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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Basic attribution theory is derived from the work of 

Heider (1958) on the "naive analysis of action." In his 

1980 study, "The Perception-Attribution Process in Leader-

ship," Pence writes: 

The majority of Reider's work focuses upon the 
study of the process by which one individual 
(observer) perceives the behavior of another in-
dividual (actor) and the manner in which this 
behavior is analyzed so as to allow the observer 
to infer certain personal dispositions of the 
actor. (p. 5) 

Heider (1958) concentrated upon the factors affecting the 

inference of the degree of personal responsibility for be-

havior which is attributed to an actor. The basic theo-

retical perspective developed by Heider has undergone many 

revisions and extensions. 

Kelley (1971, 1973) has presented a model of the attri-

butional process focusing upon the conditions which influ-

ence the observer's ability to attribute an individual's 

behavior to a personal disposition of that individual. He 

stated that the major attributional task of an observer is 

to categorize the causes of behavior into three major source 

dimensions: person, entity, and context. Kelley suggests 

that observers apply the principle of covariation to each of 

these dimensions. The results of these covariation analy-

ses determine the attributions made by an observer. The 

1 
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attributional approach developed by Kelley is incorporated 

into the leadership model of Green and Mitchell (1979). 

Green and Mitchell (1979) present an attributional ap-

proach to explain the manner in which a leader behaves 

toward subordinates. They incorporated an important aspect 

of Reider's (1958) theory which allows the observer to in-

fer certain personal dispositions of the actor. One pri-

mary motivation for inferring such dispositions is to allow 

the observer to better predict future behavior of the actor 

in other situations. Green and Mitchell (1979) state that 

it is important to a leader to be as accurate as possible in 

predicting the future behavior of subordinates and to main-

tain some control over the behavior of these individuals. 

Thus, Green and Mitchell suggest that the attribution pro-

cess is a critical factor in the leadership process. The 

model is quite explicit and incorporates a large number of 

"moderators" that represent attributional errors or biases. 

This model is reviewed in detail in Chapter II. 

Green and Mitchell further contend that the manner in 

which attributions are related to poor performance or negli-

gent subordinate behavior involves a two link process. The 

first link involves the tie between the subordinate's be-

havior and the leader's attribution about the cause of .the 

subordinate's behavior. The second link involves the tie 
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between the causal attribution made by the leader and the 

leader's response to the causal attribution. 

Green and Liden (1980) have investigated the manner 

in which the control policies of an organization and the 

attributions of the supervisor influence decisions regard-

ing the control of poor performance in an organizational 

setting. Organizational control policy and the supervis-

or's attribution concerning the cause of the subordinate's 

performance interacted to affect the supervisor's action 

toward the subordinate's performance. Basically, the 

supervisor failed to comply with the stated policy of an 

organization when the cause for the subordinate's behavior 

was perceived to be external to the individual and when 

the policy of the organization called for severe punishment. 

Statement of the Problem 

The basic attribution model developed by Green and 

Mitchell (1979) has served as the foundation for much re-

search. Mitchell and wood (1980) adapted the basic model to 

depict a leader's response to a subordinate's performance 

failure. The Mitchell and Wood model also incorporates the 

factors of (1) personal policy and (2) costs/benefits. 

While the model incorporates personal policy, no study has 

examined this aspect. 
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Although Green and Mitchell (1979) explicitly state 

that personal policy is a relevant factor in their model, 

evidence is lacking on the manner in which this variable 

may interact with causal attributions in determining a 

leader's action toward poorly performing subordinates. The 

failure to investigate the personal policy variable may be 

due to the difficulty with which such a variable may be op-

erationalized within an organizational setting. It is 

highly probable that in industrial settings the importance 

of organizational policy is a more potent force and one that 

would override personal policy. 

Purpose of the Study 

In athletics the coach is the leader and, therefore, 

the same process that exists for leaders in organizational 

and industrial setting may also apply to the athletic 

settings. Coaches often establish training rules (personal 

policy) which they expect each team member to follow. In 

the event an athlete breaks a training rule, the coach must 

deal with that player. This situation appears to coincide 

with the attributional process involving leader-member in-

teractions that have been investigated extensively in indus-

trial organizations. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the manner 

in which a coach uses information about the cause of a 

player's failure to fulfill training requirements and how 
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he/she may delegate remedial action to that player. It al-

so investigates the manner in which the player's status 

(star vs. substitute), the coach's personal policy toward 

rule infractions, and the coach's personal orientation 

toward winning, affect the coach's reaction toward the 

player. 

The present study offers a context in which personal 

policy is independent of organizational policy and instru-

mental to a leader's response toward poorly performing sub-

ordinates. In the present study, the action of a coach 

toward a player who has broken curfew and has violated the 

self-imposed rules of the coach allow the examination of 

how the coach will use causal attribution and personal 

policy (rules for contending with the infraction) in dealing 

with the violation. 

The present context also permits an examination of 

whether the personal characteristic or orientation toward 

winning (OTW) (Kidd & Woodman, 1975), may interact with the 

above variables when an adherence to a severe personal poli-

cy could well jeopardize the possibility of winning (costs). 

Within the Mitchell and Wood (1980) model, this situation 

constitutes the boundary condition of high rist (costs/ bene-

fits). The study is designed to assess the degree to which 

Cause, Personal Policy, Player Status, and Orientation Toward 
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Winning affects a coach's reaction toward an athlete who 

breaks a training rule. 

Figure 1 presents Mitchell and Wood's (1980) attribu-

tional model of a leader's response to a subordinate's 

performance failure. Figure 2 demonstrates how the varia-

bles used in the present study are related to the model. 

The validity of Mitchell and Wood's model is a major 

concern of the present study, and the data may very well 

change in the locus of influence for the elements (varia-

bles) of personal policy, bias, and informational factors. 

For example, given the constraint of the present study, it 

is quite likely that biases such as orientation toward 

winning and informational factors such as win-loss record 

and status of player should affect Link 2, the leader 

attribution-leader behavior link. Hopefully, the present 

study will clarify this possibility. 

Hypotheses and Rationale 

Hypothesis 1: If the same incident of rule infraction 

is portrayed as being due to internal factors as opposed to 

external factors, then the coach will direct his/her actions 

toward the player in an intense and severe manner regardless 

of personal policy or status of the player. 

Green and Mitchell (1979) propose that a leader is 

likely to focus his/her actions on the subordinate's per-

formance when the reason for the performance may be 
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attributed to internal rather than external causes. This 

proposition has been supported by a number of studies 

(Goodstadt & Kipnis, 1970; Green & Liden, 1980; Jones & 

Nisbett, 1971) that found supervisors direct intense action 

toward subordinates when poor performance is due to internal 

as opposed to external causes. The finding should be rep-

licable in the present situation. When a .. player breaks 

curfew, a coach's action should be more severe toward the 

player whose behavior is due to internal causes rather than 

external causes. 

Hypothesis 2: When the personal policy of the coach 

calls for severe penalty as opposed to mild penalty, the 

coach will be less likely to comply with personal policy . 

when he or she attributes the rule infraction to external 

reasons. 

This hypothesis evolves from the finding of Green and 

Liden (1980) that the influence of organizational policy is 

determined by both the nature of that policy and the super-

visor's causal explanation for the event. When these fac-

tors were in conflict, for example, when a severe organiza-

tional control policy was in effect for poor performance due 

to external reasons, leaders were reluctant to comply with 

the policy. The use of personal policy .in this study in-

stead of organizational policy represents a departure from 

the Green and Liden Study. To the extent that external 
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causes are responsible for the breaking of curfew, it is ex-

pected that this attributional factor will influence the 

coach to be more lenient toward the player and be less like-

ly to implement a severe personal policy. 

Hypothesis 3: If the coach possesses a high as opposed 

to a low orientation toward winning, he or she will be less 

apt to severely penalize a star player than a substitute 

player for a rule infraction when personal policy may jeo-

pardize the winning of a game. 

This hypothesis concerns the manner in which the per-

sonal characteristic of orientation toward winning (OTW) 

affects the reaction of a coach toward a rule infraction 

when the player who violates the rule is instrumental to 

winning. It is expected that the high OTW coaches will be 

more lenient toward star players than substitutes when per-

sonal policy is severe (two-game suspension). 

This rationale follows from two factors that are in-

herent in the Mitchell and Wood (1980) model. First, the 

costs/benefits factor is proposed as a significant modifier 

of the leader's behavior toward a subordinate. Secondly, 

it has been proposed (Mitchell & Wood, 1980) that self-

serving attributions moderate the manner in which a leader 

uses attribution. When a supervisor and subordinate work 

closely together, the supervisor will attribute poor per-

formance to a subordinate and success to him/herself. In 
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the present study, it is entirely possible that these self-

serving processes may also underlie the reluctance of a 

coach to severely penalize a player who is considered to be 

important to the success of a team and to the ego-biasing 

motives of the coach. If it is assumed that high OTW 

coaches are more threatened by the prospects of losing than 

are low OTW coaches, it is expected that high OTW coaches 

will alter any personal policy which is assessed as being 

detrimental to winning. 

Definition of Terms 

For purposes of understanding the study, the following 

terms are defined: 

1. Attribution Theory~A theory involving how leaders 

respond to behavior of subordinates. The leader determines 

the factors he/she believes are responsible for the subordi-

nates' behavior (causal explanations). These causal attri-

butions, in turn, guide or influence the leader's behavior 

toward the subordinate (Green & Mitchell, 1979; Kelley, 

1973). 

