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ABSTRACT 

Bandura (1986,1997) asserts that a group ' s belief in its members ' co-joint 

abilities, or its collective-efficacy, influences the degree to which that group seeks 

challenging goals, puts forth effort, and persists in the face of adversity. Group leaders 

serve important functions in the development of successful groups (Yalom, 1995). Since 

successful coaches are able to consistently demonstrate the ability to mold a group of 

individuals into a winning team, it is important to understand what methods coaches 

employ to develop team confidence. 

The purpose of this study was to understand how master football coaches develop 

team confidence. The participants for this interview-based, qualitative study included 

twenty "master" football coaches (6 professional and 14 collegiate). Ctiteria for 

inclusion were as follows: each participant had been a head football coach for at least ten 
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years, and had a consistent record of success. Seventeen of the twenty had achieved 

success with three or more different teams. 

The findings reveal that these coaches employ a wealth of psychological 

strategies in different situations to enhance the development of team confidence. Their 

selective deployment of these strategies takes place throughout a series of developmental 

tasks, here described as the "Team Confidence Cycle." This includes seven key tasks: 1. 

Set the Course, 2. Create a Confidence Environment, 3. Promote Mastery, 4. Get Them to 

Perform, 5. Assess Performance, 6. Stay the Course and 7. Maintain High Performance. 

In the interviews the coaches revealed that team confidence was essential to their 

view of how teams achieve success. The constructs of team confidence and success were 

considered closely intertwined. Promoting mastery experiences, therefore, was primary 

among those strategies used by the master coaches to build team confidence. A second 

key strategy was that they pointed out successful experiences to their team(s) . These 

coaches thus placed the greatest importance on "demonstrating ability" and then ensuring 

that improvement was noted. These findings are in accordance with Ban dura ( 1997). 

Implications for coaches, especially of youth sport, are outlined in the final chapter. 
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CHAPTER! 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Football Conference Champion New York Giants lost in the 2000 

Super Bowl to the American Football Conference's Baltimore Ravens. The New England 

Patriots meanwhile had struggled to a 5-11 record in their first year under their new head 

coach Bill Belichick, one of the league 's premier defensive strategists. 

Going in to the next season with most of their key players returning and with the 

addition of what was thought to be a few key newcomers, the Giants appeared poised to 

become the next Super Bowl champions. The Patriots, on the other hand, after starting 

out 1-3 and losing their all-star quarterback to injury seemed headed nowhere again. At 

season's end, the Patriots were crowned Super Bowl Champions and the Giants did not 

make it to the playoffs. Why do certain teams overcome challenge and adversity to 

succeed while others do not? For head coaches that hope to lead their team to a 

championship, this is the burning question. 

Most coaches believe that there are some basic things they have to do to build a 

winning team. For starters they have to assemble enough talent to be able to compete 

with their opponents. The adage, "I have never seen a jockey carry a horse across the 

finish line yet" attests to a need for adequate horsepower. Most coaches would also agree 

that it is important that they are organized and able to teach the fundamental skills and 

schemes necessary to be successful in the game. It is likely that most coaches see the 

importance of creating an atmosphere that promotes teamwork and motivates players to 
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work towards team goals. If almost every coach could agree to these basic premises, 

what then do the best coaches do differently that enables their teams to meet the toughest 

competitors and overcome the stiffest challenges? 

There are number of other ways coaches can affect whether their teams become 

effective units. Some of those ways are the organizational, instructional, technical, 

tactical, and strategic components of sport. In the National Football League and big-time 

college football these include the selection of talented players, the analysis of other 

teams' strategies, and the development of players' physical abilities. For teams that are on 

par with each other on those levels some separating factors may be the human 

psychological aspects of coaching, which include motivation, communication, and team 

building aspects of the game. 

Among the potentially most important of these psychological aspects is the 

coach's ability to develop confidence in his players. For most teams the competitive 

season brings challenges that only a few can overcome. Why do some teams believe that 

they can succeed in the face of such obstacles while others do not? From where does 

such belief emanate? Team confidence, or what is sometimes called "collective efficacy" 

(Bandura 1986), is the perception a team holds about its abilities to accomplish its goals. 

When the Patriots were 1-3 in the 2001 season what did they believe about themselves 

and their coaching staff that enabled them to reach the championship? Clearly one of the 

coach' s toughest jobs is to keep players together when the road becomes rugged. This 

study attempts to look at how some of our best college and professional football coaches 

build a team that has a solid sense of team confidence. 
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Importance of the study 

How successful coaches foster the development of team confidence potentially 

has importance beyond the realm of professional and big-time college football. In other 

settings, however, coaches and leaders could profit from better understanding how great 

coaches foster the development of a resilient sense of team or group confidence. Sport 

psychologists may be interested in this topic for educational and intervention purposes. 

In other sport-related settings, athletic directors and professional sport team management 

would no doubt be able to benefit from insight in the area of coach selection and 

development. 

Since sport often serves as a useful metaphor in the corporate setting, 

organizational behavior specialists may gain from a master coaches' understanding of the 

development of group confidence. In fact, organizations searching to better understand 

leadership and teamwork may fmd benefit. Leaders in the military may be among those 

interested for its relevance to leadership and command. Finally, this study may have 

implications for what makes for more effective teachers. It is hoped that the findings will 

spawn related inquiry and research. 

Value to sport 

The coaches studied for this project are professional and mostly big-time college 

coaches but the more likely beneficiaries of findings about how to build team confidence 

are coaches of youth, high school, and lower level college sports. 

First, to adequately understand the potential impact of an improved 

understanding of how coaches build team confidence we must consider just how many 
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children and young adults are exposed to sport. Some estimates indicate that nearly 

22,000,000 youngsters participated in all different sports last year (http//: 

mcce@mnaine.edu, consulted June 2003 ; Maine Center for Coaching Education web 

site). According to the National Federation of State High School Associations annual 

participation survey in 2002, over 1,000,000 boys and girls participated in high-school 

football country wide (http://www.nfhs.com, consulted May 2003). At the college level, 

in football alone there are over one hundred schools that play division one football , of 

schools that participate at the NCAA division I-A (highest level). There are many more 

football players at the I-AA, II, III and NAIA levels. Many hundreds of schools field 

football teams five hundred and sixty six of which play NCAA sanctioned football. 

