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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of coach leadership style on resilience level of
volleyball players and to trace possible differences that exist between the two genders. Participants included 101
volleyball players (53 females and 48 males) and 31 coaches (11 females and 20 males), with the Self Evaluation
Resilience test and the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) used as instruments. The data was analyzed with SPSS
21.0 using t-test for independent samples, and simple regression (stepwise) analysis. Results of t-test showed
statistically significant differences between male and female volleyball players in “orientation on solution and aims”
and “self-efficacy” variables, with no other statistically significant differences observed for the rest resilience
variables. Additionally, no statistically significant differences were observed for the LSS variables between the two
genders of volleyball coaches. The results of simple regression (stepwise) analysis suggest that the autocratic
behavior of volleyball coach has a significant impact on volleyball players’ resilience. Future research should
investigate whether variables such as anxiety affect the resilience level of volleyball players.
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1. Introduction

The coaching role in volleyball is probably the
most difficult and troublesome role compared to the
other roles of players, managers, technical team or
referees, since all expect from the coach not only to
organize and lead a complicated sport program but
also to train successfully the players so as to enhance
their performance, overcome obstacles and deal with
stressful situations. The coach position demands
various and different competences including the
creation of an atmosphere in training, the design of
training for the technical elements of the players to

performance and strengthening teams’ spirit during
games and training.

Undoubtedly, a volleyball coach who has
leadership skills possess one of the important elements
for an effective and successful career. In this sense,
many studies have used the multidimensional model of
Chelladurai and Saleh [1] to investigate the behavior of
coaches in sports teams and to identify athletes'
preference for specific leader behavior [2, 3], athletes'
perceptions of their coaches' behavior [1, 4-6] or
coaches' perceptions of their own behavior [7].

In addition, in case the coach's leadership style
is desirable by players, then the coach could be more
effective. In fact, coaches' perception of their own
leader behavior relates to the actual behavior of the
coach. According to Chelladurai [8], the volleyball
coach leadership behavior can be understood when
referred to its five dimensions, that is, “training and
instruction”, “democratic  behavior”, “autocratic

/Y

behavior”, “social support”, and “positive feedback”. As
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noted, "positive feedback" improves the relationship
between the players and the coaches and affects
players' ability, effort and performance [9] and "social
support" does not have any effect, when authoritarian
behavior negatively affects this two-way relation [10].

Nevertheless, it is not enough for a coach only
to possess the knowledge of the leadership behavior
dimensions to be successful. Coaching knowledge
concerning the resilience of the players can clarify the
psychological and managerial dimensions of the team
since the type of coaching behavior possibly affects
players’ resilience. According to recent research, one of
the important factors in training that should be
investigated more extensively in volleyball teams [11,
12] is the resilience of the team players and its
relationship with coach's behavior.

Relevant studies have suggested that resilience
is an individual ability that can be defined as a force
that keeps performance levels relatively constant.
Therefore, it can cause a positive adjustment in
response to exposure to significant perceived
difficulties during sporting activities [13]. Although a
player without optimism and confidence can also be
resilient, being optimistic or positive in training or
games would further help a volleyball team to win

since the result of the volleyball match is very
important for everyone involved.
Patsiaouras and Stirbu [11], studied the

relationship of resilience in youth national volleyball
teams (U16) and found gender differences between
male and female volleyball players. They concluded
that coaches and volleyball players should recognize
that female volleyball players focused more on “healthy
life style” and exhibited less “self-efficacy” compared to
male volleyball players of the same age. Thus, it seems
that resilience affects both the psychological and the
physical performance level of young volleyball players
[11]. Additionally, Garcia Secades et al. [13] in their
study found that athletes with high endurance levels
achieved higher scores on recovery factors and lower
scores on stress factors. This means that the coach
should try to develop a positive attitude to players with
his/her leadership behavior so as to lead them not only
to a better and lasting well-being but also to a better
performance and a higher level of endurance
compared to volleyball players having a low level of
resilience.