2. Boundary Conditions~Those aspects of the leader-

ship situation which may alter the attributional process, 

for example, organizational or personal policy (Green & 

Mitchell, 1979). 

3. Causal Attribution~The factors that a leader be-

lieves are responsible for a subordinate's behavior. This 



12 

involves the sorting through of a variety of informational 

cues and results in an attribution (Green & Mitchell, 1979). 

4. External Attribution-The leader judges the cause 

to be external to the subordinate (for example, a difficult 

task, lack of support, or luck). 

5. Internal Attribution-The leader judges something 

about the subordinate as causing the behavior (his/her 

personality, ability, or effort). 

6. Orientation Toward Winning (OTW)-A four-question, 

summed scale, identifying the desire to win. 

7. Personal (Control) Policy-A decision/control rule 

which is imposed by the leader (coach). 

8. Player Status-A relative rank in a hierarchy of 

prestige (an athletic "star" versus a substitute player). 

9. Scenario-A vingette that describes a situation 

involving a player and a coach. 

Limitations of the Study 

The writer recognizes that responses in the context of 

this study represent behavioral intentions and not actual 

behavior. Also, the situations presented in the scenario 

are samplings of circumstances that may be encountered in 

the coaching profession. It is highly probable that modi-

fications of these circumstances might also be encountered 

by coaches. The reason for the choice of the present levels 
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of the independent variables (cause, personal policy, player 

status, and orientation toward winning) was to assume a 

clear and decisive dichotomy in the operationalism of the 

variables. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This review is a summarization of works which have 

played a central role in the development of attribution 

theory. These include writings by Heider (1958), Kelley. 

(1973), and Weiner, Freize, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosen-

baum (1971). A more extensive literature review will be 

presented on the use of attributional theory. in fue area of 

leadership. Specific attention will be focused on the at-

tributional model of leadership proposed by Green and 

Mitchell (1979). This model provides a greater insight for 

better understanding leadership practices. 

The topic of causal explanation has begun to play an in-

creasingly important role in the relationship between sub-

ordinate behavior and leader behavior. Heider (1958) stimu-

lated increased interest in man's questions and answers con-

cerning the causes of behavior they observed and focused 

attention to the structure of naive language, the causal 

ascriptions inherent in everyday thought. At the crux of 

Heider's original attribution theory was the precept that 

behavior could be understood by attributing acts to dispo-

sitional characteristics of the person and/or the environ-

ment (Rejeski, 1980). 

While Heider's formulation focused primarily on inter-

personal relations, attribution theory has now been extended 

14 
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to numerous other domains. Weiner and his colleagues (1971) 

have generated an attributional model of intrapersonal be-

havior which has manifested considerable impact on the 

area of achievement. 

A Synopsis of Weiner's Model 

One causal schema which is particularly pertinent to 

the leader-member interaction describes causal explanations 

for success and failure at achievement-related tasks. Re-

jeski (1980) has succinctly and effectively reviewed Wein-

er's model and gives the following account: 

Weiner and his colleagues (1971) proposed that 
when individuals encountered success and failure-
explanations for the outcome emerged from four 
major causal categories: ability, effort, task 
difficulty, and luck. As depicted by the model 
(Table 1), these four causal categories were 
classified on locus of control and stability di-
mensions. Locus of control was a measure ini-
tially conceptualized by Rotter (1966) and as-
sessed the degree of generalized personal con-
trol which individuals felt they had over their 
lives. Individuals classified as externals on 
locus of control perceived control for reinforce-
ment to be outside themselves; conversely, those 
perceiving a personal behavior-reward contingency 
were classified as internals. Thus, ability and 
efforts were internal on Weiner's locus of con-
trol dimensions, while task difficulty and luck 
were external. The stability dimension, on the 
other hand, referred to whether causal explana-
tions were fixed or variable. That is, while 
effort and luck were factors which could fluctu-
ate (unstable), ability and task difficulty rep-
resented relatively stable features of the person 
and the environment, respectively. (p. 33) 

Weiner et al.'s (1971) schema is applicable for under-

standing of leader-member interactions. The attribution of 
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Table 1 

Classification Scheme for the Perceived Determinants 

Achievement Behavior 

Locus of Control 
Stability. 

Internal External 

Stable Ability Task 
Difficulty 

Unstable Effort Luck 

(Source: Weiner et al., 1971, p. 65) 
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member performance to ability, effort, task difficulty, or 

luck will influence the type of exchange which would devel-

op between a leader and group member. A member whose sue-

cesses are attributed to ability or effort could be expected 

to have a very different relationship with the leader than a 

member whose successes were attributed to luck or an easy 

task. Therefore, locus of control and stability are two 

critical dimensions of causal attributions which mediate 

leaders' responses to member performance (Green & Mitchell, 

19 79) . 

Kelley (1973) describes attribution theory in his 

article, "The Processes of Causal Attribution": 

A theory about how people make causal explana-
tions, about how they answer questions begin-
ning with "why?" It deals with the information 
they use in making causal inferences, and what 
they do with this information to answer causal 
questions. (p. 107) 

The theory grew out of social psychology primarily as a 

means of dealing with questions of social perception: If a 

person is aggressively competitive in his behavior, is he 

this kind of person, or is he reacting to situational pres-

sure? (Kelley, 1973). The question concerns the causes of 

observed behavior and the answers of interest are those 

given by the man in the street. Thus, attribution theory. 

concerns what Heider has called "naive psychology". 
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The Formation of Leader Attributions 

Kelley (1972, 1973) suggests that the major attribu-

tional task of the leader is to categorize the causes of 

subordinate behavior into three major source dimensions: 

person, entity, and context. That is, given a sport set-

ting for any given behavior, such as a player breaking a 

training rule, the leader's task is to determine if this 

rule infraction was caused by the player (person) , by the 

task (entity), or by some unique set of circumstances sur-

rounding that particular event (context) . 

Green and Mitchell (1979) have synthesized Kelley's 

work and report the following: 

The principle of covariation and the source di-
mensions suggest what information the leader seeks 
in forming attributions about a subordinate's be-
havior. The three most important items are infor-
mation concerning distinctiveness, consistency, and 
consensus (Kelley, 1967). For any particular sub-
ordinate behavior, the leader tries to determine if 
the behavior was distinctive in response to a par-
ticular entity (task, i.e., did the behavior occur 
on this task but not on other tasks?) Similarly, 
the leader uses information concerning the extent 
to which the member has behaved this way in other 
contexts (situations) or at other times (consis-
tency). That is, how consistent is this action 
with other actions? Finally, the leader estimates 
the extent to which other members or subordinates 
also behave the same way: is the behavior unique 
to this particular member (low consensus) or com-
mon to many members (high consensus)? The leader 
uses this covariation "data" to arrive at a mean-
ingful causal explanation for the member's behav-
ior. Kelley (1967, 1972, 1973) typically repre-
sents this process as a three dimensional solid 
where the sides represent the major source dimen-
sions of causality. (p. 432) 
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This cube (Kelly, 1967, 1972, 1973) is illustrated in 

Figure 3. 

The Kelley model represents the basic information pro-

cessing which a leader uses in forming causal explanations. 

It would be unreasonable to expect leaders to always fill 

out a large data matrix before a causal inference is made. 

They may lack the time, motivation, or opportunity to make 

multiple observations (Kelley, 1973). When this occurs, 

leaders may employ causal schemata or simplified rules to 

judge cause and effect. "In general, a causal schema is a 

conception of the manner in which two or more causal fac-

tors interact in relation to a particular kind of effect" 

(Kelley, 1972). Thus, a causal schema (and Weiner's delinea-

tion can be considered one such schema) allows the leader to 

make fast and economical attributional analysis by providing 

an assumed pattern of data or framework within which pieces 

of data can be fitted in order to arrive at a reasonable good 

causal inferece. Ross (1977) suggests that in the single ob-

servation case the attributer's assessment strategy involves 

the application of the Discounting Principle, by which the 

social observer "discounts'.' the role of any causal candidate 

in explaining an event to the extent that other plausible 

causes or determinants can be identified. It is important to 

note, however, that all data patterns do not lead to clear at-

tributional interpretations (Kelley, 1973) and those which offer 
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unclear interpretations may be a major source of uncertainty 

for the leader in "managing" his or her subordinates. 

Attribution Theory 

Attribution theory in its broadest sense, is concerned 

with the attempts of ordinary people to understand the 

causes and implications of the events they witness. Man 

seeks to explain behavior and to draw inferences about ac-

tors and their environments (Ross, 1977). The naive psy-

chologist relies heavily upon data; and once the observer 

has the data, he must resort to methods for summarizing, 

analyzing, and interpreting his data which will permit him 

to extract meaning and form inferences. 

Contemporary attribution theorists emphasized two 

closely related tasks confronting the social observer. The 

first task is that of causal judgment: "the observer seeks 

to identify the cause, or set of causes, to which some par-

ticular effect (i.e., some action or outcome) may most rea-

sonably be attributed" (Ross, 1977, p. 175). 

Ross (1977) states that in describing causal judgments 

researchers fromthe time of Reider's early contributions to 

present have relied heavily upon a simple internal-external 

or disposition-situation dichotomy. Effort is made to 

identify possible causes that lead the observer to attribute 

an event to internal dispositions of the actor (for example, 

abilities, traits, effort) or to aspects of the external 
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situation (task difficulties, incentives, or peer pressure). 