Second, we must consider how many of these participants stay involved. Sadly, 

by age 12 almost 70% of kids drop out of sport. Reasons kids give as to why they drop 

out are usually not related to whether they are part of a winning team or not. A number 

of studies list the four main motivations for participation in sport as having fun, 

affiliation (to be with their friends), competence (learning and developing skills), and 

fitness (Weiss & Petlichkoff, 1989). While the reasons for discontinuing sport seem to be 

more complex to ascertain, it is likely that if the main motives for participation in sport 

are not met then kids turn elsewhere. Starting at around ten years of age children begin to 

drop out of sport at about an astounding rate of 35% a year (Gould, 1987). 

Third, we must consider what impact coaches have on these participants ' 

experience. According to Smith & Smoll (1989), Martens (1987), and Seefelt & Gould 

(1980), the way coaches attempt to structure the environment, which includes the goals, 
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and priorities they establish, can have a profound influence on sport participation. It is 

obvious that coaches are central to the athletic setting but it has become increasingly clear 

that a coach's influence can also extend beyond the playing field to other important areas 

of children's lives (Gould, Collins, Lauer, & Chung, 2002). It seems from this study that 

healthy behaviors, transferable life skills, character habits, and striving for excellence all 

can be influenced positively by the caring and competent coach. 

Confidence plays a key role 

It is well documented that one's self-efficacy or what is commonly referred to as 

confidence affects one's goals and motivation (Bandura, 1977). A person's belief about 

his capabilities has an impact upon whether he seeks challenging goals, how hard he may 

try, and how long he persists in the face of adversity (Bandura, 1997). Similarly, 

essential to the success of any team or organization is a sense that they can succeed, 

without which there would be little incentive to persevere (Hodges & Carron, 1992). If 

we can agree that choices, effort, and persistence are linked to efficacy judgements, then 

we begin to wonder how one might go about altering these judgements. It would be 

especially interesting to know if master coaches believe they can alter the efficacy 

judgements of their teams and if so, how they try to alter their teams' efficacy 

judgements. 

How do teams become confident? 

Some suspect that leaders influence organizations' collective confidence at 

different levels: individual, group, and organizational (Lindsley, Brass, and Thomas, 

1995). Bandura (1997) suggests that, like individual efficacy, collective-efficacy comes 
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from four main sources: performance accomplishment (having mastery experiences), 

verbal persuasion (being convinced by others), vicarious experiences (modeling certain 

behaviors), and self-persuasion (managing emotional control). In addition to these four 

sources of belief, Watson & Chemers (1998) found that leader effectiveness could be a 

another source ofteam belief. They studied 28 men' s and women's college basketball 

teams and found that if teams view their coaches as effective it is positively related to 

increased collective-efficacy, especially in those teams that had been unsuccessful in the 

previous season. 

How has confidence been studied? 

A preliminary question specific to this study is the following: have sport 

psychologists studied the building of team confidence within football? Although there 

have been no studies of football coaches and the building of team confidence, there have 

been other studies of coaches' efficacy building strategies in other sports. Gould, Hodge, 

Peterson, & Gianinni (1989) studied wrestling coaches' strategies for building individual 

confidence. They relied on the sources of efficacy cited by Bandura ( 1977) and presented 

a set of strategies (such as hard physical conditioning, or use of visualization) in 

questionnaire form. Unfortunately, they did not interview coaches and or observe them to 

see if they actually used these strategies. 

There have been a few other notable attempts to measure how coaches build team 

efficacy. In Feltz & Lirgg' s (1998) study of collective-efficacy in collegiate hockey 

players, they suggest that on teams that perform interdependently group beliefs are 

strongly influenced by wins and losses. Feltz & Chase (1999) studied high school 
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basketball coaches and highlighted four areas in which coaches have the capacity to 

affect the learning and performance of their teams. The coaches rated their own 

managerial abilities in the following areas: motivation, technique, game strategy, and 

character building efficacy. However, there have been no detailed, qualitative studies 

that elicit from the coaches how they build individual or team confidence. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

How coaches influence their team' s belief of their collective capabilities is the 

primary focus of this study. Although the measurement of collective-efficacy of the 

master coaches' teams will not be attempted, other important areas regarding building 

collective or group confidence will be explored. The questions raised in this study are: 

1. Do master coaches see team confidence as a vital part of their success? 

2. If master coaches see team confidence as vital to their success, then what strategies 

and methods do they employ to build confidence among their teams? 

3. Do master coaches' strategies for building team confidence differ in organizational, 

practice and competition settings? 

Rationale for research questions 

Understanding how master coaches develop team confidence first requires 

inquiring whether these coaches believe confidence is important to team success. If it is 

given that they believe that team confidence plays an important role in their team' s 

successes, then other coaches will likely want to know how these coaches believe team 

confidence is developed. It is important to discern whether they have any strategies or 

methods for doing so, and if confidence is developed in any particular order or setting. 
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Who is a master football coach? 

Unlike basketball, or many other sports, success in football can rarely be 

attributed to the play of one or two outstanding players. For this reason success in 

football is usually cyclical in nature. Correspondingly, most college and professional 

football coaches enjoy only intermittent success. There are a few coaches, however, who 

have had almost continual success throughout their careers. This select group of 

individuals can be viewed as expert or master practitioners of the game. Seemingly no 

matter which team these coaches lead they consistently have records of effectiveness that 

distinguish them from their peers. As Earl "Bum" Phillips, former head coach of the 

Houston Oilers, quaintly summarized when referring to Alabama' s Paul "Bear" Bryant, 

"He could take his'n and beat yours, and yours and beat his'n." Paul "Bear" Bryant was 

an example of a "master coach." The football coaches selected for this study, like Bryant, 

have demonstrated that they are able to get their teams to succeed year after year. 

Why study "master coaches"? 