Reviewing the recent literature, it seems that
there are a number of studies that investigated the
relationship between endurance and athletic

participation in elite athletes [14-17], but there is still
little evidence on specific data for volleyball and the
impact of coaches' leadership style on players
resilience [12]. Moreover, the recent study of
Patsiaouras [12] highlighted the need to investigate
the impact of coaches’ leaderships style in the
resilience of volleyball players according to gender,
since statistically significant differences were observed
in resilience between the two genders in volleyball
national youth teams (U16) [11].

Although many studies have been suggested
the contribution of leadership behavior to the
development and performance of players it remains
unknown whether leadership behavior of the coach has
an impact to volleyball players’ resilience, a research
gap that the present study intends to cover. The
purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of
the coach leadership style on the resilience level of
volleyball players using self-evaluation Questionnaires.

2. Method
2.1 Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was achieved using the
SPSS v21.0 software. The data was analyzed using
descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
was carried out to examine the internal consistency of
each variable. Additionally, t-test for independent
samples test were used to examine any differences
present between the volleyball players and coaches,
and Pearson’s correlation coefficient for resilience test
and LSS test variables. Finally, simple linear regression
was performed to evaluate the impact of coaches’
leadership behavior on players’ resilience. The alpha
level for statistical significance was set at p<.05 for all
tests.

2.2 Measuring instrument

The Self-Evaluation Resilience test
(http://www.resilience-project.eu/) was wused to
measure resilience [18] that consists of 21 questions —
3 for each of the seven categories or areas of
development (variables). The seven variables are: a)
“perception” which evaluates how one focuses in the
present to make the best of the here and now and
trying to find a balance between the past - the present
and the future thinking (e.g. Q2: I notice new and
positive things more often than negative and well-
known things), b) “getting a grip of one’s life” which
evaluates how a person manage personal life, how he /
she finds his / her own strategies for dealing with
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stress, obstacles and problems and getting to know his
/ her own positive aspects (e.g. Q3: I set clear
priorities for my life), c) “forming relationships”, that is,
refers to resilience and well-being as a result of sharing
emotions, experiences etc. with other people (e.g. Q1:
I have at least one person in my life with whom I can
share everything — the good and the bad), d)
“acceptance and optimistic thinking” (confidence in
future) associated to personal skills, thinking skills that
promote resilience in everyday life (e.g. Q3: I adapt
flexibly to change and easily accept the unchangeable),
e) “orientation on solution and aims which evaluates
the ability on getting away from problem thinking and
how one develops thinking skills that enable solutions
in problems (e.g. Q1: I prefer finding solutions to
searching for mistakes and someone to blame), f)
“healthy lifestyle”, dealing with everyday life situation
which keeps one physically and mentally healthy and
parallel empower one’s resilience (e.g. Q2: I am in
touch with my body and feel what's good for me and
what’s not), and g) “self-efficacy” which refers to the
ways one adopts in order to know his/her own
strengths and the ability to use all these in everyday
life (e.g. Q2: I can rely on my own abilities and
resources in difficult times). Answers were given at a
10-point Likert rating scale (1: total disagree-10: total
agree). In the study of Patsiaouras and Stirbu [11]
Cronbach’s a ranged from a = 0.62 for the variable
“acceptance and optimistic thinking (confidence in
future) to a = 0.87 for “self-efficacy” variable.

Coaches’ leadership behavior was measured
using the Greek Version of LSS questionnaire from
Chelladurai, and Saleh [1] that has acceptable
psychometric characteristics [7]. According to
Aggelonidis, Zervas, Kakkos, and Psychountaki [19] the
Greek Version of LSS is a valid and reliable
questionnaire to use in sport settings. The self-
evaluation questionnaire LSS test consists of 40 items
loading in five categories (variables), which are: a)
training and instruction (13 items) when a coach
emphasize on improving players performance though
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training of volleyball skills techniques and game tactics,
b) democratic behavior (9 items) when a coach allows
players participation to decision making about the
tasks and the goals of training and team, c) autocratic
behavior (5 items) when the coach takes the decisions
and full responsibility of training and the goals of the
team, d) social support (8 items) when a coach create
a positive environment and tolerates the existence of
warm interpersonal relationships among the team
players, and 5) positive feedback behavior (5 items)
when a coach reinforce, advices and give rewards for
individual and team performance. Items are scored on
a 5-point Likert scale anchored from 1 (never) to 5
(always).