The second task is social inference: "the observer of an 

episode forms inferences about the attributes of relevant 

entities, that is, either the dispositions of actors or the 

properties of situations to which those actors have re-

sponded" (Ross, 1977, p. 175). causal judgment and social 

inference tasks have been1he subject of theoretical and 

empirical inquiry, and until recently had constituted vir-

tually the entire domain of attribution theory. 

Recently, a third.task has begun to receive some at-

tention; that task is the prediction of outcomes and behav-

ior. The intuitive psychologist is not only seeking expla-

nations to make social inferences but also to form expec-

tations and made predictions about future actions and out-

comes (Ross, 1977). 

A Basic Attributional Model 

Green and Mitchell (1979) have developed a basic at-

tribution model. This model is presented in Figure 4. This 

model suggests two main links (note the numbers 1 and 2 

which have been inserted into the model). The role of the 

attributional process is seen as being one where some be-

havior (performance, absenteeism, rule infractions) of the 

member serves as the stimulus event. The leader collects 

information which aids in the causal understanding of the 

member's behavior. The three types of information which 
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are most likely to be used by the leader are consistency, 

distinctiveness, and consensus (Kelley, 1967). These in-

formation cues are then processed through covariation analy-

sis and/or some causal schema which the leader has de-

veloped. This activity results in the leader making an 

attribution. This represents Link 1 in the process. 

This attribution typically involves a judgment 
about whether something about the subordinate 
was the cause (e.g., his or her personality, 
ability, or effort) or whether the cause was ex-
ternal to the subordinate (e.g., a difficult 
task, lack of support, insufficient information). 
(Mitchell & Wood, 1980, p. 123). 

This internal/external distinction between causes is an im-

portant one. 

The second link in the model involves the relationship 

between the assumed cause (attribution) and the leader's 

response. Of great importance then will be the leader's 

response to the subordinate~what does he or she do about 

the subordinate's behavior? Until recently, this second 

link in attribution theory has received substantially less 

attention. The literature reveals little work concerning 

the consequences of leader responses to poor performance. 

Moderators of the Attributional Process 

A number of factors may moderate the subordinate be-

havior 

but ion 

1 > leader attribution link and the leader attri-

2 ) leader behavior link. Therefore, leaders, 
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when making attributions about subordinate performance, will 

make some errors (Green & Mitchell, 1979). 

A few of the more salient moderators which have impli-

cations for the leader-member interaction will be presented. 

Moderators of the Subordinate Behavior 

1 ) Leader Attribution Link 

The leader as observer. There is considerable litera-

ture which indicates a basic difference in the causal at-

tributions of observers (the leader) and actors (the sub-

ordinate). The Jones and Nisbett (1972) study indicates 

that observers typically are found to explain others• be-

haviors in dispositional terms (internal causes: efforts or 

ability) whereas actors attribute their own behavior to 

situational causes. Green and Mitchell (1979) indicate a 

leader is more likely to explain member performance with 

internal causes than external causes and, therefore, is more 

likely to direct leader behavior at the member than at the 

situation. 

Self-serving attributions by the leader. The litera-

ture stresses that attributional processes of ten are mod-

erated by self-serving or ego-biasing motives. Bradley 

(1978) reports that people tend to attribute failure to 

external causes. This appears to support what has long been 

suspected, that people readily take personal credit for 

success and shift blame for failure to external factors. 
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Bird and Brame (1978) studied female athlete intercollegiate 

basketball players. Their results concurred with the non-

sport literature in that winners or successful competitors 

gave more internal attributions than losing or unsuccessful 

competitors. 

Relationship of leader and member. Green and Mitchell 

(1979) state the relationship between leader and member is 

a critical moderator of the leader's attributions and sub-

sequent behavior. They indicate, 

. . . the more a leader is emphathetic with the 
member, sees the member as similar, respects and/ 
or likes the member, the more likely the leader is 
to form "favorable" causal attributions for the 
member's performance (e.g., attributing success to 
internal causes and failures to external causes). 
(p. 452) 

Moderators Which Affect Both Links 

Multiple causes. A difficult issue in an attributional 

analysis of the leader-member interaction is the possibility 

of the leader attributing multiple causes for the same 

event. Kelley (1973) and others write of the discounting 

effects which means that the role of any given cause in 

creating an effect is discounted if other plausible causes 

are also present. Green and Mitchell (1979) hypothesize 

that "multiple causation tends to result in leader uncer-

tainty. This uncertainty may intensify the testing of the 

member by the leader and result in less extreme actions by . 

the leader" (p. 452). They also state that unstable causal 
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explanations create uncertainty, with unstable external at-

tributions presenting the most uncertainty for the leader. 

Moderators Which Affect Link 2 

Leader's perception of responsibility. Responsibility 

here refers principally to an evaluation of moral accounta-

bility. When attributions are internal, especially in the 

case of negative outcomes, it is of the utmost importance. 

The judgment of responsibility is not seen as moderating the 

formation of attributions so much as it is seen as moderating 

the leader's response to an attribution (Green & Mitchell, 

1979). They further hypothesize, the more extreme the ef-

fect, the more extreme the response. 

The effects of behavior. The second factor that moder-

ates the leader attribution 2 ) leader behavior link is 

the effect of the action taken by the subordinate. Rosen 

and Jerdee (1974) and Green and Mitchell (1979) report the 

greater the perceived responsibility of the member, the more 

likely the leader is to take action concerning the member 

and the more extreme the response. Mitchell and Wood (1980) 

report that internal attributions led to punitive responses 

on the part of the supervisors, and that superviors used 

more internal attributions and punitive responses when the 

consequences of the performance were serious as compared to 

not serious. These data appear to support Green and Mit-

chell's work. However, it should be noted that supervisor 
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responses in the Mitchell and Wood study represented behav-

ioral intentions and not actual behavior~thus, actual costs 

of implementing a particular response were obviously not 

incorporated. 

Impact of Causal Attributions on Leader Behavior 

The second link inthe model, the effects of attribu-

tions on subsequent leader responses, reveal limited, but 

important, findings. Previous research has indicated that 

the leader's attributions about the causes of a member's 

performance are central to certain leader behaviors such as 

(1) rewarding and punishing member performance, (2) expec-

tancies about the member's future performance, and (3) as-

pirations the leader might hold for a member (Green & 

Mitchell, 1979). 

Reward or Punishment 

The attributional cause affixed to a subordinate's per-

formance by a leader has clear implications for how a 

leader rewards or punishes that performance (Green & Mit-

chell, 1979). Causal attributions to effort (internal) ap-

pear to be the main determinants of how performance is 

evaluated and the nature of the subsequent rewards or pun-

ishments (Weiner & Kukla, 1970). When success is seen as 

accompanied by effort, the performance is evaluated posi-

tively or rewarded highly. Similarly, when failure is seen 

as due to a lack of effort, poor performance is most 
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severely punished. Weiner and Kukla (1970) indicate the 

person likely to receive the harshest punishment is the mem-

ber who is seen as failing when he or she had high ability . 

and did not try. When the explanation for a member's per-

formance was an external cause, the leader would behave 

differently. Good performance is not likely to result in 

rewards while poor performance is likely to produce sym-

pathy and support on the part of the leader. 

Expectations About Future Performance 

The stability of the causal explanation seems to be a 

crucial factor. The more the cause is seen to be stable, 

the more future performance is expected to be consistent 

with past performance (Weiner, et al., 1971). 

A Leader's Aspirations for A Merr~er 

When success is attributed to a subordinate because 

of his ability and effort (internal), the leader might be 

expected to provide that member with more achievement-

related activities. However, if a subordinate's successes 

are seen as due to external causes, the leader would not be 

expected to readily provide achievement opportunities or 

assign more difficult tasks to the subordinate (Weiner et 

al., 1971). 

In summary, acting upon the first link member behavior 

~~-)7 leader attribution, these moderators are seen mainly. 

as sources of error, factors which could disrupt the causal 
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analysis one would objectively reach. The moderators acting 

upon the second link, leader attribution ~~>~ leader be-

havior, do not appear to be errors so much as legitimate 

concerns which temper the leader's response to his causal 

analysis (Green & Mitchell, 1979). 

Boundary Conditions in Leader Attributions 

The information-processing sequence which has been de-

scribed in the model is one in which the leader is involved 

continuously when managing members' behaviors. Green and 

Mitchell (1979) suggest there are times when this process, 

in fact, may be less active. In working organizations, the 

presence of contextual factors (organizational policy} can 

guide and limit the leader's behavior. For example, the 

company has a standard regulation concerning tardiness and 

an employee comes to work late. The manager determines the 

cause of the lateness to be an external, unstable cause; 

therefore, leniency is in order and no punishment is appro-

priate. However, the manager's assessment of the situation 

was overturned and company policy was enforced. Green and 

Mitchell (1974) state: 

• • • this reasoning does not allow us to say 
that the leader's attribution had no effect. It 
did not affect the immediate and most apparently 
contingent response for the leader in the enforce-
ment of company policy but it may show up else-
where in the leader-member interaction. The man-
ager may let that worker leave early, or go to the 
front off ice to try to circumvent the punishment. 
(p. 448) 
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Maier and Danielson's (1966) study dealing with enacting 

control decisions suggest the causal attribution process may 

be sufficiently strong to prompt the leader to disregard 

organizational rules and policy. 

A final situation which might limit the usefulness of 

an attributional analysis is where the leader develops a 

personal policy as a control measure. Green and Mitchell 

(1979) suggest this could well occur when a leader has en-

countered a behavior in subordinates in a recurring fashion 

and simply formed a personal policy as to how to respond to 

that behavior. However, a review of the literature reveals 

this aspect concerning personal policy has not been empiri-

cally tested in the specific context of the leader-member 

interaction. 

