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ABSTRACT 

The perceptions of female and male collegiate student

athletes toward characteristics exibited by female and male 

coaches were examined. Subjects, who were current 

collegiate athletes, responded to a questionnaire made up 

of demographic information and forced choices between pa1rs 

of the following ten characteristics: aggressive, 

competitive, cool under pressure, decisive, effective 

communication, emotional, knowledgeable, motivational, 

self-confident and sensitive. Each trait was paired with 

every other trait in a paired comparison format comprised 

of forty-five pairs. Subjects completed two identical 

paired-comparison questionnaires, one measuring perceptions 

of female coaches and one measuring perceptions of male 

coaches. The perception of respondents was represented by 

the number of times each trait was chosen over another 

trait. The data were analyzed with a chi-square on four 

specific areas: female athletes rating female coaches, 

female athletes rating male coaches, male athletes rating 

female coaches and male athletes rating male coaches. In 

seven out of the ten trait categories, significant 

differences were found in the way that female and male 

respondents perceived female and male coaches. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since 1970 the percentage of women coaching women's 

sport teams has decreased while at the same time the number 

of women participting in organized athletics has increased. 

Prior to the passage of Title IX in 1972, women were very 

involved in women's athletics, holding virtually all of the 

coaching and administrative positions. Acosta and 

Carpenter (1992) have reported that prior to 1972 over 

ninety percent of the coaches for women's teams were women; 

however, in 1992 women coached less than half of all 

women's sports. The implications for these statistics are 

far reaching, from issues of gender equity to issues of 

perception and preference of athletes. 

Gender equity has become a matter of increasing 

concern in athletics. Title IX was the first piece of 

federal legislation to require equal opportunity in 

athletics for women. Legislation forced athletic 

departments to allocate more money to women's athletics, 

making coaching salaries more lucrative and thus, leading 

to men entering the field. 

Acosta and Carpenter (1990) report that in collegiate 

athletics today, men coach more than half of all women's 

sports. With women's programs nearly tripling in number 

from 1972-1978 alone, more qualified coaches were needed to 
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fill the positions. A substantial shift in the gender of 

coaches for womens teams occurred even before the 

legislation was enacted. Between the years of 1972 and 

1978, the percentage of female coaches in all women's 

sports dropped from over ninety percent to only 58.2 

percent. This percentage continued to decline, reaching an 

all time low in 1990 with 47.3 percent. In 1991, the 

percentage of female coaches in women's sports increased 

for the first time since 1983, and in 1992 the slight 

upward trend continued with 48.3 percent of coaches of 

women's sports being female. 

Research has been conducted to illustrate reasons for 

the decline in the percentage of female coaches yielding 

explanations such as discrimination against women by a male 

network in control of athletics, incompetence of females 

and unwillingness of females to confront the demands of 

coaching along with their domestic responsibilities 

(Knoppers, 1992). Another possible reason for the decline 

of female coaches may be a preference by athletes for male 

coaches. However little research has been focused on the 

perception and preference of the athletes. What do the 

athletes really prefer in a coach? Does gender really play 

a part in coaching effectiveness, or is it the personality 

of a coach that makes the biggest impact on student

athletes? 
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Purpose of the Study 

A number of studies have detailed the obstacles that 

women who wish to become athletic coaches at the collegiate 

level often encounter, as well as many reasons for the 

decline in the percentage of female coaches. However, 

these studies overlook an important factor. The purpose of 

this study is to evaluate how student-athletes rate female 

and male coaches. If gender plays a role in the preference 

of a coach, which gender would be most likely to be chosen 

by collegiate athletes today? And more importantly, why? 

Definition of Terms 

Gender Equity--Equality in the form of opportunity, 

compensation and recognition for members of both 

sexes. 

NCAA--(National Collegiate Athletic Association) Governing 

body for Division I, II and III collegiate athletics. 

Southwest Athletic Conference--(abbreviated as SWC) NCAA 

sanctioned Athletic Conference with all current 

members located in Texas. This conference includes 

eight Division I Universities including Texas A&M, 

Baylor, Rice, University of Texas, University of 

Houston, Texas Tech, Southern Methodist and Texas 

Christian University. 
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Student-athlete--Any school aged student, female or male 

who participates in organized athletics. The subjects 

for this study were collegiate Division I student

athletes. 

Title IX--Legislation requiring institutions to provide 

equitable opportunities, benefits and funding without 

discriminating on the basis of sex. 

Assumptions 

The assumptions of this study are: (1) the subjects 

will respond to the questionnaire honestly; (2) the student 

athlete population of the Southwest Athletic Conference 

will be representative of the attitudes towards gender and 

coaching in this region; (3) the questionnaire is a good 

measure of assessment of perceptions of athletes toward the 

gender of a coach. 

Statement of Hypotheses 

Based on the greater number of male coaches compared 

to female coaches who are currently coaching organized 

athletics, more young athletes have been exposed to male 

coaches. With ninety-nine percent of the coaches for males 

being men, there have not been comparable opportunities for 

male athletes to have been influenced by female coaches. 

Therefore, it is hypothesized that (1) male athletes would 

prefer to be coached by males. Because over half of all 
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coaches of women's sports are men, (2) female athletes 

would prefer to be coached by males as often, if not more 

often than they would female coaches. In regard to the ten 

character traits, as cited by Bern (1974), that are rated by 

the student athletes in the questionnaire, it is expected 

that those surveyed will rank females and males according 

to current stereotypes. Therefore, male coaches will be 

perceived as more aggressive, competitive, and 

knowledgeable, while female coaches will be perceived as 

emotional, sensitive and better communicators. Therefore, 

it is predicted that (3) male athletes will rate male 

coaches high in the areas of aggressiveness, 

competitiveness, knowledgeable, decisive, cool under 

pressure and motivational, and (4) that males will rate 

female coaches as emotional, sensitive and as good 

communicators. Further, (5) female athletes will rate 

female and male coaches similarly on traits because female 

athletes have a basis for perception of an opposite gender 

coach having been coached by both female and male coaches. 