2.3 Participants

This study involved 132 participants, 101
volleyball players (48 males, M age=16.29, SD=1.57,
and 53 females M age=18.15, SD=3.42) and 31
coaches (20 males, M age=39.10, SD=7.75, and 11
females M age=37.18, SD=7.56). All participants -male
and female volleyball players and coaches- had an
experience in volleyball competitions for several years
(Table 1). Twenty-five of the coaches possessed an A’
category volleyball coach diploma and the rest six of
them had the lower B’ category volleyball coach
diploma.

All the participants gave their consent for the
study, after they were informed about the purpose of
the research and were notified that the completion of
the questionnaires was anonymous and confidential.
The questionnaires were distributed to the participants
on the volleyball court prior or after their training. The
time to complete the questionnaires lasted about 10
minutes and after that the questionnaires was placed
in a sealed box. Additionally, all volleyball players and
coaches- participated to the study were informed that
their participation was voluntary, and they were free to
withdraw from the study any time they felt so. The
study was approved by the Ethical Committee of the
University of Thessaly /DPESS.

Table 1. Demographic data of the volleyball players and coaches participating to the study

Function Gender N Mean age SD Mean experience* SD

Coach Males 20 39.10 7.75 12.90 7.57
Females 11 37.18 7.56 12.63 6.47

Player Males 48 16.29 1.57 5.44 2.69
Females 53 18.15 3.42 6.66 2.79

* training experience in years
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Table 2. Intercorrelation of the resilience variables (players) and Leadership behavior (coaches)

Variables 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Perception 368**%  537%*  G3%*k  406%*  489** 136 -.105 357*%  -132 -.052
2. Getting a .182 525%%  640*%*  363**  520** 130 -.336%*% | 397*%*  -281*%% - 368
grip of one's

life

3. Forming - 387** [222% 247% .104 -.190 -.113 -.100 .203* -.045
relationships

4. Acceptance - L597**  527**  481*%* 182 -.078 277¥*  -.189 -.242*
and optimistic

thinking

5. Orientation - .338**%  507** -.051 -.119 121 .143 -.188
on solution

and aims

6. Healthy - .326%* 068 -.058 .033 -.125 .083
lifestyle

7. Self-efficacy - -.276%*% - 279%*%  433*%* - 065 -.442%*
8. Training - .180 .154 -.293** 191
and

Instruction

9. Democratic - -419*%*  -.031 .515%*
behavior

10. Autocratic - .360*%*  -.081
behavior

11. Social - -.081
support

12. Positive -
feedback

* p<.050, **p<.010

Table 3. Internal consistency Cronbach’s a of resilience and LSS test variables

Variable Cronbach’s a
Perception .69
Getting a grip of one’s life .66
Forming relationships .65
Acceptance and optimistic thinking (confidence in future) .60
Orientation on solution and aims .73
Healthy lifestyle .69
Self-efficacy .85
Training and Instruction .64
Democratic behavior .66
Autocratic behavior .59
Social support .60
Positive feedback 72

Q
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Table 4. Independent samples t-test between the two genders for resilience and LSS variables of study

participants

Variable Volleyball Players
Gender N Mean SD t df p

Perception Males 48 24.40 2.96 -.056 99 .955
Females 53 24.43 3.74

Getting a grip of one’s life Males 48 25.25 3.26 .091 99 927
Females 53 25.19 3.46

Forming relationships Males 48 26.04 3.80 -917 99 .362
Females 53 26.70 3.39

Acceptance and optimistic Males 48 25.31 3.20 1.43 99 .157

thinking (confidence in Females 53 24.30 3.85

future)