College and professional level coaches usually are paid well and at times can 

enjoy enviable status in their communities which makes head coaching positions hard to 

come by. Not only does it seem difficult to become a head coach apparently it is hard to 

remain one at the highest levels. In exchange for the rewards coaches are expected to 

produce winning teams. Expectations to win are ongoing, in spite of how successful a 

coach may have been in the past. Fans, media, administrators, and owners are impatient 

with coaches whose teams do not win. Even coaches whose teams have good records of 

success on and off the field are subject to being fired if they do not win championships. 
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In such a treacherous environment coaches distinguish themselves merely by survival. 

Coaches that win consistently are even more unusual. Since such coaches are unusual, 

systematically studying their methods might reveal key strategies from which other 

coaches can learn. 

Who was studied? 

When formulating the design of this study it was believed essential to find 

coaches with undeniable records of success. A major consideration was to devise 

selection criteria that aimed to eliminate from consideration those coaches whose success 

could be attributed to chance or luck and include those that have consistently proved their 

effectiveness. That is to say, that their success is not owed to being at the right place at 

the right time, but rather to the qualities of leadership that they exert over their teams. By 

studying such coaches two aims would be accomplished: first, sharing the valuable 

insights with other coaches in the field. Second, it was hoped that even people outside of 

sport would take notice of their accomplishments. To meet the selection criteria the 

coaches had to have continually fielded teams that were successful. Whether they had 

done so at multiple institutions, as most of the coaches (n=17) did, or by doing so for an 

extended period of time in one place (n=3) as three others did. Using Ericcson, Krampe, 

Tesch-Romer's (1993) understanding of how expertise in a given domain is developed, to 

become an expert one must engage in a minimum of ten years or ten thousand hours of 

"deliberate practice"(effortful and purposeful improvement) to master an area of 

expertise. All of the participants (n=20) had to have been a head coach for a minimum of 

ten years. 
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Sample 

It was originally considered that twelve participants (n=12) would be more than 

enough. As the study unfolded, however, more great coaches agreed to participate. In the 

end, some of the greatest coaches in college and pro football history took part. Of the six 

professional coaches that participated (Bill Parcells, Marv Levy, Chuck Knox, Jimmy 

Johnson, Dick Vermeil, and Bill Walsh), two, (Walsh and Levy) are already inducted in 

the Pro Football Hall of Fame in Canton, Ohio. The other coaches are likely headed 

there. Of the college coaches (Bobby Bowden, John Cooper, Pat Dye, Dennis 

Franchione, Lou Holtz, John Gagliardi, Larry Kehres, Gary Pinkel, Jack Siedlecki, Jackie 

Sherrill, John Robinson, Grant Teaff, Frosty Westering, Mark Whipple) presently two 

(Dye and Teaff) are enshrined in the College Hall of Fame in South Bend, Indiana. 

Based on their credentials at the time ofthis study (2003), most of the remaining active 

coaches are expected to follow. 

Why study football coaches? 

There are a number of reasons why I chose to study only football coaches. My 

background as a former coach and player made college and professional coaches seem 

accessible. I considered interviewing coaches from other sports for the potential 

comparative value between sport and even across gender. Focusing solely on football 

coaches made sense to me because the managerial challenges, strategic complexity, and 

specialized roles within the team setting make findings about football coaches well suited 

for a broader application, perhaps even to areas outside of sport. 
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Framework for understanding these coaches 

While formulating a plan for how to study coaches, it seemed the ideas of Albert 

Bandura best described how teams function in regards to confidence. His work provides 

detailed explanations of how people develop confidence or a sense of "self-efficacy." Of 

particular interest are his writings on the constructs of "self-efficacy"( 1977) and 

"collective-efficacy" (Bandura 1986). Bandura (1997) also devotes a chapter to how 

these constructs relate to athletic functioning. In this chapter he addresses coaching and 

its role in the development of collective-efficacy or what most people would call team 

confidence. Bandura believes that members ' assessment of a group ' s collective capability 

is not a static property. In fact, anyone familiar with athletic teams can attest to the 

changeable nature of such beliefs. Even casual observers of athletic teams at times can 

notice large fluctuations in team performance. Lindsley, Brass, and Thomas (1995) offer 

the most cogent explanations for such fluctuation by what they call "efficacy­

performance spirals." They postulate how the efficacy-performance relationship operates 

which seems particularly pertinent to the dynamics of football teams. 

My own pilot study of five master football coaches (McCarthy, 2000), sought to 

understand if these coaches used Bandura' s (1986) four sources of efficacy to build 

collective confidence. While the fmdings from that study (McCarthy, 2000) verified that 

the coaches reported that they used these sources, they also pointed towards other aspects 

of building team confidence. For example, these coaches indicated that there is a 

relational component of being a coach that is necessary to consider when building team 

confidence. Two major themes that emerged from that study focused on creating a 
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family atmosphere and building a trusting environment. These themes centered on the 

importance of relationships on their teams. 

Attempting to understand what role relationships might play in the development 

ofteam confidence led to my discovery ofthe System Theory of von Bertalanffy (1968). 

Systems theory is a way of understanding human behavior that focuses on 

interrelationships of people in their environments. In psychology this theory has been 

applied especially to the understanding family dynamics. Understanding how groups 

function has been studied extensively by Yalom. In Yalom (1995), he explains the role 

of group therapy leader. His descriptions of the tasks of a group leader resonated with 

me as strikingly similar to those of a head coach. 

Role of the leader in creating an environment 

Yalom (1995) outlines how groups are created and maintained by the leader and 

how the leader influences the ways that norms (accepted patterns of behavior) are shaped. 

In group therapy, the group leader is responsible for the creation, maintenance, and 

direction of the group. Normally, the intended direction or goal of any therapy group is 

to create a "therapeutic" environment in which the members can make positive change to 

deal with their "problems ofliving". To accomplish this goal the members ofthe therapy 

group must learn to cooperate, must come to have a shared purpose, make great effort to 

effect positive change, and be willing to trust others. Despite its very different outcome 

goals it seems cooperation, making positive changes, and developing interpersonal skills 

that promote trust could just as easily be those of a winning team as a successful therapy 

group. 
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Summary of the Chapters 

Chapter Two presents a review of the literature related to the development of 

team confidence, and Chapter Three-Methodology, includes a discussion of the methods 

used in this study. 