And (6) female athletes will rate female coaches as being 

emotional and sensitive, but will also rate female coaches 

similarly to male coaches on traits of aggressive, self

confident, good communication, knowledgeable and 

motivational. 
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Delimitations 

This study is limited to schools 1n the Southwest 

Athletic Conference (SWC). Time and financial constraints 

prevent a greater sample size. At the time of this study, 

The University of Texas at Austin had a lawsuit filed 

against it concerning gender equity; and therefore, were 

not able to release the surveys to athletes for completion. 

Significance of the Study 

A study of this nature can be valuable 1n assessing 

attitudes towards gender competence in the field of 

coaching. This type of research can provide administrators 

with information about current student-athletes' preference 

towards gender of a coach. It also explores the prev1ous 

experience each student-athlete has had with coaches of 

different genders, and what his/her current perceptions are 

towards female and male coaches in regard to the ten 

characteristics presented. If current student athletes 

rate coaches of different genders similarly in regard to 

personality traits, then it could be concluded that the 

gender of a coach is not the most important factor, rather 

it is the characteristics that athletes are concerned 

about. Athletes tend to judge male and female coaches 

according to current stereotypes. For example, considering 

male coaches more aggressive and competitive while thinking 
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of female coaches as more sensitive is the way that females 

and males are perceived in society. In considering 

coaching, or leadership characteristics, more masculine 

traits are perceived as effecitive (Eagly, 1992). This is 

one explanation for the increase 1n the percentage of male 

coaches and the subsequent decrease in the percentage of 

female coaches for women's sports. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

With the enactment of Title IX legislation of the 

Education Amendments of 1972, the door for women in 

athletics was opened. Over the next ten years, the number 

of female athletes grew from about seven percent to thirty

five percent of the total number of collegiate athletes. 

Schools belonging to the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) began allocating more money for women's 

programs. From 1974 to 1978 the percent of money spent on 

women's sports increased from four to sixteen percent of 

the total athletic budgets in Division I schools (NACWEP, 

1982) . 

In a similar time period following Title IX 

legislation, there was a decline in the percentage of 

female coaches and administrators holding leadership 

positions in women's athletics. While the numbers of 

female athletes increased dramatically, the number of 

female coaches for those teams dropped from over 90 percent 

before Title IX to less then fifty percent following Title 

IX (Acosta & Carpenter, 1992). After having done extensive 

research in women's athletics, Acosta and Carpenter (1988), 

cite discrimination by the "good old boys network," lack of 

networks among women, burnout of females due to other 
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responsibilities (i.e. family, children), and a myth that 

women are less competent than men as coaches, as reasons 

for the decline of the percentage of women in athletics. 

This review of literature will examine: (1) the 

changes in women's athletics due to the proposal of Title 

IX; (2) studies of the actual and perceived differences 

between males and females as leaders; (3) possible reasons 

for the current state of gender inequity; and (4) the 

androgynous coach. 

Background Information 

The 1972 Educational Amendments to the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, included a section known as Title IX. As 

quoted by Fox (1992, p. 33), the amendment states that: 

No person in the United States shall, on 
the basis of sex, be excluded from participation 
in, denied the benefit of, or be subject to 
discrimination under any education program or 
activity receiving federal financial assistance. 
(United States Congress, 1972) 

If a sport, a facility, or financial assistance is 

available for members of one gender, then it must also be 

available for members of the other gender. Title IX 

required educational institutions to provide equitable 

opportunities, facilities, funding and equipment for female 

and male athletes in order to continue receiving federal 

funding. Although this law did not require schools to 

conform until 1978, athletes, coaches and administrators 

9 



who were involved in women's athletics, began to notice 

change almost immediately (Gordon, 1982). 

Prior to the Title IX proposal, many schools 

maintained separate men's and women's athletic departments. 

The Association for Intercollegiate Athletics for Women 

(AIAW), initiated in 1971, provided regulations concerning 

competitive structure, eligibility, and financial 

assistance for female collegiate athletes. This 

organization, made up almost exclusively of women, 

controlled all aspects of women's athletics including 

coaching and administration (Krotee, 1981). Men's 

athletics were controlled by the more established National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), which was founded 

in 1906. With the enactment of Title IX, women's 

athletics, claims Krotee (1981), showed promise of 

financial gain through the television rights and priveleges 

that were promised with women's championships. This 

prompted the NCAA to embrace women's athletics into their 

own organization. 

In 1974, Congress required that sports programs be 

included in Title IX. The Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare (HEW) was designated by Congress to develop 

policies to regulate the enforcement of Title IX. The 

subsequent guidelines for enforcement of Title IX were 

contested by the NCAA. United States Senator John Tower of 

Texas proposed to exclude football and men's basketball 
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{being the primary revenue sports) from Title IX 

regulations. He sponsored an amendment to that effect 

which passed the Senate but was rejected by the House. 

Further resistance to Title IX was evidenced by the fact 

that many institutions did not comply with the Title IX 

legislation, claiming that they did not receive federal 

funding specifically for athletics. Some institutions 

avoided g1v1ng money to women's athletics by channeling 

federal money into things other than athletics such as 

campus radio stations, work-study programs and non-athletic 

employee wages. The 1982 court ruling in Haffer v. Temple 

University established the precedent that direct or 

indirect federal funding was within the Title IX scope. 

Universities receiving any federal funds were required to 

comply with the Title IX legislation. 

In the 1984 case of Grove City College v. Bell, the 

United States Supreme Court held that the Grove City 

College Athletic Department was not responsible for 

providing equal opportunities for women athletes because 

the department was not federally funded. It was not until 

Congress passed the Civil Rights Restoration Act in 1988, 

over President Reagan's veto, that the law was amended to 

require that the ruling applied to any program offered by 

an institution that received federal funding (Fox, 1992). 

