding makes conceptual sense.  

Passive/avoidant leadership involves avoidance and lack of involvement, such as avoiding 

involvement until issues arise, delaying responses to important questions, and being absent when 

needed (Bass & Avolio, 2004).  Emotion-focused coping involves coping strategies, such as 

criticizing oneself, letting negative feelings out, wishing the situation would be over (Crocker & 

Graham, 1995).  Passive/avoidant coach leadership may leave the athlete feeling isolated and 

lacking social support, thus increasing stress and anxiety after a poor performance.  Such athletes 

may not have learned how to actively cope with a poor performance and experience a lack of 

control leading them to use emotion-focused coping strategies (i.e., wishful thinking, self-blame, 

venting of emotions) to deal with emotional distress.  This may be an area to further explore due 

to the lack of research on the relationship between passive/avoidant leadership and emotion-

focused coping. 

Passive/avoidant leadership was also a significant and positive predictor of emotion-

focused coping in Scenario II.  In addition to passive/avoidant leadership, the modified active 

leadership subscale was also a significant and positive predictor of emotion-focused coping in 
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Scenario II.  However, active leadership has a stronger predictive value for emotion-focused 

coping than passive/avoidant leadership.  Active leadership includes all the transformational 

leadership subscales as well as the transactional leadership subscale of contingent reward.  The 

contingent reward component of active leadership may encourage emotion-focused behaviors in 

athletes, such as self-blame, when the athlete does not meet their coach’s expectations.  The 

active leadership behavior of idealized behaviors involve coaches discussing an athlete’s sense of 

purpose and instilling important core values in their athletes.  These idealized behaviors may 

foster trust and support between the coach and the athlete.  Thus, the athlete seeks out his/her 

coach to discuss their emotions and receive social support.  This behavior can be observed on 

televised figure skating event when skaters immediately go to their coach after a poor 

performance.  However, this is an area to further explore due to the lack of research on the 

relationship between active leadership and coping, as well as the potentially conflicting results of 

this study regarding predictors of emotion-focused coping.  

Interaction of Skater Type and Leadership 

The hypotheses that the interaction of skater type and coach leadership will affect coping 

responses were not supported.  As there were no differences between singles and pairs skaters on 

either leadership or coping, this is not surprising. Most of the responses for coach leadership and 

coping were nearly identical for singles and pairs skaters.  A potential explanation for this may 

be that figure skaters are exposed to similar training contexts or home environments that may 

lead to similar perceptions of coach leadership and coping. Another explanation might be that 

dyadic teams cope in different ways than larger teams.  Overall, the relationship between coach 

leadership behavior and athlete coping appears to be similar between singles and pairs figure 

skaters. 
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Limitations and Future Directions 

The first limitation of the current study is the sampling of participants.  To achieve a 

diverse population of skaters with different coaches, coaches across the country were contacted 

and asked to provide email addresses of their skaters who met the inclusion criteria.  Once 

skaters were emailed the survey directly, participants had the opportunity to determine whether 

or not to participate in the study.  Skaters who agreed to participate in the study may have been 

more motivated and action-oriented or may have had better coach-athlete relationships than those 

who decided not to participate, which may indicate participant bias in the current study.  There 

was also a potential for bias among participants and their coaches, such that coaches and skaters 

who were familiar with sport psychology may have been more likely to provide skater 

information or participate in the study.  Future studies are encouraged to foster the recruitment of 

less motivated skaters and those with weaker coach-athlete relationships. 

A second limitation of the study was the sample size.  The number of participants in the 

current study (n = 46) is lower than the a priori power analysis estimate for sample size (n = 85).  

This is due to the limited number of elite figure skaters eligible and willing to participate in the 

current study.  Some coaches were reluctant to provide contact information for their skaters, 

while some skaters chose not to participate.  Future studies may consider examining the 

constructs of the present study with an elite athletic population with a larger number of athletes 

or with a more generalizable population. 