Mitchell and Wood (1980) have taken Green and Mitchell's 

(1979) basic attributional model and modified it for the 

purpose of predicting how leaders actually respond to poor 

performance. This model appears in Figure S. 

Contemporary attribution theorists have demonstrated 

that, by and large, social perceivers do follow the dictates 

of logical or rational models in assessing causes, making 

inferences about subordinates and situations, and forming 

expectations and predictions. The above model was used in 

two studies; the results indicated: 

(1) consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness 
helped in determining attributions, (2) that 
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internal attributions led to punitive responses 
on the part of supervisors, and (3) that super-
visors used more internal attributions and puni-
tive responses when the consequences of the per-
formance were serious as compared to not serious. 
(Mitchell & Wood, 1980, p. 123) 

The Corapetitive Sport Experience Viewed From 

an Attributional, Information-Processing Position 

In American education, athletics seem to play an irnpor-

tant role and perhaps no group of persons is more visible 

than coaches and athletes. The coach may be the only person 

at the high school or college whose name is known to the 

public. Coaches are visible because they must regularly. 

place their athletes on display in competition against ath-

leges from other institutions. For the coaches, the out-

comes serve as an evaluation of their effectiveness. Thus, 

at the core of every athletic program are the coaches, and 

they appear to have enormous power, prestige,and general 

status (Sage, 1980). 

There have been attempts to relate coaches' personality. 

structures and leadership styles employed. While it really. 

is not known to what extent the success or failure of a team 

is due to the leadership competence of the coach, there is 

little doubt that it is an important factor in team perform-

ance and the coach, as the leader, is held responsible for 

the team's success. Sage (1980) indicates there is not 

enough evidence at the present time to make any definitive 

statements about the leadership practices of coaches. 
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According to Edwards (1973), the coaching role is one 

"involving limited control with complete liability" (p. 139), 

since coaches are held responsible for the fortunes of the 

team but a great many of the factors which determine ath-

letic success or failure are beyond the control of the coach. 

Under these institutionalized circumstances, coaches do act 

to acquire and maintain as much control as possible, and 

thus appear authoritarian, inflexible, and conservative. 

Thus, the occupational stereotype of the coach, in Edwards' 

words, "derives at least in part from the institutional de-

mand that they be totally liable for outcomes in a situation 

wrought with uncertainties" (p. 140). 

The competitive process consists of an individual, or 

team, attempting to achieve a goal or meet some standard of 

excellence. The process is considered to be evaluative in 

that the performance of the team is favorably or unfavorably 

evaluated as achieving the desired goal or standard or ex-

cellence by those who observed the event-- fans, parents, 

and coaches (Martens, 1975). Rarely is a job viewed with 

such scrutiny and frequency as that of the coach. 

People frequently speculate about the probable cause of 

winning and losing in sport. When athletes succeed or fail, 

coaches, athletes,and others go through a process by which 

they judge the reasons for success or failure. Roberts 

(1980) indicates that attributions to the cause generally. 
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incorporate ability, effort, luck, and the difficulty or ease 

of the task. Clearly, then, coaches of athletic teams util-

ize the attribution process when assessing cause for winning 

or losing. The attributions that are made following a win 

or loss are seen as having both emotional and behavioral 

consequences. Roberts (1980) applied Weiner et al. '.s (1971) 

concepts concerning the views individuals have relative to 

succeeding or failing at achievement oriented activity to 

children in competion. He states: "The attributions one 

makes affect one's choice of activities, the pride or shame 

one feels, actual performance levels, the expectancy of fu-

ture performance levels, and the amounts of motivation ex-

hibited" (p. 40). Thus, when individuals succeed or fail, 

everyone, even children (Roberts, 1980), go through a pro-

cess judging the reasons for success or failure. Roberts' 

study indicates that children utilize Weiner et al. 's 

(1971) theoretical framework of stability and locus of con-

trol when evaluating performance. 

Reading athletes' comments concerning successful/unsuc-

cessful athletic performance, the attributional process can 

be seen working. For example, these statements were given 

by leading sport figures: 

1. Jimmy Conners at Wimbledon (1982): "I almost 

double faulted the match away ••• To be able to put that 
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out of my mind and regroup in the fourth set was very im-

portant." (Task Difficulty) 

2. John McEnroe at Wimbledon (1982): "I feel bad I 

didn't win, ... but he [Conners] won the bigger points at 

the end." (Ability) 

3. Matt Doherty, UNC Basektball player (1982)~ "It's 

an intangible, it isn't something you can put your finger 

on, but we played good team defense. We anticipated well 

and we got our hands on the ball a lot." (Ability) 

4. Tom Watson, a pro golfer in a recent tournament 

(cited in Thomas, 1977): I've really hit some good shots 

(Ability), but I had a couple of rotten bounces." (Luck) 

In an article entitled, 11 Sex and Orientation Toward 

Winning in Sport," Kidd and Woodman (1975) developed a scale 

designed to measure a subject's orientation toward winning. 

The Likert type scale when submitted to statistical tech-

nique was proven to be a reliable measure. Utilizing this 

scale, Kidd and Woodman found females demonstrate a signifi-

cantly weaker orientation toward winning than males, since 

women tend to rate low and men tend to rate high on the 

OTW scale. 

A review of the literature by this writer reveals that 

attributional research in athletics is limited in scope. 

Most studies appear to be centered around success-failure 

attributions given by players. Data from athletic studies 
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(Bird & Brame, 1978; Gill, 1980; Iso-Ahola & Roberts, 1977) 

support the self-enhancement theory .which has been well 

documented in industrial and organizational research. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the methods and procedures used 

in collecting data for the study. It includes a descrip-

tion of the selection of coaches, instruments, design, and 

statistical treatment. 

Collection of the Data 

Subjects 

A letter of introduction and a 4-item orientation to-

ward winning (OTW) questionnaire were mailed to 362 Head 

Basketball Coaches at colleges and universities in the 

Middle Atlantic and Southern states of Florida, Georgia, 

South Carolina, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, West 

Virginia, and Pennsylvania. The coaches were randomly 

selected from the 1980-81 Coaches Directory of High Schools 

and Colleges for each state. Of this sample, 181 coaches 

were male and 181 were female. A total of 231 (64%) coaches 

returned the OTW questionnaire. Of these returns, 115 

respondents were male and 116 were female. (Appendix A con-

tains a copy of the introductory letter, the OTW question-

naire, and Return Table). 

A second mailing took place approximately 6 weeks after 

the first return. In this mailing, the respondents who re-

turned the OTW questionnaire were given a packet with a 

letter describing the purpose of the study, a scenario de-

scribing the rule infraction incident, and a questionnaire 

38. 
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containing the dependent measures. (Appendix B contains 

samples of these items.) Of the sample of 231 coaches who 

received the packet, 159 (69%} returned usable question-

naires. Of these respondents, 83 coaches were male and 76 

were female. The percentage of returns from the initial 

mailing to the final sample was 44%. 

Of the final female returns 1 24% were Division I 

coaches, 35% were Division II, and 40% were Division III. 

Of the males, 21% were Division I coaches, 44% were Divi-

sion II, and 36% were Division III (see Appendix A). 

Division I college and universities can award players 

the highest amount of athletic scholarships; Division II 

schools award the second highest amount of athletic monies; 

and Division III schools award no scholarships to their 

players. 

The colleges and universities represented by .the 

coaches were members of the Association of Intercollegiate 

Athletics for Women (AIAW) or the National Association of 

Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) , or the National Collegi-

ate Athletic Association (NCAA). 

Instruments 

The instruments involved a written scenario and a list 

of response measures. The scenario was a written descrip-

tion involving an incident in which a basektball player 

broke a training rule that had been established by a coach 
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at the beginning of the season. The scenario was con-

structed so that the subject received information pertaining 

to situational and informational factors surrounding the 

incident. A questionnaire was attached to the scenario and 

was used to obtain the coach's responses to the scenario. 

The scenario included the independent variables: (a) 

cause~internal/external, (b) personal policy-- severe/mild 

penalty, and (c) player status-star/substitute. The eight 

scenarios were alike with the exception of the variables 

which were being manipulated. After reading the scenario, 

the coach was asked to respond to various items. 

Independent Variables 

The independent variables are defined as follows: 

1. Cause-The cause variable is a manipulation of a 

broken training rule (missing curfew) due to a player: (a) 

borrowing a roormnate's car and the car breaking down, or (b) 

deciding to go to a late movie. The levels of this variable 

are designated internal (I) and external (E). 

2. Personal Policy-The personal policy variable is a 

manipulation of the coach's training rule which states that 

players must be in their rooms by 12:00 midnight on the night 

before a game. The levels of this variable are designated 

severe (S) and Mild (M). The severe (S) penalty resulted in 

the player being suspended from the next two games. The 
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mild (M) penalty resulted in the player being confined after 

dinner to his or her dormitory room for 1 week. 

3. Status~The status variable is a manipulation of 

an individual's playing ability. The levels of this varia-

bele are designated star (high ability) and substitute (low 

ability). 

4. Orientation Toward Winning (OTW)~This variable is 

defined as the average on the coaches' responses to the 

following iteills that were rated on agreement in a 7-point 

rating scale: (a) Winning is the most important thing in a 

competitive contest. (b) To win in sports is essential. 