Thus, the new law required equity in programs for any 

institution receiving federal funds, whether those federal 
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funds are used for that specific program or not. This law 

closed a loophole that had allowed athletic departments to 

claim that their departments were not federally funded, 

thus they could maintain unequal practices. The closing of 

this loophole also resulted in many athletic departments 

being forced to increase the number of programs for women. 

The increase in the number of programs for women 

resulted in a corresponding increase in the number of 

female athletes and a greater demand for coaches. The 

percentage of females participating in athletics across all 

age groups increased dramatically in the period following 

passage of Title IX. During the 1970-71 academic year, 

females accounted for about seven percent of all athletes. 

Ten years later, the number had grown to thirty-five 

percent. Budgets for women's programs improved 

dramatically. For Division I schools, women received 

approximately two percent of the athletic budget (of over 

2.8 million dollars a year) in 1974; by 1978, sixteen 

percent of the athletic budget was allotted to women's 

athletics (NACWEP, 1982). 

In 1972, there were about 1,570 head coaching 

positions for women's collegiate athletics. In 1978, there 

were 4,208 head coaching positions for women's collegiate 

athletics (Acosta, 1992). Female coaches of women's 

athletics dropped from eighty-one percent in 1974 to sixty

one percent in 1979. Conversely, male coaches of female 
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athletes showed a five-year increase of one hundred eighty

two percent (Coakley, 1990). 

According to Knoppers (1989), one of the biggest 

reasons cited by women for the decline of females in 

coaching is that men are doing the hiring. Lopiano (1986) 

described the systems of athletics as having no set 

standards for hiring "professional" coaches regardless of 

gender. As long as there was an absence of a system of 

hiring, the administration (which was comprised almost 

entirely of men) could tell female applicants that they 

were not qualified for the position, thus more men began to 

fill coaching positions for girls' and women's teams. 

Frequently an unqualified male would be hired for a women's 

job·because of who he knew (Lopiano, 1986). In 1984, the 

percentages of male athletic directors of women's sports 

was ninety percent in Division I programs, over eighty-five 

percent in Division II, and nearly eighty-four percent in 

Division III (Acosta & Carpenter, 1985). Hasbrook (1988) 

stated that if two equal candidates, one of each gender, 

apply for the same coaching job, a male athletic director 

may be more likely to hire a male because typically, males 

feel that men are more competent and better suited to the 

coaching lifestyle. 

Two of the other reasons cited for the lack of women 

coaches as a result of Title IX are that there are not 

enough women to fill the positions, and when changes were 
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implemented, women chose not to face the difficult 

challenges and did not apply for these jobs 

(Hasbrook,1988). The NCAA study on perceived barriers of 

careers for women 1n intercollegiate athletics (based on a 

twelve-year study by Acosta & Carpenter, 1989), reports 

that ninety-five percent of females in administrative 

positions claim that interference in family life is a 

factor affecting their decision to give up a coaching 

position. Ninety-three percent of the administrators 

surveyed indicated that the "good old boy" network was a 

negative factor for women in the field. Over ninety 

percent of the coaches surveyed 1n this study claim that 

inadequate salary, infringement on family life and travel 

burdens are the primary factors that negatively influence a 

woman's decision to coach at the college level. The "good 

old boy" mentality towards family responsibilities did not 

appear overnight. These gender-linked attitudes are taught 

to young boys and girls at a very early age and reinforced 

throughout the formative years. 

Socialization 

In our society, from infancy males and females are 

taught to behave according to masculine and feminine 

stereotypes. Babies are dressed in appropriate clothing 

and given descriptive names for their gender. Typically, 

boys, who are thought of as being "tougher", are played 
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with more roughly than are girls. Likewise, girls are 

typically coddled from the time they are young as if they 

need protection (Maccoby, 1988). Although socialization is 

different for females and males from infancy, research has 

demonstrated that actual differences may not exist. For 

example, a study done by Rees and Andres (1980) with four 

to six year old children showed that actual grip strength 

in young girls was not significantly different than that of 

their male counterparts. However, seventy-two percent of 

the subjects in the study perceived the boys to be 

stronger. Little girls are not encouraged to participate 

in skills that develop grip and coordination skills such as 

catching a ball. Children are steered into gender roles at 

a very young age thus gender-role stereotyping is developed 

at a young age and may determine the kind of personal and 

behavioral characteristics that are maintained into 

adulthood. 

A recent examination of gender role stereotyping by 

Meaney, Dornier and Owens (1993) demonstrated that with 

increased age there were more discrepancies between 

"females" and "males" evaluations of activities as being 

gender specific. Tenth-grade students reported eleven 

activities as gender specific, whereas third grade students 

reported only five activities as gender specific. 

Maccoby (1988) reviewed studies of young children and 

discovered consistent findings to support that gender role 
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stereotyping is prevalent throughout childhood. According 

to Maccoby, three fundamental processes are involved in the 

gender development of children. They are biological 

predispositions, socialization pressures and cognitive 

categorizing. 

Biological predispositions refer to biological sex as 

determined by genitalia. With this information a child can 

identify that, for example, a same-gender parent has the 

same genitalia that they do, whereas the opposite-gender 

parent is different because they have different biological 

features. Once they have determined that they are the same 

as others who have the same features, they begin to 

assimilate behavior and congregate with others like 

themselves. Socialization pressures occur throughout a 

child's formative years. Parents, teachers, older children 

and virtually everyone who has influence on young people 

reward behavior that is considered to be appropriate in our 

society, and discourage gender-inappropriate behavior. 

The term "cognitive behavior" refers to the stage 1n 

which a person actually begins to rationalize when behavior 

is appropriate for a certain gender. From the time 

children are three to four years of age until they are well 

into puberty, they congregate with other children of their 

own sex. Maccoby and Jacklin (1987) found four year olds 

to spend three times as much time with same-sex children 

than with children of the opposite sex, and by the time 
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they were six years of age this grew to eleven times as 

much time spent with the same sex (Maccoby, 1988). 