The third limitation of this study was generalizability.  This study focused on current and 

retired elite level singles and pairs figure skaters.  However, this sample population may have 

responded to the coping scenarios differently than other levels of skaters, indicating a potential 

response bias of the current study.  Elite skaters that have been skating for 15 or more years are 
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more likely to use adaptive coping responses, while novices are more likely to use maladaptive 

coping responses because coping skills improve with practice and experience.  In addition, elite 

skaters may feel as if they should report more adaptive coping responses when asked because 

they know that what is socially acceptable and expected of them, while novice skaters may report 

more honest coping responses due to their lack of knowledge and experience in skating.  Elite 

figure skaters may also perceive certain competitive situations, such as competing at the National 

Championships, as less stressful than a novice due to more experience and practice with high-

level competition.  Future studies should examine differences between expert and less 

experienced skaters on coping in stressful situations.  Generalizability was also limited due to the 

dyadic nature of a pairs figure skating team.  This study demonstrates that dyadic teams perceive 

coach leadership behaviors and cope with stressors similarly to individual athletes.  Future 

research should address the differences between dyadic teams and large teams and potential 

similarities between dyadic teams and individual athletes.  If future research supports these 

findings, it would show that dyadic teams have more similar outcomes to individual athletes and 

different outcomes than large teams.  This research could be beneficial for coaches seeking to 

increase their effectiveness with their respective athletes. 

Another limitation is the use of hypothetical coping scenarios to examine how skaters 

would cope with performance stressors.  A hypothetical situation was chosen, as opposed to an 

observational design, to improve internal validity and for practical purposes for data collection.  

This design was also chosen to examine how skaters respond to the same competitive stressor, as 

previous research typically permits the participant to select a previous stressful experience, thus 

creating differences in situation and timing.  The hypothetical coping scenarios limited threats to 

internal validity by controlling extraneous variables that would have been introduced in an 
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observational design.  Nevertheless, future research should examine skaters’ coping responses 

within an actual competitive event. 

A final limitation of this study was the low Cronbach’s alpha level for avoidance coping in 

the first coping scenario (α = .63).  Previous research indicates that the ‘denial’ subsection within 

avoidance coping has a relatively low alpha level (Crocker and Graham, 1995).  However, the 

Cronbach’s alpha level for avoidance coping on coping scenario II was acceptable (α = .82) and 

it was in this scenario that significant relationships emerged.  Future research should continue to 

examine the psychometric properties of the avoidance coping subscale. 

An important area for future research is to understand the mechanisms in which coach 

leadership behaviors impact athletes’ coping.  For example, does collective efficacy between 

coach and athlete improve athlete perception of coach leadership behavior, resulting in more 

adaptive coping (Jowett, Shanmugam, & Caccoulis, 2012)?  Components of Jowett’s (2007) 

coach-athlete conceptual model (i.e., closeness, commitment, complementary, co-orientation) 

should be examined as potential mediators of the relationship between coach leadership 

behaviors and athlete coping (Jowett, 2007).  Coaches are an integral part of an athlete’s life in 

and out of sport and the relationship between coaches and athletes can affect athlete perception 

of the coach, coaches’ actual behaviors, and athlete outcomes (Jowett, 2007; Jowett et al., 2012).  

Thus, it is important to explore what affects the way athletes perceive their coaches’ leadership 

behaviors and how that affects athletes coping.  Limited research exists to support the 

relationship between coach leadership behaviors and athlete coping (Nicolas et al., 2011).  Future 

research should continue to examine the coach-athlete relationship and how this affects athletes’ 

perceptions of stress and how they cope with that stress.  If research in this area supports the 

notion that coach leadership behaviors affect athlete coping, future research should design and 
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test interventions targeted at how coaches can facilitate and instill adaptive coping strategies in 

their athletes. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 
1. Gender 

a. Female 

b. Male 

2. Age 

a. _____________________________ 

3. Ethnicity  

a. Caucasian  

b. Hispanic 

c. African American 

d. American Indian 

e. Asian  

f. Pacific Islander 

g. Middle Eastern 

h. Multiethnic/Mixed (please specify) __________________ 

i. Other (please specify) _________________ 

4. What event do you compete in? 

a. Pairs  

i. Your last name _______________ 

ii. Your partner’s last name _________________ 

b. Singles 

5. How many years have you competitively figure skated? 

a. ____________________ 

6. How many years have you competitively figure skated at the senior level? 

a. ____________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

 

MODIFIED COPING QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 
Take a minute to think about the above skating scenario and how you would handle the situation.  