Orientation on solution and  Males 48 26.38 3.46 1.86 99 .033*

aims Females 53 24.85 4.63

Healthy lifestyle Males 48 24.85 4.85 -1.21 99 231
Females 53 25.83 3.19

Self-efficacy Males 48 27.21 3.25 1.75 99 .042*
Females 53 25.94 3.95

Volleyball Coaches

Training and Instruction Males 20 22.40 1.54 -1.22 29 231
Females 11 23.09 1.45

Democratic behavior Males 20 11.10 3.54 .505 29 .618
Females 11 10.45 3.14

Autocratic behavior Males 20 13.80 2.52 -.692 29 494
Females 11 14.45 2.51

Social support Males 20 20.30 2.13 -1.39 29 174
Females 11 21.27 1.19

Positive feedback Males 20 21.75 2.90 -1.13 29 270
Females 11 22.91 2.43

* p<.050

Table 5. Independent samples t-test between the coaches’ diploma category for LSS variables

Variable Diploma N Mean SD t df p

Training and Instruction A’ category 25 22.40 1.53 -1.92 29 .033*
B’ category 6 23.67 1.03

Democratic behavior A’ category 25 10.84 3.33 -.103 29 919
B’ category 6 11.00 3.85

Autocratic behavior A’ category 25 14.12 2.49 394 29 .697
B’ category 6 13.67 2.73

Social support A’ category 25 20.56 1.90 -.506 29 .617
B’ category 6 21.00 2.00

Positive feedback A’ category 25 21.92 2.86 -.994 29 328
B’ category 6 23.17 2.23

* p<.050
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3. Results

Correlation analysis (Pearson’s r) between the
resilience of players and the self-perceived leadership
behavior of coaches, revealed moderate positive and
negative intercorrelation up to weak intercorrelation
between the variables. All the resilience variables were
intercorrelated positively with each other as expected.

A positive correlation means that e.g. when
“self-efficacy” increased the ™“autocratic behavior”
increased too, or when autocratic behavior increased
then “self-efficacy” increased as well. A negative
correlation means that for e.g. when “self-efficacy”
increased then “positive feedback” decreased or when
“positive feedback” decreased then “self-efficacy”
increased (Table 2).

Reliability analysis using Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha revealed an internal consistency ranging from
moderate-good (a = 0.60) for the variables
“acceptance and optimistic thinking (confidence in
future) to high (@ = 0.85) for “self-efficacy
respectively” with an overall high coefficient alpha
score (a=.88) for all variables of resilient test. The
internal consistency of LSS test ranged from acceptable
(a=.59) for the variables “autocratic behavior” to high
(a=.72) for the “positive feedback” variable (Table 3).

The t-test for independent samples revealed
statistically significant differences for the resilience
variables “orientation on solution and aims” (p=.033)
and “self-efficacy” (p=.042) between male and female
volleyball players in favor of male volleyball players.

No statistically significant differences were
observed between the two genders of volleyball
players for the rest resilience variables. No statistically
significant differences were also observed between the
two genders in all tested LSS variables for the
volleyball coaches (Table 4).

Statistically  significant  differences  were
observed between the less-experienced and more-
experienced coaches. The independent samples t-test
analysis showed the existence of statistic significant
differences between the two categories of coaches for
the variable “training and instruction” (p= .033) in
favor of less experience coaches having B’ category
diploma. On the other hand, the differences between
less-experienced and more-experienced coaches for
the other variables of LSS test were not statistically
significant. Reviewing the descriptive results, coaches
who were more-experienced presented higher levels of

autocratic behavior, lower levels of democratic
behavior and social support, and lower positive
feedback but these differences were not statistically
significant (Table 5).

Simple linear regression (stepwise) was
performed to evaluate the impact of coaches’
leadership behavior on players resilience. The Durbin -
Watson results of the model was 1.647, indicating a
positive autocorrelation. The simple linear stepwise
regression suggested that autocratic behavior predicts
the resilience of volleyball players (r=.294, R?=.087,
adjusted R? =.077, Beta=.294, CI=.435-2.037
p=.003). Consequently, our model suggested that a
highly significant impact (p=.003) exists for the
autocratic behavior of coaches (77%) and the
resilience of volleyball players.