Chapter Four is the first of the data analysis chapters. "The Coaches' Records 

and their Philosophies" summarizes each coach's general stance on the development of 

team confidence. This chapter will also serve to familiarize the reader with the 

participants of the study by providing the coaches' career records and some of their 

football -related accomplishments. 

Chapter Five, "Major Themes", is a reporting of the coaches' overall views on 

how to build a confident team. These themes are derived from a distillation of the 

coaches' basic philosophies from Chapter Four. 

Chapter Six discusses "The Team Confidence Cycle." Since the confidence 

building strategies these coaches described were usually context specific, this chapter 

attempts to situate confidence building strategies in the different situations coaches face 

throughout each year. 

Chapter Seven is a catalogue of these coaches "Confidence Building Strategies." 

This chapter focuses on the things that the coaches' report doing to build confidence in 

their teams using the specific contexts outlined in the Team Confidence Cycle. 

Chapter Eight: Conclusion and Discussion. This chapter will discuss how the 

findings may have answered the research questions posed at the beginning of the study 

and reconnect the findings to the theoretical framework. It will explicate how Bandura's 
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(1997) understanding of the development of collective-efficacy relates to the findings and 

examine how Y alom' s ( 1998) "therapeutic factors" are relevant to the team setting. This 

chapter will consider where else building team confidence could be applied besides 

professional and big-time college football such as youth sport and other domains outside 

of sport. 

Chapter Nine: Implications and Recommendations for Coaches. This chapter will 

discuss what the previous chapters might mean to coaches in the field by highlighting and 

emphasizing those key findings that have relevance to effective coaching. This will be 

accomplished by creating an outline of the basic principles of building team confidence 

and will review considerations for building team confidence. 
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CHAPTER2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

STABILIZING THE CONCEPT OF SELF-EFFICACY 

The purpose of this section of the literature review is to stabilize for the reader 

Bandura 's concept of self-efficacy and gain an understanding of some the related terms. 

It is hoped that these definitions will lead us to a better understanding of the meaning of 

collective-efficacy. 

The term self-efficacy comes from the field of cognitive behavioral psychology in 

the 1970 's and, despite its widespread application to a multitude of research and practical 

settings, it has not yet gained acceptance in common parlance. Bandura (1997) notes that 

self-efficacy construct is woven within a theoretical framework. Perhaps it is too abstract 

a term to ever gain mainstream acceptance. Since self-efficacy is not yet in most 

common usage dictionaries, a review of related terms is in order. 

Efficacy and Efficacy beliefs 

The American Heritage dictionary defines efficacy as, "the power or capacity to 

produce a desired effect, effectiveness (p. 440)." Self-efficacy, then, centers on one's 

belief about one 's personal efficacy. In Bandura 's (1976) early work, in treating patients 

for anxiety, he found that efficacy beliefs accounted for the great range of responses to 

treatment. A discussion of some different scenarios may help us better understand why 

the peculiar beliefs anyone holds about their capabilities may determine whether they are 

effective in handling certain situations or not. 
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Bandura and his colleagues treated people with snake phobias by "systematically 

desensitizing" them to snakes. A simplified explanation of this process is as follows : 

they first showed patients a picture of a snake, then had them look at a snake through 

glass window from a distance, and then step by step got them to be at ease in the presence 

of a snake. In effect the patients ' beliefs about whether they could cope with snakes 

gradually changed as a result of certain mastery experiences. Their beliefs about their 

own efficacy changed as they demonstrated a new level of efficacy or effectiveness in 

dealing with snakes. Social Cognitive theorists such as Bandura emphasize how thoughts 

influence feelings that in turn influence behaviors. 

Changing beliefs 

A person's beliefs in his or her own efficacy may be influenced by factors 

personal, environmental, and behavioral which makes them highly subjective. The 

relationship between perceived efficacy and one ' s actual self-efficacy, therefore, is 

dynamic. In certain cases a person may have already demonstrated the capacity to do 

something and yet come to believe they can not do it. Crippling self-doubt can beset an 

individual even when they have already performed a particular task well previously. To 

illustrate how efficacy beliefs can change, consider the slumping athlete. It is common 

for even the greatest athletes to fall into periods of decreased performance followed by 

self-doubt. In some cases the negative spiral can be so prolonged or severe that the 

athlete never returns to his or her previous form. It is surmised that Atlanta Braves 

pitcher, Mark Wolhers, for example, went from being one of Major League Baseball ' s 
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best pitchers to becoming a below average player, due to the effects of a protracted slump 

on his confidence. 

Intention, skill and efficacy beliefs 

Intention is an important feature of self-efficacy. If we achieve something 

without intending to do so, then it is not likely that we would feel efficacious to do so 

agam. One usually acts as an agent to make specific things occur or to have a desired 

effect. Take the example of "the hungry college student." One night he calls the local 

pizza shop to make an order for a delivery. He picks up the phone and accidentally dials 

the college radio station. Coincidentally they are giving out a prize to the tenth person to 

call the station that night. As a result he wins a prize, which is a free pizza delivered from 

the local pizza shop. The next time he wants a pizza, however, he probably would not 

think he has the skill to get it for free. Since he did not intend to call the radio station he 

was not acting with the intention of winning a prize. Our college student probably would 

not have the efficacy belief that he now possessed the skill to get a pizza for free as a 

result of his dumb luck. On the other hand, if he gets very hungry again he knows he has 

the ability or skill to organize a successful order and payment for a pizza. In other words, 

he likely possesses the "self-efficacy" to order a pizza but not to get one for free. Because 

he had not demonstrated any skill to himself by mistakenly dialing the radio station, it is 

unlikely that he would believe that he possessed the skill to repeat such an event. His 

self-efficacy beliefs and perceived efficacy would likely not have changed due to this 

happenstance. Bandura (1997) looked at efficacy beliefs this way: 

"Efficacy belief, therefore is a major basis of action. People guide their 
lives by their beliefs of personal efficacy. Perceived self-efficacy refers to 
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beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 
required to produce given attainments" (p. 3). 