Answer the following questions with this skating scenario in mind.   

Instructions: Please indicate by marking the appropriate number that corresponds with how 

much you would use the strategy provided in each statement to handle the stressful skating 

situation provided above. Mark the number in its corresponding box/bubble. Then please move 

to the next statement.   

1   2   3   4   5  

Used not at all      Almost never   Occasionally/Sometimes   Almost every time     Used very much 

 

1. I would ask my coach, partner, family, or friends what they did or would do.  

2. I would talk to my coach, partner, family, or friends to find out more about my 

performance.  

3. I would try to get help from someone about what to do.  

4. I would talk to someone who could do something about my performance.  

5. I would talk to someone about how I felt.  

6. I would get support and understanding from someone.  

7. I would talk about my feelings with someone.  

8. I would try to get help from my coach, partner, family, or friends to deal with my 

feelings.  

9. I could not deal with my performance and would stop trying.  

10. I would decrease the amount of time and effort I put into my performance.  

11. I would give up trying to get what I want out of my performance. 

12. I would stop trying to perform my best.  

13. I would blame myself for the situation.  

14. I would criticize or lecture myself.  

15. I would decide I was at fault for my performance.  

16. I would take responsibility for what had happened.  

17. I would make a plan of action.  

18. I would think hard about what steps to take to manage this situation.  

19. I would think about how I could best handle my performance.  

20. I would try to think about a plan about what to do.  

21. I would deal only with my performance difficulties, even if I have to forget other things a 

little.  

22. I wouldn't let myself think about anything except my performance.  

23. I would stop doing other things in order to concentrate on my performance. 

24. I would try hard to not let other things get in my way of dealing with my performance.  

25. I would feel a lot of upset feelings, and I would show those feelings a lot. 

26. I would get upset and let my feelings out.  

27. I would lose my cool and got upset.  

28. I would let my negative feelings out. 

29. I would kid around about my performance.  
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30. I would make fun of my performance.  

31. I would make jokes about my performance.  

32. I would laugh about my performance.  

33. I would try to increase the quality of my performance.  

34. I would put more effort into my play.  

35. I would try to improve my effort.  

36. I would work harder.  

37. I would daydream about a better performance.  

38. I would have fantasies or wishes about how things might turn out.  

39. I would wish the situation would go away or somehow be over.  

40. I would wish I could change what was happening or had happened.  

41. I would try real hard to do something about my performance. 

42. I would do what had to be done, one step at a time.  

43. I would take direct action to overcome the performance challenge.  

44. I would try different things to improve.  

45. I would act as though I was not having performance difficulties.  

46. I wouldn't believe I was performing like I was.  

47. I would pretend it was not happening or hadn't really happened.  

48. I would tell myself, "This performance isn't real." 
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APPENDIX C 

 

MULTIFACTOR LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 
Please answer the following questions about your main coach for the figure skating event you 

compete/competed in prior to completing the following survey: 

1. How long have you been working with your current (or last, if retired) main coach? 

a. ______________________________ 

2. What is the gender of your current (or last, if retired) main coach? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

 

 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

This measures the athlete’s perception of the coach’s behavior. Each of the following statements 

describes a specific behavior that a coach may exhibit. For each statement there are five options: 

0   1   2          3               4  

Not at all             Once in a while                 Sometimes                Fairly Often     Frequently (if not always) 

 

Please indicate your main coach’s actual behavior by circling the appropriate number.  If you are 
a singles skater, you would respond with your singles main coach in mind.  If you are a pairs 

skater, you would respond with your pairs main coach in mind. Please note that this is not an 

evaluation of your main coach for the figure skating event you compete/competed in.  It is your 

own personal perception that is required.  There are no right or wrong answers.  Your 

spontaneous and honest response is important for the success of the study.  
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APPENDIX D 