4. Discussion

The purpose of the study was to examine the
impact of coaches’ leadership behavior to the resilience
of volleyball players and identify possible differences
existing between the two genders. Using the self-
evaluation resilience test, no significant difference was
observed between the two genders of the volleyball
players for “perception”, “getting a grip of one’s life”,
“forming relationships”, and “acceptance and optimistic

thinking” variables.

It can be concluded that both genders are
equally able to manage one’s life, to find own coping
strategies to master stress situations, overcome
obstacles and problems and become aware of positive
aspects of volleyball sport. Furthermore, both genders
can focus in the present, making the best they can,
trying to find ways in order to balance between the
past- the present- and the future-oriented thinking and
perceive without any difference that they can achieve
physical vitality, social satisfaction, a sense of
accomplishment, and a personal fulfillment as a result
of sharing with others in the team and foster resilience
in daily life. These finding are in line with the study of
Patsiaouras and Stirbu [11] that also did not trace any
differences for the above-mentioned variables.

Statistically ~ significant  differences  were
observed for the “orientation on solution and aims”
variable which refers to the ability on getting away
from problem thinking and developing appropriate
skills that enable solutions in problems, with higher
scores achieved by male volleyball players comparing
to female ones, a result that suggests male volleyball
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players are been more concentrated on finding
solutions compared to females. Garcia Secades, et al.
[20] and Garcia Secades, et all [13] proposed that high
resilience athletes may have developed strategies to
help them cope with demanding situations and early
withdrawal strategies to avoid unpleasant emotions
that in turn results in remaining focus and continuing
their activities unaffected in the future. Most probably,
male volleyball players participating to the study make
use of this strategies more effectively. Differences
were also observed in “self-efficacy” variable between
male and female volleyball players suggesting that
males may know better one’s strengths and develop
effective strategies to use one’s own resources in
everyday life in line with the results of Patsiaouras and
Stirbu [11].

Regarding LSS test results for coaches, no
significant differences were observed for all tested
variables between the two genders. Additionally,
statistic significant differences for ™“training and
instruction” were observed examining the differences
taking into account the coaches’ diploma category
between coaches with less experience and more-
experience coaches.

As for “autocratic behavior” and “training and
instructions” the findings are like previous studies
which support that younger coaches emphasize these
behaviors [21]. A recent study in soccer support that
coaches must provide more autocratic behavior as
players prefer this kind of leaders [22]. Depending on
the experience, results showed that coaches with more
experience present autocratic behavior and provide
less social support and less positive feedback
comparing to less-experienced coaches who are more
democratic, socially supportive and provide more
training instructions. Although perceptions of coaches
and players about leadership style are similar [23], the
differences in this study compared to previous ones,
might be explained by the differences that appear
between the coaches’ self-perceptions and their actual
behavior [22]. Also, the small sample of high-level
volleyball players and coaches compared to the high
number of the total coaches of amateur leagues that in
many studies are used, might explain these differences
in results.

An additional finding derived from simple
regression analysis shows that the “autocratic
behavior” of the volleyball coach may predict the 77%
of the resilience of volleyball players This is a very
interesting finding noted for the first time that can

contribute to the understanding of the topic in
volleyball sport since no other relevant studies do exist.

5. Conclusions

As far as the leadership preferences of the
volleyball players many personal factors as gender,
age, experience, field position, level, psychological
characteristics etc., affect their resilience. Of course,
training and instructions, democratic behavior, and
social support enhance the satisfaction and motivation
of the players, the cohesion of the team, helps players
to reduce anxiety etc. The results of this study suggest
that coaches diploma category, coaching experience
and the use of autocratic behavior may contribute
positively to the resilience of the players and helps
them perform better.

Future studies should investigate if additional
aspects like the anxiety of volleyball players affect their
resilience level. Additionally, future research should
focus on the differences noted between coaches’ and
players’ perceptions about the leadership style of Greek
volleyball coaches according to their diploma category
and how this influences the performance of their
teams.
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