(c) Victory is important because it is the ultimate reason 

for the contest. (d) Winning may not be everything, but it 

is more important than anything else (Kidd & Woodman, 1975). 

The low and high categories of the OTW variable were 

determined by dividing the respondents of the first mailing 

on the OTW median of 4.50. For computer analysis, the Lik~ 

ert scale was inverted. 

The Scenario 

The secnario with appropriate manipulations is pre-

sented below: 

You are the coach of a basketball team at a university. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At 

the beginning of the season you have handed out a written 

set of rules that you expect to be followed. 
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One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 

12:00 midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you 

have explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will 

result in the player being confined for 1 week to his/her 

dormitory room (or being suspended for the next two games). 

Suddenly, you are notified that your highest scorer and 

rebounder (or one of your substitute players) has broken 

curfew by returning to the dormitory at 2:00 a.m. the night 

before one of your most important games. You call the play-

er into your off ice the next morning prior to the game and 

request an explanation. The player informs you that the 

reason curfew was broken was that the player borrowed a 

roommate's~ an~ the car broke down (or that the player 

decided to go to a late movie). This explanation was veri-

fied by the roommate. You tell the player that you will 

consider the incident privately and notify him/her about 

your decision 1 hour before the game. 

The design was a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 between-groups factoral 

involving the variables of: cause (internal vs. external), 

personal policy (mild vs. severe), status of the player 

(star vs. substitute), and orientation toward winning (low 

vs. high). The cell sizes for the 16 groups ranged from 8 

to 12. 
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The 231 coaches who returned the OTW questionnaire were 

divided into two groups based upon themedian score of 4.50. 

These two groups constituted the low and high categories of 

the variable. The male and female respondents within each 

of the OTW categories were then randomly assigned to each of 

eight groups with the restriction that each group was bal-

anced for sex. Following this assignment, the subjects were 

mailed a second correspondence. This mailing consisted of a 

scenario containing the experimental treatment which was 

appropriate to the subject. Also included was a question-

naire containing the response measure. 

Based upon the 159 returns from the second mailing, the 

low OTW group (N=80) had an overall mean of 2.98 and a SD 

of .99 and the high OTW group (N=79) had an overall mean of 

5.46 and a SD of .68. A 2 X2 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance 

performed on the OTW scores of the 16 groups revealed that 

the main effect for the OTW variable was highly significant, 

K (1, 143) = 325.09, E <.0001, and that all other sources 

failed to achieve statistical significance (£ .05). It 

was therefore concluded that the OTW variable was effec-

tively manipulated and distributed equally across the eight 

treatment conditions. The eight groups for each level of. 
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the OTW variable were randomly assigned to eight experi-

mental treatments (see Table 2). 

Response Measures 

The measures paralleled those used in the Green and 

Liden (1980) study. The response measures included an 

open-ended question asking, "What action did you decide to 

take and why?" (coach's response). The coaches responded 

with suggested actions or with actions of their own choos-

ing. These open-ended responses were judged by two inde-

pendent persons. These judges were graduate students major-

ing in industrial organizational psychology. They were 

recommended by the graduate faculty for their knowledge and 

understanding of attributional process. The first dimension 

was judged on a 3-point scale (interjudge correlation = .87) 

of the extent to which the coach focused on the player as 

being responsible for the infraction. 

Dimension 1: Focus of the coach's action 

1 point--for action addressing factors external to the 

player exclusively. 

2 points--for action addressing some combination of ex-

ternal and internal factors. 

3 points--for action addressing factors internal to the 

person exclusively. 

The second dimension was a judgment on a 4-point scale 

(interjudge correlation = .93) on the intensity of the 
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Table 2 

Assignment of Subjects to 

Experimental Treatment 

Treatment Cause Personal Status Policy 

1 External Mild Substitute 
2 External Mild Star 
3 External Severe Substitute 
4 External Severe Star 
5 Internal Mild Substitute 
6 Internal Mild Star 
7 Internal Severe Substitute 
8 Internal severe Star 
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coach's action. 

Dimension 2: Intensity of the coach's action. 

1 point---for low punitive action, no disciplinary ac-

tion taken toward the player. 

2 points--for low punitive action, moderate disciplin-

ary action taken toward the player. 

3 points--for moderate punitive action, no disciplinary. 

action taken toward the player. 

4 points--for moderate punitive action, moderate dis-

ciplinary action taken toward the player. 

The third dimension was a judgment of a 4-point scale 

(interjudge correlation = .92) of the extent to which the 

coach's action complied with the stated penalty. 

Dimension 3: Extent to which the coach's action fol-

lowed personal policy. 

1 point---Clearly did not follow personal policy~ 

2 points--Action similar to personal policy. 

3 points--followed personal policy but additional ac-

tions were also taken. 

4 points--strictly adhered to personal policy. 

In addition, the respondent then rated on a 6-point 

scale the appropriateness of each of 11 actions available 

for dealing with the rule infraction. The 11 actions were: 

1. Do nothing--just discuss the event and let it go 

at that. 
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2J_ Discuss the event and request that it not happen 

again. 

3. Verbally warn the player that if it happens again, 

the penalty will be administered. 

4. Have the team members meet and decide what the pen-

alty will be. 

5. Discuss the event with your assistant coach and 

mutually decide what the penalty will be. 

6. Have the assistant coach and the team captain de-

cide what the penalty will be. 

7. Report the incident to your athletic director and 

let him/her decide what the penalty will be. 

8. Administer a less severe penalty for the rule in-

fraction. 

9. Administer a more severe penalty for the rule in-

fraction. 

10. Drop the stated penalty for the curfew rule. 

11. Administer the penalty that you originally stated 

to the players. 

Actions 7, 9, and 10 were not used in analysis because 

they were inappropriate, as they did not function. The re-

maining eight actions were reduced to five categories. The 

items within each category were summed to form five compos-

ite measures. The measures were: Discussion Only (Actions 

1, 2, and 3), Delegate Decision (Actions 4 and 6), Decide 
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with Assistant (Action 5), Reduce Penalty, (Action 8), and 

No Change (Action 11). 

Manipulation checks for the cause conditions consisted 

of two questions that measured on a 5-point scale the ex-

tent to which the rule infraction was perceived to be due 

to circumstances that were external to the player and the 

extent to which the player was responsible for missing the 

curfew. The question, "To what extent do you feel missing 

curfew was caused by the player's personal characteristics 

such as personality, attitude, or motivation?", was not in-

cluded in the analysis. A large proportion of coaches re-

ported that they were unable to respond to this question due 

to lack of information. The final three questions asked 

the respondents how they felt about the final decision. 

These questions consisted of 6-point rating scales measuring 

how fair, how satisfied, and how certain the respondent was 

concerning the decision (Appendix B). 

The respondents also completed a demographic section 

with questions concerning past history in the coaching pro-

fession. This information was not used in the present 

study 

Data Analysis 

The three hypotheses are restated and the appropriate 

analyses are presented for each. They are: 
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Hypothesis 1: If the same incident of rule infraction 

is portrayed as being due to internal factors as opposed to 

external factors, then the coach will direct his/her actions 

toward the player in an intense and severe manner regardless 

of personal policy or status of the player. 

This hypothesis was tested by examining the main ef-

fects for the variable of Cause on the dependent measures of 

Focus and Intensity. According to this prediction, coaches 

given scenarios with internal cause should focus more on the 

player and respond with more intensity than coaches who re-

ceived scenarios with External conditions. 

Hypothesis 2: When the personal policy of the coach 

calls for severe penalty as opposed to mild penalty, the 

coach will be less likely to comply with personal policy 

when he or she attributes the rule infraction to external 

reasons. 

This hypothesis was tested by examining the interaction 

of Cause and Policy on the compliance measure. The Cause X 

Policy interaction should follow: The Internal Cause-

Severe Policy group will be less likely to comply with per-

sonal policy than the other three groups. 

Hypothesis 3: If the coach possesses a high as opposed 

to a low orientation toward winning, he/she will be less apt 

to severely penalize a star player than a substitute player 
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for a rule infraction when personal policy may jeopardize 

the winning of a game. 

This hypothesis was tested by examining the interaction 

of the OTW variable with the Status of Player variable on 

actions which are punitive in nature. The OTW Status inter-

action should be as follows: The High OTW star player group 

will be less likely to penalize a star player than the other 

three groups. 

Summary 

Attribution theory provided the framework for the pres-

ent study. The study was designed to assess the degree to 

which Cause, Personal Policy, Player Status, and Orientation 

Toward Winning affect a coach's reaction toward an athlete 

who breaks a training rule. A questionnaire was used to 

acquire information to assess the manner in which a coach 

would respond to the circumstances surrounding the rule 

infraction. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Manipulation Checks 

Analyses of variance were performed on the measures of 

subordinate responsibility and external attribution. These 

analyses indicated the cause conditions were effectively. 

manipulated. Coaches rated the subordinate as more responsi-

ble when the cause was internal rather than external, F (1, 

143) = · 130. 00, £ < . 0001, and rated the incident to be more 

due to external characteristics when the cause was external 

rather than internal, F (1, 143) = 89.32, E_<.0001. 

Focus and Intensity of the Coach's Action 

Hypothesis 1 

If the same incident of rule infraction is portrayed 

as being due to internal factors as opposed to external 

factors, then the coach will direct his/her actions toward 

the player in an intense and severe manner regardless of 

personal policy or status of the player. 