 

COPING SCENARIOS 

 
Scenario A (Singles, Coping prior to event) 
 You are at the 2018 National Championships in San Jose, California.  You are standing at 

the edge of the rink with your coach by your side.  The skater before you is about to come off the 

ice and make his/her way toward the kiss and cry for his/her results.  You get on the ice and 

circle around near the edge of the ice.  You have to wait for the previous skater’s results before 
you can take the ice for your short program.  You hear the fantastic score of the skater before you 

booming through the arena and the cheers from the crowd.  He/She received a score higher than 

you have ever received on a short program.  You have been popping your triple flip for the past 

two weeks in practice.  The announcer calls your name and you take the ice.   

 

Scenario A (Pairs, Coping prior to event) 

You are at the 2018 National Championships in San Jose, California. You are standing at 

the edge of the rink with your coach and partner by your side.  The skaters before you are about 

to come off the ice and make their way toward the kiss and cry for their results.  You get on the 

ice and circle around near the edge of the ice.  You have to wait for their results before you can 

take the ice for your short program.  You hear the fantastic score of the skaters before you 

booming through the arena and the cheers from the crowd.  They received a score higher than 

you have ever received on a short program.  You have been popping your triple flip for the past 

two weeks in practice.  The announcer calls your names and you take the ice. 

 

Scenario B (Singles, Coping after event) 
 You are at the 2018 National Championships in San Jose, California.  You hit the final 

pose of your long program and bow/curtsy to the crowd and judges.  You make your way off the 

ice and your coach hands you your skate guards.  You did not perform nearly as well as you 

thought you would.  Even though you know you did not do well, you make your way to the kiss 

and cry section to hear your results.  The announcer reads off your score and it is one of your 

lowest scores of the season.  There is no way for you to medal at this National Championships. 

 

Scenario B (Pairs, Coping after event) 

 You are at the 2018 National Championships in San Jose, California.  You both hit the 

final pose of your long program and bow/curtsy to the crowd and judges.  You make your way 

off the ice and your coach hands you your skate guards.  You did not perform nearly as well as 

you thought you would.  Even though you know you did not do well, you make your way to the 

kiss and cry section to hear your results.  The announcer reads off your score and it is your 

lowest score of the season.  There is no way for you to medal at this National Championships.   
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APPENDIX E 

 

MANIPULATION CHECKS 

 
Please take a minute to think about the skating scenario that was previously presented.  Answer 

the following questions with this scenario in mind. 

 

1             2             3               4                5              6              7                8               9               10 

Not at all                    Very Much 

 

1. How stressful was this situation to you? 

2. Were you able to imagine the skating scenario described? 

3. How clear or understandable was the skating scenario?  

4. How applicable was the skating scenario to you? 

 

 

Please take a minute to think about the second skating scenario that was previously presented.  

Answer the following questions with this scenario in mind. 

 

1             2             3               4                5              6              7                8               9               10 

Not at all                    Very Much 

 

1. How stressful was this situation to you? 

2. Were you able to imagine the skating scenario described? 

3. How clear or understandable was the skating scenario?  

4. How applicable was the skating scenario to you? 
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APPENDIX F 

 

RECRUITMENT EMAILS 

 
For Coaches: 

Subject: Invitation to Participate in Research on Athlete Coping 

Email Message Body: 
Dear ____, 

 My name is Taylor Allen and I am a Master’s student in the Sport Psychology Program at 
Florida State University.  I am currently working on my master’s thesis that examines how elite 
figure skaters perform under pressure.   

I am reaching out to you to see if any of your skaters would be interested in participating 

in this study.  Figure skaters will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires and 

participation should take no longer that 60 minutes. A benefit of this study to your skater is 

gaining increased self-awareness and insight as to how he/she performs in pressure situations. If 

you have adult skaters (18 years of age or older) who may be interested in participating, please 

forward my contact information to them or you can provide me with a list of their names and 

contact information so that I can directly contact them.  For your skaters who are minors, please 

forward my contact information to their parent or legal guardian or provide me with a list of 

parent names and contact information so that I can directly contact these parents. 