The hungry college student's efficacy beliefs about his personal pizza ordering efficacy 

will guide how he goes about getting a pizza the next time he has a desire for pizza. 

Mistaken efficacy 

In other instances, a person may believe they can do something when actually 

they can not. For example, in a comparison study conducted by Stigler and Stevenson 

(1998) of math abilities of Japanese and American school children, young boys were 

asked if they thought they were good in mathematics. Curiously, in their self-

assessments, American boys stated that they were good in mathematics when in fact they 

were not. And American girls were more likely to doubt their abilities when in fact they 

were quite capable. While explanations for such phenomena are probably culturally 

bound, the question remains; what accounts for such variations? Why do "efficacy 

beliefs" not match the given actual ability? 

Motivation 

In still other situations a person may believe that they can do something, and 

actually are capable of executing a behavior, but choose not to perform the behavior in 

certain situations. This phenomenon has been studied in health behaviors and exercise 

adherence. Exercisers may exercise regularly under certain conditions, while not under 

others. Take the example of the "fair weather jogger", who when faced with inclement 

weather declines to keep up his or her exercising. In this case, the jogger does not doubt 

his ability or efficacy but is not motivated enough to go jogging. For Bandura (1997) 

motivation, knowledge, and skill are prerequisites to efficacious behavior. 
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Confidence 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines "confidence" in a number of ways. Its 

first meaning is "the mental attitude of trusting in or relying on a person or thing from 

trust, reliance or faith" (p. 803). Using this definition one could say with "self efficacy" 

that the person one trusts or relies upon is oneself. 

The second meaning of confidence according to the Oxford English Dictionary is 

"the feeling sure or certain of a fact of issue, assurance, certitude, assured expectation" 

(p. 803). As an example ofthis second meaning they quoted Temple from the year 1698, 

"The very confidence of victory ... makes armies victorious" (p. 803). This second 

meaning conveys a sense of expectation. Bandura also conveys this sense when he 

discusses efficacy expectations 

Efficacy expectations and efficacy outcomes 

Bandura states that there are two types of expectations: efficacy expectancies and 

outcome expectancies. Bandura (1997) states, "Outcomes arise from actions. How one 

behaves largely determines the outcomes one expects. Performance is thus causally prior 

to outcomes."(p.21 ). Corcoran (1995) noted that several papers (e.g. Kirsh, 1982) have 

questioned whether self-efficacy expectations are simply behavioral predictions or 

behavioral intentions 

In the case of"the confident army" (which follows the second definition of 

confidence above), they have confidence that they will be victorious so that they expect 

to fight well and win. Victory in this case is the efficacy expectancy. The victorious 
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army, however, may also expect certain results from this victory (i.e. glory, medals, 

praise, and spoils). These can be viewed as outcome expectancies. 

The Oxford English Dictionary ' s third definition of confidence describes it as, "an 

assurance, boldness, or fearlessness arising from reliance (on oneself, on circumstances, 

on divine support, etc.)" (p. 803). The theme of reliance upon oneself has been seized 

upon as an American ideal. This ideal may partially explain why the concept of self­

efficacy theory enjoys such purchase in American education circles today. In 1841 Ralph 

Waldo Emerson published Essays, one of which was called "Self-Reliance" . As the 

Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy states, " ... it furnished the motto for the self­

proclaiming intrepidity of nineteenth-century American individualism" (p.221 ). 

Emerson' s disciple, Henry David Thoreau, exemplified this ideal in word and deed. 

Thoreau not only shunned the trappings of society and argued for civil disobedience if 

justified, but cared how humans viewed themselves. In Walden he writes, "Public 

opinion is a weak tyrant compared with our own private opinion. What a man thinks of 

himself, that it is which determines, or rather indicates, his fate ." (p.192). Thoreau saw 

that how one perceives one' s self is a powerful determinant of one' s fate. In Bandura' s 

(1997) words, "Perceived self-efficacy is a judgment of one ' s ability to organize and 

execute given types ofperformances"(p.21 ). Essential to Thoreau' s self-reliant view was 

also a strong sense or perception of personal efficacy. This firm sense of one ' s own 

abilities affected the choices he made in his life. Not often does someone choose to shun 

the comfort and convenience, and approval of society to rely upon themselves. Bandura 

( 1997) states, 
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"By selecting their environment, people can have a hand in what they 
become. Choices are influenced by beliefs ofpersonal efficacy ... People 
avoid activities and environments that exceed their capabilities ... People of 
high efficacy not only prefer normatively difficult activities but also 
display high staying power in those pursuits"(p. 160). 

A self-reliant person is more likely to make what can be called bold choices and likely to 

develop more skill from having challenged themselves. Ban dura adds, " ... it is only after 

people choose to engage in an activity that they mobilize their efforts, generate possible 

solutions, and possible strategies of action ... "(p. 161 ). 

Self-confidence 

Proceeding from our more in-depth understanding of the meaning of confidence, 

let us look at the term self-confidence. The American Heritage Dictionary says that self-

confidence is " ... trust in one's self. (p 1112)." The Oxford English Dictionary defined 

self-confidence circularly as "confidence in oneself," but also added, " .. . often in an 

unfavorable sense, arrogant or impudent reliance on ones' own powers (p. 1112)". The 

editors of the Q.E.D. balance that "arrogant" connotation with an essential quality of 

greatness connotation. They cite Alexander Pope (1868), "Self-confidence is the first 

requisite to great undertakings (p. 1112)." 

Any effort to stabilize the concept of self-efficacy must include some discussion 

of how Bandura himself sees confidence or self-confidence. Bandura (1997) states: 

"It should be noted that the construct of self-efficacy differs from the 
colloquial term confidence, which is widely used in sports psychology. 
Confidence is a nondescript term that refers to strength of belief but does 
not specify what the certainty is about" (p. 382). 