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test revealed that coaches 

focused significantly (E_<.05) more on the player and showed 

significantly (£<.OS) greater intensity toward the player 

when the cause for the curfew was internal rather than ex-

ternal (M = 2.96 or M = 2.19 for the focus response; M = 

2.97 or M = 2.28 for the intensity response) (Appendix C). 

51 
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Compliance with Coaches of Personal Policy 

Hypothesis 2 

When the personal policy of the coach calls for severe 

penalty as opposed to mild penalty, the coach will be less 

likely to comply with personal policy when he or she at-

tributes the rule infraction to external reasons. 

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test performed on the inter-

action of cause and policy for the compliance with policy. 

measure revealed that the hypothesis was not supported. 

Internal-mild policy (M = 3.85) and internal-severe policy 

(M = 3.93) did not result in significantly (£) .05) differ-

ent means compliance with policy scores. However, coaches 

judged that both conditions were significantly more appro-

priate for compliance than either of the conditions of 

external-severe policy (M = 2.81) and external-mild policy 

(M = 2.25). Finally, the external-severe policy condition 

resulted in significantly greater compliance scores than the 

external-mild policy condition. 

OTW, Status, Personal Policy, and Winning 

Hypothesis 3 

If the coach possesses a high as oppsed to a low orien-

tation toward winning, he or she will be less apt to severe-

ly penalize a star player for a rule infraction when person-

al policy may jeopardize the winning of a game. 
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Table 3 presents the means of the four conditions for 

the five measures and the result of Duncan's New Multiple 

Range Test. It is evident from Table 3 that the direction 

of the means was opposite to the predicted direction. 

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test was performed on the 

interaction of OTW with status for measures of "discussion 

only," "delegate decision," "decide with assistant," 11 re-

duce penalty," and "no change in penalty." The results of 

the Duncan's test revealed that the hypothesis was not sup-

ported. The measures of "delegate decision," "decide with 

assistant," and "no change" failed to reveal statistical 

significance (£ > . 05) • The results for the "discussion 

only" and "reduce penalty" measures revealed that the High 

OTW coaches judged the condition of Star player to merit 

less "discussion only" than did low OTW coaches-a result 

that is directly opposite to the predicted direction. 

For the "reduce penalty" measure, the significant ef-

fect resided in the significant difference between a substi-

tute and star for the Low OTW coaches. This result, while 

not predicted, revealed that the "reduce penalty" was judged 

to be more appropriate for the substitute rather than the 

star. 

Decision Certainty, Fairness, and Satisfaction 

As may be seen in Tables 4, 5, and 6, no statistical 

differences were found either for the decision fairness or 
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Table 3 

Summary of Means and Duncan's Multiple 

Range Test for OTW X Status Interaction , 

for Five Measures of Coach's Actions 

Low OTW 
Substitute Star 

Discussion Only 7.32a 6.86a 

Delegate Decision 3.24a 3.65a 

Decide w/Assistant 3.27a 3.65a 

Reduce Penalty 2.73a 1. 84b 

No Change 4. 65a 4.58a 

Note: Conditions with the same letter 
are not significantly different 
(p_ > • 05) . 

High OTW 
Substitute 

5.93ab 

3.48a 

3.7la 

2.38ab 

4.83a 

Star 

5.14b 

2.92a 

3.00a 

l.84b 

5.22a 
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Table 4 

Sununary ANOVA Performed on the Fairness 

Measure of a Coach's Response 

Source SS df F 

OTW 0.511. 1 1.82 
cause (C) 0.922 1 3.28 
OTW X c 0.159 1 0.57 
status (S) 0.624 1 2.22 
OTW X s 0.080 1 0.29 
c x s 0.002 1 0.01 
OTW X c x s 0.300 1 1.07 
Policy (P) 0.018 1 0.07 
OTW x p 0.002 1 0.01 
c x p 0.308 1 1.10 
OTW X c x p 0 .135 1 0.48 
p x s 0.225 1 0.80 
OTW x p x s 0.036 1 0.13 
c x p x s 0.115 1 0.41 
OTW x c x p x s 0.107 I 0.38 
Error 40.147 143 
Total 43.748 158 

Note: All F scores failed to reach the .05 
level of significance. 
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Table 5 

Summary ANOVA Performed on the 

Satisfaction Measures of a Coach's Response 

Source SS df F 

OTW 0.058 1 0.05 
Cause (C) 0.008 1 0.01 
OTX X c 1.409 1 1.22 
Status (S) 0.033 1 0.03 
OTW x s 0.711 1 0.62 
c x s 0.030 1 0.03 
OTW x c x s 0.833 1 0.72 
Policy (P) 0. 634 1 0.55 
OTW x p 2.027 1 1.76 
c x p 2.336 1 2.02 
OTW x c x p 0.319 1 0.28 
p x s 1.205 1 1.04 
OTW x p x s 0.407 1 0.35 
c x p x s 0.049 1 0.04 
OTW x c x p x s 0.003 1 0.00 
Error 165.157 143 
Total 175.478 158 

Note: All F scores failed to reach the .05 
level of significance. 
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Table 6 

Summary ANOVA Performed on the 

Certainty Measure of a Coach's Response 

Source SS df F· 

OTW 0.010 1 0.01 
Cause (C) 8.357 1 8.45** 
OTW X c 0.568 1 .57 
Status (S) 0.408 1 .41 
OTW X s 6.330 1 6.40* 
c x s 1.082 1 1.09 
OTW X c x s 6.063 1 6.13* 
Policy (P) 0.220 1 0.22 
OTW X p 0.051 1 0.05 
c x p 4.010 1 4.05* 
OTW x c x p 1. 283 1 1. 30 
p x s 3.559 1 3.60 
OTW x p x s 0.114 1 0.12 
c x p x s 2.207 1 2.23 
OTW x c x p x s 0.081 1 0.08 
Error 141.485 143 
Total 174.239 158 

**£<· 01 
*p<.05 
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decision satisfaction measures. A significant OTX X status 

x Cause interaction (Figure 6) was obtained for the decision 

certainty measure. Simple effects analyses revealed a sig-

nificant Cause X Status interaction for the Low OTW coaches 

condition, f (1, 143) = 6.57, £~.05. When the incident in-

volved a substitute player, Low OTW coaches were signifi-

cantly (£ (.05) less certain of their decision when the 

reason for the violation was described as external rather 

than internal. When the player was a star, however, no 

significant differences were found between the cause condi-

tions. Regardless of player status, High OTW coaches were 

more certain about their decisions when the cause of the 

infraction was internal rather than external, F (1, 143) = 
6.16, £<.OS. 

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test performed on the Causa X 

Policy interaction revealed that coaches were significantly 

(£ <.05) more certain of their decision when the penalty was 

severe and the cause was internal (M = 5.80) rather than 

external (M = 5.05). No significant difference (£ ).05) was 

obtained, however, between the Internal (M = 5.41) and Ex-

ternal (M = 5. 35) cause condition when the policy was mild. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Discussion 

Attribution theory provided the framework for the pres-

ent study. The study was designed to assess the degree to 

which Cause, Personal Policy, Player Status, and Orientation 

Toward Winning affect a coach's reaction toward an athlete 

who breaks a training rule. 

The study was performed within the setting of inter-

collegiate athletics. One hundred and fifty-nine male and 

female coaches were divided into two groups based on the 

personal characteristic of orientation toward winning (high 

vs. low). Each coach responded to a scenario that described 

a curfew violation committed by a star or a substitute 

player. The cause for the infraction was either internal 

or external and the policy was either mild or severe. Dun-

can's New Multiple Range Test revealed that: (a) coaches 

focused significantly (E. <.. 05) more on the player and showed 

a significantly (E. (.05) greater intensity toward the player 

when the cause for the curfew violation was internal rather 

-than external; (b) orientation toward winning interacted 

with status of the player in determining whether to reduce 

penalty; and (c) the severity of personal policy was not 

significant. The results extend the Green and Mitchell 

60 
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(1979) attributional model of leadership and confirm the im-

portance of personal characteristics in control decisions. 

Cause of Player Failure 

The hypothesis that an internal cause for a player 

breaking a training rule would result in a coach directing 

his/her actions toward the player in an intense and severe 

manner was confirmed in the present study. The data indi-

cate that, in general, low and high OTW coaches agreed that 

externally-caused infractions do not require as rigid as 

adherence to personal policy as do internally-caused in-

fractions. Coaches were more intense and focused their ac-

tions more toward the player when the cause for the infrac-

tion was internal rather than external. These results 

parallel Green and Liden's (1980) findings with the use of 

organizational policy and lend support to Green and Mitch-

ell's (1979) attributional model of leadership. 

Coach's Compliance with Personal Policy 

The second hypothesis predicted that when the personal 

policy of the coach called for severe penalty as opposed to 

mild penalty, the coach would be less likely to comply with 

personal policy when he/she attributed the rule infraction 

to external reasons. The hypothesis was not supported. 

However, coaches' responses were affected by cause and 

policy manipulations. Compliance was greater when the cause 
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was internal rather than external, regardless of the mild 

or severe penalty. 

Of interest in the present study is that the external-

severe policy condition resulted in significantly greater 

compliance scores than the external-mild policy condition. 

This is in contrast to Green and Liden's (1980) finding 

which demonstrated that company policy will be altered when 

the penalty for poor performance is severe rather than mild 

and when the reasons for such performance are external. 