 If you have any other questions, feel free to contact me by telephone at (***) ***-**** or 

by email at ***********@*****.***.  

 Thank you for your time.  

-Taylor Allen 

 

 

For Parents or Legal Guardians: 
Subject: Invitation to Participate in Research on Athlete Coping 

Email Message Body: 
Dear ____, 

 My name is Taylor Allen and I am a Master’s student in the Sport Psychology Program at 
Florida State University.  I received your information from your child’s figure skating coach.  I 

am currently working on my master’s thesis that examines how elite figure skaters perform under 
pressure.  Your child will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires and participation 

should take no longer that 60 minutes.  A benefit of this study to your child is gaining increased 

self-awareness and insight as to how he/she performs in pressure situations. 

I am reaching out to you to see if you would grant your child parental permission to 

participate in this study.  I have attached a parental permission form in this email.  You may 

grant parental permission and your child may still opt to not participate in this study.  Your 

child’s participation in this study is always voluntary and all information collected remains 
confidential. 

 If you have any other questions, feel free to contact me by telephone at (***) ***-****  

or by email at ***********@*****.***.  

 Thank you for your time.  

-Taylor Allen 
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For Adult Participants: 
Subject: Invitation to Participate in Research on Athlete Coping 

Email Message Body: 
Dear ____, 

 My name is Taylor Allen and I am a Master’s student in the Sport Psychology Program at 
Florida State University.  I received your information from your figure skating coach.  I am 

currently working on my master’s thesis that examines how elite figure skaters perform under 

pressure and I would like to invite you to participate in this research study.  You will be asked to 

complete a series of questionnaires and participation should take no longer that 60 minutes.  A 

benefit of this study to you is gaining increased self-awareness and insight as to how you 

perform in pressure situations. 

I have attached the online survey in this email, which contains an informed consent form 

to participate in this study.  Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and all 

information collected remains confidential.  

 If you have any other questions, feel free to contact me by telephone at (***) ***-**** or 

by email at ***********@*****.***.  

 Thank you for your time.  

-Taylor Allen 

 

For Minor Participants (Parental Permission has been granted and received) 

Dear ____, 

 My name is Taylor Allen and I am a Master’s student in the Sport Psychology Program at 
Florida State University.  I received your information from your parents.  I am currently working 

on my master’s thesis that examines how elite figure skaters perform under pressure and I would 
like to invite you to participate in this research study.  A benefit of this study to you is gaining 

increased self-awareness and insight as to how you perform in pressure situations.  

Understanding how you perform in competitive situations may help you improve your 

performance and learn how to better deal with this pressure in the future. 

I have attached the online survey in this email, which contains an assent form that 

provides more information about potentially participating in this study.  Your participation in this 

study is completely voluntary and all information collected remains confidential.  

 If you have any other questions, feel free to contact me by telephone at (***) ***-**** or 

by email at ***********@*****.***.  

 Thank you for your time.  

-Taylor Allen 
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APPENDIX G 

 

ADULT INFORMED CONSENT 

 
FSU Behavioral Consent Form 

The Influence of Coach Leadership on Athlete Coping 

 

You are invited to be in a research study examining how athletes perform under pressure. You 

were selected as a possible participant because you are an elite figure skater that is currently or 

has formerly competed at the National level. We ask that you read this form and ask any 

questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 

 

This study is being conducted by Taylor Allen under the supervision of Dr. Graig Chow in the 

Sport Psychology program at Florida State University. 

 

Background Information: 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine how elite figure skaters perform under pressure 

situations related specifically to figure skating. 

 

Procedures: 

 

If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things: 

Complete questionnaires related to performing under pressure in figure skating and reflect on 

certain aspects of performing under pressure.  The questionnaire should take 45 minutes up to an 

hour in total and you will only have to complete this survey one time.   

 

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 

 

The study has minimal physical and psychological risks. To manage psychological risks, you 

may choose not to answer questions that make you uncomfortable.  