For playing behavior, Maccoby (1988) reports that when 

given play choices of a trampoline, a ball, or an inflated 

"bobo doll," girls spend more time on the trampoline, while 

boys spent more time "fighting" with "bobo." According to 

Maccoby, males exhibited rougher play than females and 

would be three times more likely than girls to play roughly 

with a group of all boys. In a sharing task, boys spent 

their efforts trying to shoulder the other boys out of the 

way so that they could dominate the toy, while a girl would 

be more likely to persuade others verbally to let her have 

a turn. In an all-female group, dominant girls learned 

techniques to control the group but the same techniques 

were not recognized (were ineffective) against a group of 

boys. As girls become older, they increase their use of 

polite suggestions while boys increase their demands. In a 

group of all boys, the use of this polite tactic is 

ignored. Boys are more likely to interrupt one another 

than girls, use boasts and threats more readily and have a 

greater recognition for a hierarchy than girls do. In an 

all girls group, girls are polite, show interest 1n the 

expressions of others, give one another a chance to speak 

and more often express congruent thoughts with one another 

than boys do (Maccoby, 1988). 
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Males are taught from the time they are young not only 

to be aggressive and competitive but that they are the 

superior gender. Iso-Ahola (1979) did an experiment with 

fourth-grade girls and boys who were asked to complete an 

identical motor maze with artificially controlled outcomes. 

When boys won over their female competitors, they 

attributed it to effort, but when girls won, the boys 

attributed it to luck. In a similar study, Silva (1984) 

found that boys who lost to other boys were more likely to 

credit their opponent with ability than when losing to 

girls. Deaux (1974) has also found that performance of 

males is more likely to be attributed to skill while that 

of females is more likely to be attributed to luck. 

From the management field, Fiedler (1987) claims that 

leadership styles are facets of one's personality which are 

learned and reinforced throughout one's life. And because 

they are so deep-rooted, these personality traits are very 

difficult to change. An opposing theory suggests that 

individuals who are already in a leadership capacity can 

change their leaderhip style or employ a new one. The 

length of time that a person has been practicing a certain 

behavior and the degree to which their philosophies are 

embedded certainly affect their capacity to adapt to a 

different style (Hartman, 1992). 

There is a significant body of research examining 

development of leadership during childhood from a 
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psychological perspective. In Hartman's (1992) study on 

The Role of Parental Influence on Leadership, reasons are 

cited for children developing personality characteristics 

such as: the emotional bond between parents and children, 

guidelines set by parents, efforts by parents to develop 

their children and behavior modeling. Studies in these 

areas can aid in the understanding of the developmental 

process children go through in learning behavior. Hartman 

(1992) studied behavior modeling that children exhibited 

toward an admired parent or significant other. 

Consideration was given to the dyad, or relationship being 

examined, and it was expected that differences would exist 

between different dyads. For example, a father-son dyad 

would differ from a mother-daughter and mother-son and 

father-daughter relationship. Hartman surveyed 120 male, 

and 75 female students to learn which gender of parent had 

the most influence on their leadership characteristics. 

When asked to name which parent had the most impact on 

them, male respondents reported male role models to be most 

influential 88 out of 121 times. Female respondents, on 

the other hand, claimed that 42 females, as compared to 33 

males were the dominant influence. Females were not as 

likely to nominate their same sex role model for being the 

most influential as were males. 

According to Sabo (1993), one way that men, who 

control a vast majority of the leadership positions in 
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athletics and other fields, have been able to control 

leadership (physically and mentally) is to create and 

perpetuate myths concerning the shortcomings of women. 

These myths serve to exaggerate sex differences and sustain 

the superior position of males in this society. Myths 

concerning a woman's physiological inadequacy have kept 

women from participating in strenuous exercise for 

generations. Women have been thought of as frail and 

unable to participate in activities other than motherhood 

and homemaking (Sabo, 1993). As recently as 1986, this 

myth has been perpetuated. The American College of 

Obstetricians and Gynecologists (ACOG) presented the 

"Safety Guidelines for Women," which recommended that women 

exercise moderately for only thirty-minute durations with 

"a day's rest" between workouts (Sabo, 1993). 

Another myth concerning women in sport is the 

masculinization of women who participate in athletics. 

Sabo (1993) argues that it is rather the androgynization of 

women in athletics that occurs. Women actually can retain 

positive "feminine" traits while incorporating masculine 

traits into their own personality. 

So how do young people develop these traits? Adults 

praise sex-appropriate behavior and punish sex

inappropriate behavior. Parents and peers of young people 

serve as models and reinforce gender stereotypes that are 

prevalent throughout their lives (Maccoby, 1988). 
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Androgyny 

Bern (1974) introduced a concept of psychological 

androgyny that refers to a balance of feminine and 

masculine traits within a single personality. Bern's (1974) 

original scale contained categories including very 

"masculine males" at one extreme, and very "feminine 

females" at the other. From infancy, society treats 

individuals a certain way according to their biological 

sex, shaping them into masculine or feminine roles. 

Characteristics that describe a socially desirable man 1n 

our society are: aggressive, independent, unemotional, not 

easily influenced, dominant, interested in mathematical and 

scientific fields, calm in a crisis, very active, 

competitive, skilled in business, worldly, adventurous, 

decisive, acts as a leader, self-confident, and ambitious. 

Females, on the other hand, are stereotyped by traits such 

as being tactful, gentle, sensitive to the needs of others, 

religious, neat, having a strong need for security, enjoy 

art and literature, and expresses tender feelings easily 

(Hyde, 19 8 5) . In the middle of the continuum are 

androgynous characteristics, identifying traits from both 

masculinity and femininity. According to Duquin (1978), 

this state is perhaps the best of both genders. Having this 

"androgynous advantage" (Silva, 1984, p.394) would mean 
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that a person possesses many of the strong, "masculine" 

characteristics such as self-confidence, aggressiveness and 

independence, and also some characteristics that are 

associated with females such as sensitivity to others and 

good communication skills. Sargent (1981) claims that both 

females and males adopt the best characteristics of the 

other gender to become more effective as managers. Also, 

in a study of collegiate women athletes, androgynous 

individuals were found to score significantly higher on 

self-esteem than individuals that are masculine or feminine 

( Sabo, 19 8 8 ) . 