Perhaps an explanation for these differences might center 

around the origin of a policy. In past research, policy. 

might have been imposed upon the leader by the company or 

organization; therefore, the leader may have little com-

mitment toward the enforcement of a severe penalty when he/ 

she believed the cause was not the person's fault. In the 

present study, the coach developed the training rules and, 

therefore, it is logical to expect a strong commitment for 

their enforcement. 

How does one explain compliance with the external-

severe policy condition and significantly less compliance 

with the external-mild policy? If a coach intended his/her 

word to be bond, one would then expect compliance with the 

mild as well as the severe penalty~ However, from the per-

spective of the coach, if the severe penalty (suspension 

for the next two games) represented a "realistic" punishment 
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for the stated curfew violation, while the mild penalty. 

(confinement for 1 week to the dormitory room) did not rep-

resent appropriate punishment or no punishment, this could 

have caused the mild penalty policy to fail to function. 

This might explain the current finding that coaches are 

willing to uphold their word by severely punishing a player 

when he/she perceives the punishment for the policy to be 

"realistic'' and it has been announced to the team. 

OTW, Status, Personal Policy, and Winning 

The third hypothesis predicted that if the coach pos-

sesses a high as opposed to low OTW, he/she would be less 

apt to severely penalize a star player for a rule infraction 

when personal policy might jeopardize the winning of a game. 

The manner in which coaches use causal explanations 

differed as a joint function of whether the player is a 

star or substitute and whether the coach has a low or high 

orientation toward winning. High OTW coaches did not dis-

criminate between a star and a substitute. However, the 

results for the "discussion only" and "reduce penalty" 

measures revealed that the high OTW coaches judged the con-

dition of star player to merit less "discussion only" than 

did low OTW coaches. Low OTW coaches, on the other hand, 

discriminated between a star and a substitute on the 

measure of 11 reduce penalty". These data support the specu-

lation (Green & Mitchell, 1979, Mitchell & Wood, 1980). that 
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personality characteristics can influence the manner in 

which leaders react to poor performing subordinates. 

The findings of the present study may reflect differ-

ences in the manner in which low and high OTW coaches per-

ceive the consequences (costs and benefits) of penalizing 

players. The author offers the possibility that two systems 

of rules are operative~an equality system for the high OTW 

coaches and an equity system for the low OTW coaches. With 

high OTW coaches, winning a contest is primary and concern 

about player reaction is secondary. High OTW coaches per-

ceive a substitute player to be as equal a contributor to 

the overall team objective of winning as a star player. 

Consequently, high OTW coaches treat all players the same. 

For low OTW coaches, however, good personal relationships 

with _i,ri_givi~ual players _are primary and winning secon:... 

dary. Because a substitute has to practice as much as a 

star player and yet is not able to play as much or enjoy . 

the acclaim, a low OTW coach is more sympathetic toward the 

substitute and, therefore, is more willing to reduce the 

penalty. This interpretation is consistent with Weiner and 

Kukla (1970) who have demonstrated that when persons of low 

and high ability fail, low ability persons are judged less 

harshly than high ability persons. 

A weakness of the present study resulted when no manipu-

lation check for the personal policy conditions (mild/ 
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severe penalty) was included. When the study was deisgned, 

it was believed that coaches would clearly view a player 

being suspended for the next two games as severe, and con-

finement after dinner to the dormitory room for one week as 

a mild penalty. If the policy conditions were not effec-

tively manipulated, and statistical support is missing, this 

could help explain the results of the present study~ 

Conclusions 

The present study extends Green and Mitchell' a (1979) 

attributional model of leadership by focusing on the role 

of personal policy in the control of subordinate behavior in 

an athletic setting. It provides support for the contention 

that the cause for failure affects the corrective actions 

taken by coaches. 

The manner in which coaches use causal explanations 

differed as a joint function of whether the player is a 

star or substitute and whether the coach has a high or low 

orientation toward winning. This provides support for the 

finding that the personal characteristics of the leader 

occupy a role in an attributional model of leadership. The 

present data identified one occasion in which the personal 

characteristics of the leader moderated the use of causal 

information. Specifically, low and high OTW coaches dif-

fered in their use of causal explanations when judging the 

appropriateness of .discussion only for a star player. 
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The present study predicted that when the personal 

policy of a coach calls for severe penalty as opposed to 

mild penalty, he/she will be less likely to comply with per-

sonal policy when attributing the rule infraction to extern-

al reasons. The hypothesis was not supported. Coaches 

complied significantly greater with the external-severe 

policy condition than with the external-mild condition. 

While the exact reasons for the difference in results 

are beyond the scope of this study, the present author sug~ 

gests that the difference may be due to: (a) the differ-

ence in choice of statistical analysis; (b) a difference 

between the characteristics of the sample (Green and Liden, 

1980, used undergraduate and graduate business students 

versus the present study which used experienced collegiate 

basketball head coaches; or (c} a difference between 

personal and organizational policy. 

The limitations of the present study are similar to 

those discussed elsewhere (Mitchell & Wood, 1980). First, 

the response measures were behavioral intentions rather 

than actual behaviors. Relative to other studies using 

measures of behavioral intent, the external validity of the 

present study should be less questionable since the re-

sponses represent alternatives that are actually available 

to coaches. In addition, the present study used experi-

enced coaches rather than naive students. 
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Reconunendations 

While the concept of winning is indigenous to the con-

text of athletics, it is entirely possible that parallels 

exist within settings other than athletics (for example, a 

sales manager who perceives his sales force as a team and 

vigorously pursues the goal of achieving the largest sales 

quota in a company.) Investigators studying such leaders 

may wish to consider the moderation of their samples on this 

variable. 

Contemporary attribution theorists suggest that indi-

viduals in leadership roles attempt to understand the causes 

and implications of events they witness. The question has 

been raised that, in fact, in industry this may not be the 

case. Within a strong unionized company a line supervisor 

may be forced to uphold company policy and failure to do so 

may result in the supervisor losing his/her position. Man-

agement is aware that arbitrators write awards which favor 

labor when the company (supervisors) has not been consistent 

in its enforcement of policy. This might well short circuit 

the use of attributional processes. Shoud this occur, it is 

in opposition to the finding of Green and Liden (1980) that 

demonstrated that organizational policy will be altered when 

the penalty for poor performance is severe rather than mild 

and when the cause for the performance is external rather 

than internal~ When do leaders utilize attribution theory? 
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Further investigation is needed. 

Statistical analyses of the present study indicated that 

the cause conditions were effectively manipulated. Perhaps 

a weakness of the study .occurred when no manipulation check 

was included for the Personal Policy Conditions. It is the 

author's belief that collegiate head basketball coaches 

would view a player being suspended from the next two games 

as a severe penalty and the player being confined after din-

ner to his/her dormitory room for one week as a mild penalty. 

However, with the omission of a check it is impossible to 

ascertain whether the mild and severe causes for personal 

policy were effectively manipulated. Therefore, the author 

suggests a similar study be conducted and control checks for 

both the Cause and Personal Policy variables be included. 
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October 6, 1981 

Dear Coach: 

I am a graduate student in Health and Physical Education at Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University, currently working on a disserta-
tion. I understand the busy schedule of a coach; however, I need your help. 

The purpose of this letter is to request your participation in the study. 
Enclosed you will find a short questionnaire concerning winning in sports. 
Please respond by placing your answers on the post card and drop it in the 
mail. 

You will notice a number on the card. 
follow-up. The second mailing will contain 
player breaks an established training rule. 
confidential. 

This is for the purpose of a 
a situation in which a basketball 
Your responses will be kept 

Your cooperation in this endeavor will be greatly appreciated. Should 
you have any questions concerning the study, please call me collect at 
703/639-9996 after 5:00 p.m. 

A quick tum-around will be gratefully appreciated. 

dke 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

M. Elaine Smith 

Dr. Mirgaret L. Driscoll 
Dissertation Chairman 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute 

and State University 
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1. Indicate (by circling a point on the scale) the degree to whichoyou 
agree with the following statements. 

a. Winning is the most important thing in a competitive contest. 

1 

Strongly 
Agree 

2 3 

b. To win in sports is essential. 

l 
Strongly 
Agree 

2 3 

4 5 

4 5 

6 

6 

7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

c. Victory is important because it is the ultimate reason for the contest. 

1 

Strongly 
Agree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

d. Winning may not.be everything, but is more important than anything else. 

1 
Strongly 
Agree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
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Percentage of Returns for 

OTW Questionnaire 

Division OTW Questionnaire 
Female Male 

I 27% 28% 

II 38% 36% 

III 35% 36% 

Note: Of the 231 coaches returning the 
OTW Questionnaire (first mailing), 
115 were female and 116 were male. 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER, SCENARIO, AND QUESTIONNAIRE 

77 



Dear Coach: 

78 

M. Elaine Smith 
Radford University 
CPO Box 5807 
Radford, VA 24142 
January 21, 1982 

Enclosed is the final part of the study investigating the manner in 
which basketball coaches assess the breaking of an established training 
rule. Your responses are most important. Returning your completed 
questionnaire will help provide the data necessary and reduce the cost 
of seeking additional subjects. 

Please answer the questions independently at a time when you anticipate 
few interruptions and can give some thought to the described situation. As 
you read the scenario, think about how~ would respond to this situation. 
It is quite likely you will have no such rul~ but your responses should 
reflect how you would respond if this event did occur. 

A stamped, return addressed envelope is provided for your convenience. 
I will be grateful for a quick tum-around, Please return the completed 
questionnaire as quickly as possible. Your responses will be kept confidential. 