Certitude or confidence in a specified area appears to be critical to Bandura's meaning of 

self-efficacy. In all his writings Bandura conveys that self-efficacy is task-specific. 
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For example, a basketball player may believe they can shoot a foul shot (free throw from 

12-feet from the basket, with no defender) quite effectively but not a three-pointer (at 

least 19-feet from the basket, usually against a defender). These are both basketball 

shots. The certitude that different players may have about whether they can execute 

specific shots will vary. 

Self-esteem 

Another related term, self-esteem, also is often used to describe people's level of 

confidence about themselves. Self-esteem has been at the center of an educational debate 

in recent decades. During the 1980's many schoolteachers, especially at the elementary 

school level supported by well meaning administrators, promoted initiatives to build self-

esteem in their students. Many teachers suddenly prioritized their students' feeling good 

about themselves above fundamental knowledge and skills. This movement has been 

roundly criticized for ignoring or de-emphasizing the teaching of basic skills required in 

school. It is likely that the self-esteem movement in schools was an outgrowth of 

misapplied use of self-efficacy concepts. Note that the application of social learning 

theory, of which Bandura was pre-eminent, came into vogue in 1980's. Bandura ( 1997) 

points out that, " ... perceived self-efficacy is concerned with judgment of personal 

capability, whereas self-esteem is concerned with judgments of self-worth" (p. 11 ). 

Bandura ( 1997) makes clear the distinction between self -efficacy and self-

esteem. Speaking about sources of self-esteem he says: 

"There are several sources of self-esteem or self-worthiness (Bandura 
1986a, as cited in Bandura, 1997). Self-esteem can stem from self­
evaluations based on personal competence or on possession of attributes 
that are culturally invested with positive value"(p. 12). 

22 



It appears that the self-esteem movement focused on the latter definition and ignored the 

building of "personal competence." Educational philosophy has come full circle and now 

many schools claim they are "getting back to basics." Promoting self-esteem instead of 

teaching basic competence, however, may have had a pervasive effect upon a generation 

of youth and may have had far reaching effects on the attitude and outlook of our nation. 

Art critic Hughes (1994) railed againstjust such thinking. He says ofthis well-motivated 

idea gone awry, 

"The self is now the sacred cow of American culture, self-esteem is the 
sacrosanct, and so we labor to turn our arts education into a system in 
which no one can fail. In the same spirit, tennis could be shorn of its 
elitist overtones: you just get rid of the net"(p. 822). 

The self-esteem initiative was eventually criticized for emphasizing outcomes over 

performance. Practitioners of this approach actually wanted their students to feel good 

about themselves (outcome expectancy) prior to their achieving performance efficacy 

(performance). Although history always provides examples of extreme views it did not 

take long before the pendulum began to swing away from this viewpoint among teachers. 

Bandura and others would argue that if teachers truly wanted students to experience the 

outcome expectancy of feeling good about themselves, then they would help them 

develop the necessary skills required to achieve performance, which in tum would lead to 

them feel good about themselves. There has been a great deal of debate over the self-

esteem issue, perhaps due to an insufficient understanding of the nature of causality 

between efforts to promote self-esteem and what actually causes one to have self-esteem. 

Over the years, Bandura has continually attempted to make clear what self-

efficacy is and how one might attempt to foster it. It is clear that Bandura sees self-
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efficacy is a person' s belief that s/he has the capability to perform a particular task. 

Furthermore, he would add that because this belief springs from a cognitive assessment 

of ones ability at a given time, under certain conditions, there is a large degree of 

subjectivity involved. 

Bandura' s successive attempts to clarify the meaning of self-efficacy, however, 

have apparently caused confusion. Let us trace some of the different statements that can 

be found in his work. In Bandura' s ( 1977) first definition of self-efficacy, an efficacy 

expectation was defined as " . . . the conviction that one can successfully execute the 

behavior required to produce the outcomes ... whether one can perform the outcomes" 

(p.l93). By 1986, (Bandura, 1986a) the definition expanded to, "Efficacy in dealing with 

one ' s environment is not simply knowing what to do ... efficacy involves a generative 

capability in which cognitive, social, and behavioral sub-skills must be organized into 

integrated courses of action to serve innumerable purposes"(p. 391). Later Bandura 

(1989) stated, "Among the mechanisms of personal agency, none is more central or 

pervasive than people ' s beliefs about their capabilities to exercise control over events that 

affect their lives" (p.175). Bandura' s (1995) definition involves "people's beliefs in their 

capabilities to manage environmental demands" (p. 179). Corcoran (1995) criticized 

Bandura' s definitional shifts noting that, "While all these definitions, executing behavior 

(1977) to organizing skills (1986a) to controlling events (1989) to managing 

environmental demands (1995) certainly share some aspects, I believe objective readers 

will see that they are not the same"(p.202). 
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The most recent definition issued by Bandura (1997) states that, " . .. perceived 

self-efficacy is a judgment of one's ability to organize and execute given types of 

performances ... "(p.21). Indeed, this most recent definition seems to roll all the 

definitions, as simplified by Corcoran above, into his present understanding of self-

efficacy. Given that conceptual confusion exists among those in the psychology field 

regarding the precise meanings Bandura gives for different definitions of "self-efficacy", 

"perceived self-efficacy", "efficacy expectations", and "efficacy outcomes", it is unlikely 

that this discussion will be able to dismiss all doubt concerning their different meanings. 

Gould, Hodge, Peterson and Gianini (1989) point to the difficulty of using terms 

that are embedded in a theoretical construct like "self-efficacy" because it can be 

confused with other related terms like "efficacy" and "perceived self-efficacy." In their 

study of strategies used by elite coaches to enhance self-efficacy, Gould et al ( 1989) used 

in their questionnaire the term "self-confidence", 

"The self-efficacy section of the questionnaire was composed of 13 
strategies or techniques that can be used to enhance self-efficacy 
(described as self- confidence to the coaches)." (p. 130) 

According to Gould et al. , they wanted to avoid potential confusion by opting for "self-

confidence" over "self-efficacy". Therefore, he and his colleagues chose to use terms that 

are easily understood by coaches. (Personal communication with Gould 2/27/03). 