In an effort by women to advance that has taken place 

1n many fields, including athletics and managrnent, this 

androgynous state is one that may be facilitated for 

females but not for males (Silva, 1984) . Males are 

encouraged to retain the strong masculine traits, keeping 

them at the masculine end of the continuum rather than 

moving towards the state of androgyny. Women, on the other 

hand, move towards the state of androgyny by incorporating 

more masculine traits into their behavior. Adoption of 

masculine traits by women is more socially acceptable than 

the adoption of feminine characteristics by men. As they 

pursue fields in leadership, women are expanding their 

personality traits in a more positive way, one that will 

improve their position on the hierarchy of status in 

society. Males, on the other hand, are encouraged to 
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exhibit masculine characteristics instead of being 

encouraged to practice characteristics associated with 

being feminine. Even though some feminine characteristics 

might help them to become more effective as leaders, men 

are encouraged to demonstrate their masculine roles rather 

than take on characteristics such as sensitivity or being 

emotional. Consequently, men are still percei~ed to be 

less effective than women at communication and 

organizational skills. Although women may be seen as more 

effective communicators, historically men have dominated 

leadership positions. This has led to a need to examine 

differences between the genders in leadership capability. 

Leadership 

Leadership is defined as "the behavioral process of 

influencing individuals or groups towards set goals" 

(Barrow, 1977, p.232). French (1991) describes two forms 

of leadership to be coercive and facilitative. One can 

either bully their way to authority or diplomatically 

convince others to follow them. Even as early as 

preschool, children learn that they can achieve power over 

others by using one of these techniques. In our society, 

males have traditionally been expected to hold these 

positions of power. In traditional marriage, the man 

occupies the leader role and the woman is the follower. In 

the family, men assume the "breadwinner" role while women 
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are the homemakers. The family environment is where people 

initially develop their perceptions about people and 

stereotypes. If this kind of gender stereotyping 1s 

present from one's initial socialization process, it may 

contribute to perceptions that exist in our society about 

the roles of different genders. 

Women want equity (equal stature, responsibility, 

credibility, compensation), but Dobbins (1986) has 

suggested that a number of women are in leadership 

positions due in part to federal legislation, affirmative 

action hiring practices and a societal shift in regard to 

how women are viewed rather than because women are 

qualified as leaders. Historically, men have been in 

leadership positions, and therefore are thought of as 

better leaders. However, females are increasingly 

occupying the same leadership roles and successfully 

performing the same duties. 

During the 1970's, many things contributed to the 

increasing number of women entering leadership positions. 

Included in these reasons are the women's liberation 

movement, legislation that prohibited discrimination in 

hiring, and a predicted shortage of managers that enabled 

women to fill the void (Brown, 1979). Some of the areas 1n 

which leadership has been studied include the military, 

management related fields and athletics. In these areas 

there is a body of knowledge describing variations between 
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genders and their leadership capability. Although men have 

traditionally held leadership positions, many women are now 

holding these same positions and performing the duties that 

were once thought too difficult for them. Brown (1979) 

claims that one of the reasons for discrimination against 

women in management is the perpetuation of the myth that 

women are not effective as leaders when compared to men. 

There is a belief in the management field that males are 

more independent, objective, competitive and better suited 

to the responsibilities of a management position than 

women, who have been stereotyped as dependent, passive and 

weak (Brown, 1979). 

Hegstrom (1992) proports that research has shown that 

sex role stereotypes for women are incompatible with duties 

in management and other leadership fields. In ad hoc 

groups, the likelihood of one gender emerging as the leader 

was studied. Two hundred and four liberal arts college 

students responded to an adaptation of the California 

Psychological Inventory Test (CPI) and the Bern Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI) and were then placed in groups based on 

dominance ratings. The researchers hypothesized that 

(dominance being equal) males would emerge as leaders more 

often than females. This was based on previous research 

that found masculine characteristics to emerge (as leaders) 

over androgynous or feminine characteristics (Goktepe, 

1989) . 
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Females with a high dominance rating would be equally 

as likely to come forward as leaders as low-dominant men. 

And the greater the masculinity rating on the survey, the 

more dominant. Results indicated that males did not report 

a desire to obtain leadership roles any more than females 

did, but they emerged as leaders of these groups more 

frequently. Men and women were nominated to be leaders the 

same amount of times but men ended up being leaders more. 

Even when women were higher in dominance, they were less 

likely than males to become leaders. 

Hegstrom (1992) has suggested that women have not 

completely changed the stereotypes and expectations for 

their gender role, leaving speculation about whether women 

do not want to obtain these positions, or if they do not 

try because they feel that their chances of obtaining 

leadership roles are low compared to males. When measured 

next to men, women must not only demonstrate a comparable, 

if not superior output of work, but also they have to face 

political hurdles. According to Eagly (1992), a woman may 

very well be stereotyped in a negative light for not acting 

appropriately in a work setting. She may receive negative 

ratings for acting as men in the same position might act, 

but because that behavior is not typically associated with 

women, it might be discrimintated against or valued 

differently. 
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According to Brown (1979), who has done an extensive 

analysis of studies involving leadership and gender, there 

are virtually no differences in the way that men and women 

lead. According to studies reviewed, those who have 

personal experience working with female managers or leaders 

claim that men and women lead similarly, while those rating 

the effectiveness of female leaders (but have not had 

actual experience) are more likely to rate females as less 

effective then men in the same position. 