Your cooperation which makes this study possible has been greatly appreciated. 
Should you desire a copy of the study, please send a self-addressed, stamped 
envelope. Upon analysis of the data, the results will be mailed to you. 

dke 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

M. Elaine Smith 

Dr. Margaret Driscoll, V.P.I. & S.U. 
Dissertation Chairman 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you have handed out a written set of 

rules that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result 

in the player being confined for one week to his or her dormitory 

room. The player must be in the room at all times except to eat, 

attend classes and practices. 

Suddenly, you are notified that one of your substitute 

players has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 2:00 

a.m. the night before one of your most important games. You 

call the player into your office the next morning prior to the 

game and request an explanation. The player informs you that the 

reason curfew was broken was that the player decided to go to 

a late movie. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of the incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW. 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you have handed out a written set of rules 

that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result in 

the player being confined for one week to his or her dormitory 

room. The player must be in the room at all times except to eat, 

attend classes and practices. 

Suddenly, you are notified that one of your substitute 

players has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night before one of your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you 

that the reason curfew was broken was that the player borrowed 

a roommate's car and the car broke down. This explanation was 

verified by the roommate. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of this incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW. 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you have handed out a written set of 

:rules that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result 

in the player being confined for one week to his or her dormitory 

room. The player must be in the room at all times except to eat, 

attend classes and practices. 

Suddenly, you are notified that your highest scorer and 

rebounder has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night before one of your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you that 

the reason curfew was broken was that the player decided to go to 

a late movie. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of the incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE A.~SWER T!IE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW'. 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you have handed out a written set of 

rules that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result in 

the player being confined for one week to his or her dormitory 

room. The player must be in the room at all times except to eat, 

attend classes and practices. 

Suddenly, you are notified that your highest scorer and 

rebounder has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night before one of your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you 

that the reason curfew was broken was that the player borrowed a 

roommate's car and the car broke down. This explanation was 

verified by the roonnnate. 

You "ell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of this incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW. 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you hav~ handed out a written set of 

rules that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result 

in the player being suspended for the next two games. 

Suddenly, you are notified that one of your substitute 

players has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night before one of your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you 

that the reason curfew was broken was that the player decided 

to go to a late movie. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify· him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of this incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW. 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At th.e 

beginning of the season you have handed out a written set of 

rules that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result 

in the player being suspended for the next two games. 

Suddenly, you are notified that one of your substitute 

players has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night be!ore one.of your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you 

that the reason curfew was broken was that the player borrowed 

a roommate's car and the car ~roke down. This explanation was 

verified by th.e roommate. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now· must evaluate the seriousness of this incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS TliAT FOLLOW. 
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You are the coach ot a basketball team at a University. 

Your team has a record ot seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you have handed out a WTitten set of 

rules that you expect to be tollowed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result 

in the player being susoended :for the next two games. 

Suddenly, you are notified that your highest scorer and 

rebounder has broken curtew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night be!ore one o:f your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you that 

the reason curfew was broken was that the player decided to go 

to a late movie. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of this incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW. 
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You are the coach of a basketball team at a university. 

Your team has a record of seven wins and seven losses. At the 

beginning of the season you have handed out a written set of 

rules that you expect to be followed. 

One rule is that players must be in their rooms by 12:00 

midnight on the night before a game. Furthermore, you have 

explicitly stated that a violation of this curfew will result in 

th.e player being suspended for the ne.xt two games. 

Suddenly, you are notified that your highest scorer and 

rebounder has broken curfew by returning to the dormitory at 

2:00 a.m. the night before one of your most important games. 

You call the player into your office the next morning prior to 

the game and request an explanation. The player informs you that 

the reason curfew was broken was that the player borrowed a 

roommate's car and the car broke down. This explanation was 

verified by the roommate. 

You tell the player that you will consider the incident 

privately and notify him/her about your decision one hour before 

the game. 

You now must evaluate the seriousness of this incident and 

decide on appropriate action. 

PLEASB ANSWER THE QUESTIONS TR.AT FOLLOW. 
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1. What action(s) did you decide to take? 

2 . Why did you decide to take these actions? 
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3. Rate how appropriate you feel each of the following actions would be in this 

situation. (Circle the number corresponding to your response .) 

/!1 /!1 /!1 /!1 /!1 'rJ 'rJ /!1 '[/ :>:-. .;.r; 'H ..:;. 'rJ 'rJ /..,: 'rJ /!1 '!:/ '[/ g.. "-! ,.., 

;]# ;]'£ §. 1!J g.. fJ g.. g.. 
/J Id ilYf iii e fl§. t-& f.! /.! '"( '"( i;i. ::3 ~ ::f &· {;j . {;j f&· 

a. Do nothing - just discuss the 
event and let it go at that. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

b. Discuss the event and request 
that it not happen again. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

c. Verbally warn the player that 
if it happens again, the pen-
alty will be administered. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

d. Have the team UEII!bers IIEet and 
decide what the penalty will 
be. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

e. Discuss the event with your 
assistant coach and rrutually 
decide what the penalty will 
be. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

f. Have the assistant coach and 
the team captain decide what 
the penalty will be. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

g. Report the incident to your 
athletic director and let 
him/her decide what the pen-
alty will be. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

h. Administer a less severe 
penalty for the infraction . -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

i. Administer a rrore severe 
penalty for the infraction. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

j. Drop the stated penalty 
for the curfew rule. -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

k. Administer the penalty that 
you originally stated to 
the players . -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 
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4. To what extent do you feel missing the curfew was caused by the players' 

personal characteristics such as personality, attitude, or IDJtivation? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not all all A little Sorr.ewhat For the IDJSt part Coopletely 

5. To what extent do you feel missing the curfew was caused by circun.stances 

external to the player? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all A little Sorr.ewhat For the Most part ~letely 

6. Do you feel yotrr decision was fair? 

-3 -2 -1 1 2 3 

Unfair M::>derately Slightly Slightly 
fair 

M::>derately 
fair 

Very Fair 
unfair unfair 

7. How satisfied were you with your final decision? 

-3 -2 -1 1 2 3 
Very Soirewhat Slightly Slightly M:Jderately Very 
dissatis- dissatis- dissatis- satisfied satisfied satisfied 
fied fied fied 

8. In reaching a decision, did you follow your originally stated policy concerning 

late curfew? (Circle one) 

Yes No 

Why? (Please be specific) 
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9. To what extent do you think the player was responsible for missing curfew? 

1 

Not at all 
responsible 

2 3 4 

A little Somewhat Quite 
responsible responsible responsible 

5 

C~letely 
responsible 

10. To what extent did the player have control over missing curfew? 

1 

No control 

2 

A little 
control 

3 

Some 
control 

4 

A great deal 
of control 

5 

COf!lllete 
control 

11. How certain were you that you knew what should be done in this situation? 

-3 

Very 
uncertain 

-2 

tbderately 
uncertain 

12 . \.lhat is your gender? 

Male 

-1 

Slightly 
uncertain 

1 

Slightly 
certain 

Female 

2 

Moderately 
certain 

13. How many years have you been a coach of any sport? __years 

14. Have you coached a team sport for males? 

Yes No 

15. Have you coached a team sport for females? 

Yes No 

3 

Very 
certain 
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16. During the past year (1980-81) were you coaching a team sport for males? 

Yes No 

17. During the past year (1980-81) were you coaching a team sport for females? 

Yes___ No 

18. How many years have you coached basketball? ears 
--~ 

19. Do you as a coach etrrrently have a curfew rule? 

Yes No 
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SUMMARY OF MEANS AND DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE 

RANGE TEST FOR FOCUS AND INTENSITY VARIABLE 
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Sununary of Means and Duncan's New Multiple 

Range Test for Focus and Intensity Variable 

Cause 

Internal 

External 

Focus 

2. 96 * 
2.19 

Variable 
Intensity 

2.97* 

2.28 
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ATTRIBUTIONAL CONTROL PROCESSES 

IN THE COACH-PLAYER INTERACTION 

by 

Marilyn Elaine Smith 

(ABSTRACT) 

Industry has long been concerned about the supervisor-

worker relationship and Green and Mitchell (1979) proposed 

a model of how supervisors process and respond to inf orma-

tion regarding the cause for a subordinate's work failure. 

The model specifies a two-step process in which the super-

visor first attributes a cause to the subordinate's be-

havior and then uses the causal attribution to aid in the 

selection of an appropriate disciplinary action. 

In athletics the coach is the leader and, therefore, 

the same process that exists for leaders in organizational 

and industrial settings may also apply to the athletic 

settings. 

This research examined whether the implementation of 

personal policy for a rule infraction would be influenced by 

the cause for the infraction, the severity of the penalty, 

and the importance of the offender to the group success. 

The study was performed within the setting of inter-

collegiate athletics. One hundred and fifty-nine male and 



female coaches were divided into two groups based on the 

personal characteristic of orientation toward winning (high 

vs. low). Each coach responded to a scenario that described 

a curfew violation committed by a star or a substitute 

player. The cause for the infraction was either internal 

or external and the policy was either mild or severe. Dun-

can's New Multiple Range Test revealed that: (a) coaches 

focused significantly (£ <.05) more on the player and showed 

a significantly (£ <·05) greater intensity toward the player 

when the cause for the curfew violation was internal rather 

than external; (b) orientation toward winning interacted 

with status of the player in determining whether to reduce 

penalty; and (c) the severity of personal policy was not 

significant. The results extend the Green and Mitchell 

(1979) attributional model of leadership and confirm the im-

portance of personal characteristics in control decisions. 
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