STABILIZATION OF COLLECTIVE-EFFICACY 

Collective-efficacy refers to the judgement by group members of the group's 

capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types 

of performance (Bandura 1982, 1986). The sources of efficacy belief (performance 
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accomplishment, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and interpretation of arousal) 

affect collective-efficacy beliefs much the same way as self-efficacy beliefs. As Hodges 

& Carron (1992) point out, however," ... while the two constructs are related .. .it is not 

reasonable to assume they are identical with respect to their nature, antecedents, and 

consequences"(p. 49). They also note that research has shown that the nature of 

motivation, goal-setting, and attribution explanations are examples of how the two 

constructs differ. Certainly groups do not function exactly like individuals. Perhaps that 

is because individuals act differently in different social settings. Even a casual observer 

has witnessed something like the case of"the typical teenager." 

When "the typical teenager" talks to her parents she assertively questions whether 

they are being fair by not letting her go out after her soccer practice to go to the mall. On 

the way to practice she meets her teammates with whom she smiles often, is quick to 

laugh and talk, and seeking their approval. When she arrives on the practice court she is 

tentative and quiet in the presence of her coach. In a formal group (like a family, a social 

group, or a team) group processes modify how people behave within the confines of that 

group. The dynamics of social interaction probably makes the understanding of 

collective-efficacy more complex to study than that of self-efficacy. Von Bertalanffy 

(1968), the first to apply system theory to human psychology, explained how humans 

interact in the various groups to which they belong. One basic premise of systems theory 

states: the whole affects the part and the part affects the whole. 

Bandura (1997) explains, "Perceived personal and collective efficacy differ in the 

unit of agency, but in both forms efficacy beliefs have similar sources, serve similar 
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functions, and operate through similar processes" (p. 478). Apparently, there seems to be 

some relationship between the beliefs of the individuals that comprise a group and the 

groups' beliefs. Ban dura ( 1983, 1997) notes, 

" ... knowledge of personal efficacy is not unrelated to perceived group 
efficacy . .. collective-efficacy is rooted in self-efficacy. Inveterate self­
doubters are not easily forged into a collectively efficacious force" 
(p.143). 

What any group can achieve may be limited not only by its belief of their collective 

abilities but also by the beliefs about individual abilities. 

Overview of how coaches have been studied 

Weinberg and Gould (1995) identify four basic ways of understanding coaching 

effectiveness. Borrowing from studies of effective leaders in business and industry, they 

note how researchers in the field of sport psychology have pursued similar lines of 

inquiry. There are four primary theoretical perspectives that have guided inquiries into 

sports leadership including 1.). The universal trait approach, which looks for certain 

personality "traits" that are common to successful leaders; 2.) The situational approach, 

in which specific situations require specific behaviors for the coach to be effective; 3.) 

The universal behavioral approach, which seeks to identify certain leadership behaviors 

that make coaches successful; and 4.) The Situational behavior approach, which sees 

coaches as successful leaders if their behavior matches the contingencies of the situation. 

Stodgill (1948) reviewed more than 100 studies ofthe trait approach to leadership and 

found no consistent personality profiles that identified what makes a successful leader. 

Since that time, studies on leadership in sport and elsewhere has focused on the three 
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approaches mentioned above besides the trait approach. This study intends to use a 

situational behavior approach. 

Why study coaches? Which coaches should we study? 

Researchers in the field have known that coaches are a precious resource for 

understanding team dynamics and the applied psychology of sport. Coleman Griffith 

( 1925), the father of American sport psychology, called for study of the success of great 

coaches. Gould, Hodge, Petersen, and Petlichkoff (1987), cited Griffith, who in 1925, 

while outlined the purposes of the field of sport psychology: 

"He indicated that the first task of the sport psychology specialist was to 
make plain to young and inexperienced coaches those psychological laws 
and principles that are implied in the success of our best coaches" 
(p.l94). 

Despite this clarion call, it may have been more difficult to extract the " . .. psychological 

laws and principles ... implied in the success of our best coaches" than the positivistic 

Griffith assumed. Indeed, early on sport psychology researchers lacked sophisticated 

theories and methods to test different hypotheses and empirical claims. What follows are 

some of the approaches that researcher have taken since those early days of coaching 

research. 

How have coaches been studied? 

Observation of behaviors Early studies of coaching behavior focused narrowly 

on observable behaviors. Using this approach, Behaviorism (Watson, 1917), researchers 

ignored any "mentalistic" explanations for human behavior and held true to the 

behavioral paradigm. As rival theories emerged by the 1970's, the field of psychology 

experienced a paradigmatic shift away from behavioral science towards studies that 
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included the component of cognition to explain human behavior. Prior to the 1970's 

many studies in the education field used a behavioral approach seeking to determine 

effective teaching behaviors. For a time in sport psychology research, despite the shift 

away from the behavioral approach in general psychology the behavioral approach still 

held on. In the classic study of a master coach, Tharp and Gallimore ( 197 6) 

systematically studied the coaching style of college basketball legend John Wooden, 

borrowing the approach from earlier teacher studies. Their interest in Wooden as a 

subject grew out of research on educational method. They asserted that, " . . . the careful 

study of a teacher with incontrovertible credentials should contribute .. . to a better 

understanding of human behavior." (p. 75). The observation method they used, borrowed 

from the field of teacher evaluation, sought to quantify coaching behaviors. They were 

able to observe some of Wooden' s teaching devices. Three they observed were: the 

"instructional scold" which sternly admonished poor play while explaining proper play; 

the "modeled re-instruction" which in briefly shows the correct way then the incorrect 

way and then shows the correct way to do a skill; and the "hustle" which exhorted more 

intensity of effort. They observed a" ... system of basketball that requires teaching and 

learning . .. " (p. 75). This study was important to the study of coaching because it was the 

first to systematically observe coaching behaviors and because it identified Wooden' s 

methods of instruction as an important part of his success as a leader. It was also 

important because it studied arguably one of the greatest college coaches of our time in a 

practice setting. Unfortunately, the study did not look at Wooden in competitive or 

organizational settings. Since Tharp and Gallimore' s (1976) seminal work, there have 
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been many studies that have examined coaching behaviors of coaches in relation to 

pedagogical concerns. 