Kushell's (1986) research analyzed the effect of 

gender and style of leadership on subordinate satisfaction 

in the areas of participation, leader approval and 

satisfaction with group decisions. Three hypotheses were 

made: (1) that democratically led groups with female and 

male leaders would rate satisfactorily on all three counts, 

(2) that subordinates would be less satisfied with a female 

autocratic leader than democratic female, and (3) that a 

male autocratic leader would be more acceptable to the 

group than a female autocratic leader. Using one hundred 

forty-four students as subjects, groups were formed that 

were led by one of the possible styles:gender of leader 

(male/female, autocratic/democratic). Students were asked 

to rate the leader along a continuum from 1 (democratic) to 

9 (autocratic) to insure reliability in the styles of the 

leaders used. Results showed that students were very 

opposed to autocratic leadership styles, regardless of the 
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sex of the leader. Style and not gender was the strongest 

factor influencing the students. According to Kushell 

(1986), the student population involved in this experiment 

may exibit a different view about the appropriate sex role 

behavior than a population of managers might have because 

of education in social sciences. 

Greene (1981) analyzed co-leaders in small groups with 

varying amounts of authority. The "traditional" groups had 

a male leader with a female co-leader. And "non

traditional" groups had a female leader with a male 

associate. Conferences were held of social sciences 

graduate students and students in the Mental 

health/psychology field. Nineteen subjects were directed 

by a male in their panel and twenty-one by a female. After 

meeting for six, one-hour sessions, the subjects reported 

their perceived leadership attributes of the group leaders. 

Results indicated females were liked but not highly 

respected. And even when they had more formal authority 

and credibility for a certain task, females were not 

perceived to be as competent as their male counterparts. 

Eagly's (1992) meta-analysis on gender and the 

evaluation of leaders explores the effectiveness of female 

leaders and the bias against them. The analysis included 

sixty-one studies in which the gender of the leader is 

varied while the other characteristics (i.e., behavior) 

were held constant, and indicated that any differences 
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found in the evaluation of leaders are due to biases 

against the gender of the leader. Two methods of analysis 

were used to obtain information about perception of leader. 

The first method used confederates who were trained to 

follow a certain leadership style, the other method, and 

the most common method used constructed scenarios or 

vignettes in which subjects were asked to respond. 

Subjects read the scenario and rated female and male 

leaders on characteristics of leadership, the 

organizational context of the groups, characteristics of 

the subjects and the research designs. Results indicated 

significant differences on two issues. When men used an 

autocratic leadership style, they were rated higher than 

when females used the same style. This illustrates the 

stereotype that women in society have an expected role, 

that of being more democratic. Women were rated lower when 

they exhibit masculine characteristics; however, men were 

not rated as low, comparatively, when using more feminine 

characteristics in a leader role. These results indicate 

that it is more acceptable for males to exhibit masculine 

behavior than it is for females. 

Eagly has done extensive research on the evaluation 

of leaders. In her 1992 meta-analysis, she explored the 

biases against females in leadership positions. Men and 

women were found to rate males and females differently when 

the occupation that they are in was considered to be sex-
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inappropriate. If a field is made up predominantly of men, 

males are more likely to receive a favorable evaluation 

than a woman in that field. A woman applying for an 

occupation which is made up predominantly of men, such as 

athletics and also many business and manufacturing 

organizations, will have a greater chance of being 

discriminated against then she would applying for a nursing 

position, or another field made up primarily of women 

{Eagly, 1992). In fields in which women are not considered 

dominant, females sometimes experience difficulty in 

getting the kind of response that a male counterpart 1n the 

same leadership role might encounter. 

In analyzing male and female leader responses to 

poorly performing employees, Dobbins {1986) found that the 

disciplanary actions made by female leaders were more 

affected by how well the subordinate was liked. In this 

study, males treated both female and male subordinates 

equally while females favored female subordinates and gave 

them less stringent penalties than males, suggesting that 

men are more impartial in a leadership role. Koberg {1985) 

also examined the use of power over subordinate problems, 

and how the sex and the self-confidence of a supervisor 

affected the actions taken. According to Koberg, men, as 

well as women, in organizational structures report that 

women are more likely to use power in more personal ways 

when compared to men. This supports the stereotype that 
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women are better communicators and have less of an 

authoritarian leader style than do males. 

Koberg (1985) supported the expectation that women 

will act covertly while men act overtly. Forty-eight 

undergraduate business students (twenty-four male and 

twenty-four female) served as subjects for an experiment to 

gauge types of power used by women (reward, expert or 

coercive) . Students in this study were asked to 

participate 1n a "simulation" under the premise that their 

performance as a supervisor would be evaluated. Subjects, 

who were placed in charge of a group, were told that their 

group's production output would be a reflection on them. 

They were in charge of reporting the output of groups after 

production periods in which workers performed simple tasks 

(coding and crossing out). After each timed session, the 

three workers were given results of how each group member 

performed and also, the expectations of the next session. 

Out of three workers in a group, worker number two was 

assigned to be the "problem" member, in fact, one and three 

clearly improved and two did not meet the production output 

standard. At the end of each session, subjects evaluated 

the workers in their group on performance and were asked to 

determine whether there was a deficiency in motivation or 

in ability. 

Subjects (supervisors) were placed in a position to 

choose a power response towards worker number two, who was 
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not performing up to par. The primary motive of this 

experiment was to see if gender had any effect on the 

supervisor rating. Self-confidence in the leadership 

ability of the supervisors was also measured. Results 

showed that men and women were very similar in their use of 

the three types of power (cutting pay, transferring or 

firing). In dealing with the problem subject, no 

significant differences were found between males and 

females willingness to: warn a worker about cutting pay, 

transferring, or firing. Another finding was that self

confidence ratings were not significantly different between 

males and females (Koberg, 1985). 