 

A benefit to participation is increasing self-awareness and insight of how you perform under 

pressure. 

 

Compensation: 

 

You will not receive payment of any kind for your participation in this study 

 

Confidentiality: 

 

The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In 

any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it 

possible to identify a subject. Pairs figure skaters will be asked to identify themselves and their 

partners by last name, but will be de-identified and assigned a number for each pairs team. You 
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will be de-identified here also. This is for the purpose of controlling for potential data analyses 

errors in the future.  

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

 

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 

affect your current or future relations with the University.  If you decide to participate, you are 

free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. 

 

Contacts and Questions: 

 

The researcher conducting this study is Taylor Allen under the supervision of Dr. Graig Chow.  

You may ask any question you have by telephone or email.  You are encouraged to contact 

Taylor Allen (***) ***-****,***********@*****.***.  You may contact the supervisor, Dr. 

Graig Chow, at (***) ***-****, *****@***.***.  

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at **** **** *****, 

******* ********* *, ***** ***, ***********, ** *****, or (***) ***-****, or by email at 

************@***.***. 

 

Please list one benefit of participating in this study: 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

By checking the box below you are indicating you have read and understood the information 

above. 
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APPENDIX H 

 

PARENTAL PERMISSION FORM FOR MINORS 

 

My name is Taylor Allen and I am a Master’s student from the Sport Psychology Department at 
Florida State University. Your child is invited to be in a research study about performing under 

pressure in figure skating. We are asking that your child take part because your child skates at 

the competitive level that we would like to examine. We ask that you read this form and ask any 

questions you may have before agreeing to allow your child to take part in this study.  

The study: The purpose of this study is to examine how elite figure skaters perform under 

pressure situations related specifically to figure skating. It is also designed to evaluate the 

influence of the perception of coach leadership behaviors on athlete coping. If you agree to allow 

your child to take part, your child will be asked to fill out an online survey. Your child will be 

asked to select coping responses based on sport-specific coping scenarios presented to them in 

the survey. Examples of the types of situations your child will be asked about will include 

hypothetical short program and long program performance scenarios. The questionnaire will take 

about 45 minutes up to an hour to complete. 

 

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 

 

The study has minimal physical and psychological risks. To manage psychological risks, your 

child may choose not to answer questions that make you uncomfortable.  

 

A benefit to participation is increasing your child’s self-awareness and insight of how he/she 

performs under pressure. 

 

Compensation: 

You or your child will not receive payment of any kind for your participation in this study. 

Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent 

permitted by law.  In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information 

that will make it possible to identify your child. Pairs figure skaters will be asked to identify 

themselves and their partners by last name, but will be de-identified and assigned a number for 

each pairs team. Once your child has provided assent, they will be de-identified. This is for the 

purpose of controlling for potential data analyses errors in the future. It will not be possible to 

figure out your child’s answers.  

Voluntary Participation: Your child’s participation in this study is completely voluntary. Your 

child may skip any questions he or she doesn't feel comfortable answering. Your decision 

whether or not to allow your child to take part will not affect your current or future relationship 

with Florida State University or with your child’s school.  If you decide to allow your child to 
take part, your child is free to not do the survey, skip any questions, or stop at any time. You are 
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free to withdraw your child at any time without affecting your relationship with the University or 

your child's school.  

The researcher conducting this study is Taylor Allen under the supervision of Dr. Graig Chow.  

You may ask any question you have by telephone or email.  You are encouraged to contact 

Taylor Allen at (***) ***-****,***********@*****.***.  You may contact the supervisor, Dr. 

Graig Chow, at (***) ***-****, *****@***.***. 

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at **** **** *****, 

******* ********* *, ***** ***, ***********, ** *****, or (***) ***-****, or by email at 

************@***.***. 

 

By checking the box below you are indicating you have read and understood the information 

above. 

 

 

Please provide your child’s email address below, so I may contact them about their possible 

participation in this study. 