Langsdorf(1979) applied Tharp & Gallimore's observational method to the sport 

of football and studied the behaviors of Arizona State's Frank Kush. During eighteen 

spring practice sessions, they observed that the frequency and type of particular 

instruction and behaviors, depending upon what part of practice was occurring. For 

example, during individual work Kush gave a high amount of "praise", during the 

conditioning segment he urged them with "hustles", and during scrimmage segments he 

was high in "scolds" (cited in Lacy & Darst, 1985). 

Lacy& Darst (1985) built on Langsdorfs systematic observation ofbehaviors of 

winning high school head football coaches. They found that the rate per minute of eleven 

behavioral categories (such as praise, scold, instruction, and positive modeling) during 

the preseason was significantly higher compared to both the early- and late-season. They 

were among the first to explore whether there were some similarities in behaviors among 

successful high school football coaches. The importance of their findings, to the present 

study, is that they observed that coaches' instructional strategies differ depending on the 

situation. 

Twenty years after Tharp & Gallimore, Wright (1996) replicated the Wooden 

study with coaches of college soccer and hockey. He searched for common qualities 

among "superior coaches". Unfortunately, his findings lack a conceptual framework to 

guide how we might understand these qualities. From a coaching education perspective, 
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this study was not instructive enough about how or if an aspiring coach might acquire 

such characteristics. 

Bloom, Crumpton & Anderson' s (1999) study ofFresno State' s Jerry Tarkanian, 

who in 26 years has the second most career wins of any N.C.A.A Division I basketball 

coach, is a replication of the Tharp & Gallimore (1976) study. They expanded the 10 

coding categories to twelve, making four additions to Tharp and Gallimore' s original set 

of categories: technical instruction, tactical instruction, general instruction, and humor. 

Bloom, Crumpton, and Anderson (1999) felt it necessary to include these categories 

could demonstrate how expert coaches are particularly proficient specific domains. Their 

conclusions emphasize that part ofTarkanian' s success was due to his ability to teach the 

technical and tactical aspects of the game. This is a useful replication of the case study 

format and confirms once more that expert coaches' practices are replete with not only 

technical but also tactical information. 

How else have coaches been studied? 

Observation-perceptions There are other important studies that have looked at 

coaching behavior from a perspective of leadership styles. Smith, Smoll, & Hunt (1977) 

developed the Coaching Behavior Assessment System (CBAS), which coded coaching 

reinforcement and feedback patterns. What resulted from years of their studying youth 

soccer coaches (during practice sessions and games) was the Mediational Model of 

Leadership (Smith and Smoll, 1989). One salient finding of this body of work is that 

coaches' assessments of their own behavior differs from their players' and observers' 

assessment of that same behavior. This finding must be kept in mind for the present 
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study, when weighing the value of what coaches say their strategies are for building team 

confidence. These studies have advanced our knowledge of pedagogical concerns of 

coaches especially in the areas of coach feedback and reinforcement strategies. 

In related work on coach-athlete relationships, both Smith, Smoll, Hunt, Curtis, & 

Coppel, (1979) and Smith, Zane, Smoll and Coppel, (1983) conducted studies in the 

youth sport settings. They saw a need to emphasize that coaches be aware of how their 

coaching styles affect young players' enjoyment and attitudes towards sport. Although 

they address some important psychological concerns, more questions need to be asked 

regarding coaches' use of motivation, goal setting, mental preparation, and strategies to 

build confidence. It must be reiterated that these studies are concerned with the youth 

sport setting and therefore conclusions drawn from them may not be applicable to the 

college and professional setting. Although the present study is not focused upon youth 

sport the above mentioned studies serve as a reminder that coaches on any level must be 

aware of how their coaching styles affect their players 

Observation-perceptions-preferences The Multi-dimensional model of 

Coaching (Chelladurai and Carron, 1978) attempts to explain athletic performance by 

examining the influence of coach behaviors and antecedent variables, like situational 

characteristics and member characteristics. To test this theory, Chelladurai & Salleh 

( 1980) developed the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS). This scale measures (i) one 

direct task factors (training/ instruction), (ii) decision style factors (autocratic and 

democratic), and (iii) motivational factors (social support and rewarding behavior). A 

number of studies have tested the robustness ofthe Multi-dimensional Model 
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(Chelladurai 1984, Chelladurai and Amott, 1985, Chelladurai and Carron, 1983). In 

general, the fmdings of these studies regarding the multidimensional model note that 

group performance and member satisfaction are seen as being achieved by congruence 

among leader behaviors and characteristics ofthe situation, the leader, and the members. 

These findings suggest that different leaders will succeed in different situations and that 

players will be more satisfied with coaches of certain leadership styles. 

A recent albeit anecdotal evidence that supports their findings and this model can 

be found in the example of New England Patriots in the early 1990's. The Patriots had 

little success under the leadership immediately prior to the arrival of Bill Parcells as head 

coach. In a few years the Patriots were successful under his authoritative style. 

Apparently there was congruence between the situation and Parcells' style and the 

members. After taking the Patriots to the Super Bowl Parcells left to coach another team. 

Afterwards a number of players publicly expressed how happy they were to see Parcells 

gone. With the easy going Pete Carroll as head coach the Patriots failed to perform and 

he was fired after his third year. In a similar vein in 2003 Parcells took over the Dallas 

Cowboys from the affable Dave Campo whose teams had posted three consecutive 5-11 

records. Already in his first season after the first eight games Parcells had the Cowboys at 

a 6-2 record. 

Prior to the work of Chelladuri and others in the development of the 

Multidimensional Model of Coaching, Garland & Barry (1988) examined the effects of 

perceived leader behaviors and athlete personality factors on performance in collegiate 

football. This study looked at group member characteristics such as personality traits and 
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