These studies show that even though it is common 

practice to portray women as ineffective leaders, when in 

actual work situations, a women's performance is equally as 

effective as a man's. In regard to trait studies, which 

measure attitudes toward the characteristics of the leader, 

both students and managers exhibited prejudice towards 

women. In examining studies on leadership style, leader 

behavior is seen differently between managers and non

managers. And in contingency studies, students again 

leaned toward the traditional female stereotype, while 

practicing managers supported females as competent leaders 

(Brown, 1979). 
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Summary 

Women have made progress over the past twenty years in 

leadership roles, including the athletic administration and 

coaching fields. Gender equity is a forefront issue 1n 

many fields today and will continue to be challenged until 

women achieve equality. 

Research has shown that men and women are both 

competent leaders. Traditionally, members of each gender 

have been stereotyped as effective in specific areas and 

ineffective in others. For example, research has 

demonstrated that masculine behaviors, such as being 

aggress1ve, are preferred in leadership roles; however, 

females exhibit other effective leadership behaviors, such 

as good communication, and can be capable leaders as well. 

There is compelling evidence to support the notion that 

males and females each possess positive qualities of 

leadership. It would be unfair to suggest that one gender 

is superior over the other as a coach or leader . Rather, 

research should focus on the reasons why athletes today 

prefer one gender of a coach over another. Characteristics 

that are prominent in successful coaches are masculine; 

therefore, traditionally males have been thought of more 

than females for that role. 

Athletes have been exposed to a certain set of 

traits in females and/or males that they have been 
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coached by. Research has shown coaching characteristics to 

be androgynous and not neccessarily masculine or feminine. 

It has been suggested by Brown (1979) and Eagly (1992) that 

females and males lead in the same ways and possess many of 

the same qualities. However, because of societal 

stereotypes and the limited exposure that many athletes 

have had towards female coaches, the perception still 

exists that males are more effective as coaches and more 

suited to the demands that the position requires as 

compared to females. The purpose of this study is to 

examine the perceived differences of female and male 

coaches by female and male collegiate athletes and gain 

insight into the gender preference that athletes have for 

coaches. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Selection of the Subjects 

Subjects for the study were student athletes at 

Division I schools in the Southwest Athletic Conference 

(SWC) . Athletic administrators at each of the SWC 

universities in Texas were sent questionnaires for selected 

men's and women's sport teams. The men's sport teams that 

were surveyed were: basketball, track and field, tennis, 

golf and swimming. The women's sports included in the 

survey were: basketball, volleyball, track and field, 

tennis, golf, swimming and softball. Sports were targeted 

that may have some potential for having a female as well as 

male coach. This means that at any time in the athletes' 

prior competitive experience they could have been exposed 

to a coach of the opposite gender. Each school has 

student-athletes participating in some or all of the sport 

teams used. 

Contact was made with the administrator in charge of 

women's athletics at each University prior to sending the 

surveys in order to request cooperation with this study. 

By using the formal structure of the Athletic Department, 

cooperation was increased in these areas: (1) distribution 

of the surveys among coaches; (2) completion of the surveys 

by student athletes; and (3) expedient return of surveys. 
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With a representative of each school requesting the 

completion of these surveys, it was believed that coaches 

would be more likely to comply. The current number of 

student-athletes on each team roster was acquired from the 

SWC headquarters based on the most current information on 

file. The appropriate number of surveys for each team, 

along with instructions for each coach, were sent to 

administrators to aid in distribution of the surveys to 

teams. 

The following schools received questionnaires: Texas 

A&M, Baylor, The University of Houston, Rice University, 

Southern Methodist University, Texas Christian University, 

The University of Texas at Austin, and surveys were also 

administered at Texas Tech University. These locations 

were chosen because of proximity, familiarity (with those 

other athletic departments), and so that data could be 

drawn from one entire athletic conference. 

Development of the Instrument 

A pilot questionnaire was done in the fall semester of 

1992 using both athletes and non-athletes to assess 

perception of coaches of different genders. After 

analyzing the shortcomings of the initial survey and 

gaining knowledge of what aspects were important to obtain 

from a survey of this kind, a new questionnaire was 

designed for this study (see Appendix). 
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The pilot questionnaire was g1ven to 128 (75 female 

and 53 male) undergraduate students 1n the Health, Physical 

Education and Recreation Department and current female 

athletes at Texas Tech University. The pilot questionnaire 

was designed for both athletes and non-athletes to answer, 

including such questions as "do you currently play 

collegiate athletics?, if so what sport?" This line of 

questioning was irrelevant to many who answered the survey 

so it was eliminated from the final vers1on. Another 

question asked the students to rank the sports that they 

played in high school in the order of importance to them. 

This resulted in confusion and indecisiveness by the 

respondents, so it was eliminated. Another question asked 

the student to determine a winning percentage or season 

record under their coach, this also was confusing and was 

eliminated. 

Twenty traits or short descriptions of a coach were 

given on the second part of the survey. Each respondent 

was asked to rate female and male coaches on the twenty 

traits in side by side columns on a scale from 1-5 (1 being 

extremely low and 5 being extremely high) . This method 

proved to be ineffective because respondents did not take 

the time to rate each gender. Rather, what frequently 

occurred was the respondent would rate the same sex coach 

with all fives and not even take the time to rate the other 

gender of coach. 
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From the pilot questionnare, it was determined that 

the format of the questions made them subjective and 

required too much thought on the part of the respondent. 

The pilot questionnaires took longer than expected and the 

data obtained were limited 1n meaningfulness. As a result 

of information gained from the pilot study, a new 

questionnaire was developed to elicit a more direct 

response. 

As a result, the questions concerning the background 

of the athletes were made into yes or no type questions for 

easy response. Demographic and informational data were 

gathered on each student athlete including gender of the 

athlete, the number of years each student-athlete had 

participated in school-sponsored athletics, the number of 

female coaches and male coaches (head and assistant 

coaches) that they have had during those years, and by 

which gender they would prefer to be coached. The actual 

surveys utilized in the study were only given to current 

collegiate student-athletes. 