________________________________. 
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APPENDIX I 

 

ASSENT FORM FOR MINORS 

 
My name is Taylor Allen. I am a student researcher from Florida State University. I am asking if 

you would like to take part in a research study called “The Influence of Coach Leadership on 
Athlete Coping”, which is about how figure skaters perform under pressure.  
 

If you agree to be in this study, you will take a survey online and complete a series of questions.  

You will be asked to answer questions about performing under pressure situations in figure 

skating.  It may take you about 45 minutes up to an hour to complete the online survey. 

 

This online survey may seem time consuming, but this study may help understand some of the 

factors that help or hurt athletes when they perform under pressure. 

 

Please talk this over with your parents before you decide whether or not to participate.  We have 

asked your parents to give their permission for you to take part in this study. But even if your 

parents said “yes” to this study, you can still decide to not take part in the study, and that will be 
fine. 

 

If you do not want to be in this study, then you do not have to participate. This study is 

voluntary, which means that you decide whether or not to take part in the study.  Being in this 

study is up to you, and no one will be upset in any way if you do not want to participate or even 

if you change your mind later and want to stop.  

 

You can ask any questions that you have about this study.  If you have a question later that you 

did not think of now, you can call me at (***) ***-****, or email me at 

***********@*****.*** 

 

Type your name at the bottom means that you agree to be in this study.  You and your parents 

will be given a copy of this form after you have signed it. 

 

Please list one benefit of participating in this study: 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

By checking the box below you are indicating you have read and understood the information 

above. 
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APPENDIX J 

 

DEBREIFING FORMS 

 
Thank you for your participation in today’s study.  Sport psychology researchers and practitioners 
are concerned with how athletes cope with performing under pressure.  Research in the field of 

sport psychology has also indicated that the coach-athlete relationship is crucial to an athlete’s 
participation and enjoyment in sport.  Although this relationship has been shown to be very 

influential for athletes, there is no research on the influence of coach leadership behaviors on 

athlete selection of coping strategies.  Our study today concerned how an athlete’s perceptions of 
their own coach’s leadership behaviors may influence his/her selection of coping strategies in a 
stressful performance situation.  Much research suggests that coaches play an important role in 

athlete development and satisfaction with sport.  Incongruent relationships between coaches and 

athletes leads to athlete stress and dissatisfaction.  It is important to examine coaches’ leadership 

behaviors, how athletes perceive those behaviors, and how those perceptions affect athletes.  Our 

study today addresses this issue. 

 

Our study examines whether coach leadership behaviors influence athlete selection of coping 

strategies.  More specifically, we are investigating if there is a difference in the way pairs and 

singles figure skaters select coping strategies based on differences in perception of main coach 

leadership behaviors.  Due to the team (pairs) and individual (singles) nature of figure skating, we 

wanted to examine if there was a difference in selection of coping strategies in pressure situations 

due the different ways in which pairs and singles coaches exhibit their leadership behaviors. 

 

All the information we collected in today’s study will be confidential, and there will be no way of 
identifying your responses in the data archive.  The names we did collect will be de-identified.  We 

are not interested in any one individual’s responses; we want to look at the general patterns that 

emerge when the data are aggregated together. 

 

Your participation today is appreciated and will help sport psychology researchers and consultants 

explore the impact of coach leadership behaviors on athlete coping.  We ask that you do not discuss 

the nature of the study with others who may later participate in it, as this could affect the validity 

of our research conclusions.  If you have any questions or concerns, you are welcome to talk with 

Taylor Allen at (***) ***-**** or ***********@*****.*** of the FSU Sport Psychology 

program.  If you have any questions about subjects’ rights, you may contact the FSU IRB Secretary 
at (***) ***-****.  If your participation in this study has caused you concerns, anxiety, or 

otherwise distressed you, you may contact the FSU Counseling Center at (***) ***-****.  If you 

would like to learn more about this research topic, we suggest the following references: 

 

Lazarus, R., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, Appraisal, and Coping. New York: Springer Pub. 

 

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
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APPENDIX K 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
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APPENDIX L 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE RENEWAL APPROVAL 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 



84 

APPENDIX M 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE CHANGE APPROVAL 

MEMORANDUM 
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