On the section involving ranking each gender of coach 

on ten different personality characeristics, it was 

important to separate female from male responses. The 

final survey had traits for evaluating female and male 

coaches on separate pages so that the respondent would not 

see men and women side by side and compare them to one 

another .. The questionnaire was comprised of 45 stimulus 
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pairs placed in a forced choice format. Based on 

characteristics associated with masculine and feminine 

genders (Bern, 1974), the characteristics chosen for 

comparison were, aggression, competitiveness, ability to 

act cool under pressure, decisiveness, effective 

communication, emotional, knowledge of sport, ability to 

motivate, self-confidence, and sensitivity. All ten of 

these traits are beneficial traits in coaching. These ten 

traits are defined in the survey for the subject to use as 

a reference while completing the questionnaire. Each of 

the ten traits are compared against each other and the 

respondent was asked to choose the term he or she thought 

best represents a female coach. Then on a separate form 

each respondent was asked to repeat the process for male 

coaches. This paired comparison method indicated which 

traits were perceived to be more characteristic of female 

and male coaches. Completion of the questionnaire took 

approximately ten minutes. 

Collection of Data 

Questionnaires were mailed to each SWC school on April 

12, 1992. By May 15,1992, all surveys that were returned 

were used in the data analysis. The University of Texas at 

Austin was unable to comply with the request to complete 

the surveys as requested because of an ongoing lawsuit 

filed against the Athletic Department. Also, Rice 
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University was unable to return any surveys because of time 

constraints. 

The total number of surveys sent out was 1557. 

Administrators at each participating university were sent 

packets with surveys separated by team. It was 

predetermined which teams would be surveyed and the current 

roster numbers were aquired through the SWC main office. 

Along with each stack of surveys was a short instruction 

sheet for each coach requesting that they not be present 

during completion of the surveys, thus encouraging the 

candid participation from respondents. 

The total number of surveys returned was 288 for an 

overall return rate of 18.5%. Without the two schools who 

did not participate, the return rate was 25% (288 out of 

1151). The data was collected from each survey by 

individually tallying results from each section of each 

survey. The data were then entered into the computer for 

analysis. 

Treatment of The Data 

A chi-square analysis was done on each of the ten 

traits utilized in the questionnaire. Because categorical 

data were being examined, a non-parametric statistic was 

neccessary to interpret the data. This non-parametric 

statistic (chi-square) was an accurate method of 
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determining differences between the expected and the actual 

result. 

Additionally, three separate Spearman rank-order 

correlations were performed on the ten traits for female 

and male coaches as a function of the total number of 

responses made by (1) female athletes, (2) male athletes, 

and (3) as a combination of both female and male atheltes. 

Rankings for the ten traits were determined by 

calculating the total number of times each trait was chosen 

and ranking the traits in order of frequency from highest 

to lowest. For example, the trait that was chosen the 

highest frequency of times compared to all other traits was 

ranked number one and the trait that was chosen the fewest 

number of times compared to all other traits was number 

ten. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

This chapter illustrates the results from a chi

square analysis and Spearman rank-order correlation that 

was done on each of ten traits included 1n the 

questionnaire. Chi-square analysis showed which traits 

were ranked highest by female and male athletes which 

regard to how they perceived female and male coaches. 

Four categories were evaluated: (1) female athletes 

rating female coaches, (2) female athletes rating male 

coaches, (3) male athletes rating female coaches and (4) 

male athletes rating male coaches. Each of ten 

characteristics were analyzed in reference to how they 

were perceived by female and male athletes. Spearman 

rank-order correlations were performed to compare 

rankings of the ten traits to examine their degree of 

equivalence. 

Demographic Data 

A total of 1557 surveys were sent to eight 

Southwest Conference Universities. Two schools did not 

participate in the study, one due to an impending 

lawsuit and one due to time constraints. The total 

number of questionnaires used from the six participating 
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schools was 1151. The six participating schools 

returned 288 surveys for a 25% return rate. All 

participants were current collegiate student-athletes. 

Of the questionnaires returned, 175 were from females 

and 113 were male athletes. As shown in Table 1, female 

student athletes represented approximately 60% of 

respondents, while males represented approximately 40% 

of respondents. Tables 2 and 3 break down the number of 

questionnaires returned as a function of sport for 

females and males, respectively. 

Table 1. Number of Respondents as a Function of 
University and Gender. 

SCHOOL NUMBER SENT RETURNED 
Women 

Baylor 174 24 17 

Houston 156 46 28 

SMU 197 11 6 

A&M 289 85 55 

TCU 199 57 28 

TTU 136 65 42 

(RICE 169 0) 

{UT 237 0) 

TOTAL: 1557 288 175 

A response rate of: 18.56% 60.76% 

(without RICE & UT: 25% response) 

Men 
7 

18 

5 

30 

29 

23 

113 

39.23% 
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The average number of years spent in organized 

athletics by female student-athletes was 7.77 while males 

averaged 4.6 years. Overall, females reported having an 

average of 3.9 female coaches and 2.9 male coaches, and 

males reported an average of 6.4 male coaches and only .42 

female coaches. A further analysis of this data can be 

seen in Table 4. 

Table 2. Number of Respondents and Percentage of Total 
Respondents as a Function of Sport for Females. 

TOTAL NUMBER/SPORT % OF TOTAL % OF FEMALES 

Basketball 42 14.58 23.86 

Volleyball 27 9.37 15.34 

Track 43 14.93 9.66 

Tennis 17 5.9 24.43 

Golf 28 9.72 15.91 

Swimming 7 2.43 6.82 

Softball 12 4.17 3.98 

Total 176 61% 100% 
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Table 3. Number of Respondents and Percentage of Total 
Respondents as a Function of Sport for Males. 

TOTAL NUMBER/SPORT % OF TOTAL % OF MALES 

Basketball 19 6.6 16.96 

Track 38 13.19 33.93 

Tennis 21 7.29 18.75 

Golf 23 7.99 20.54 

Swimming 11 3.82 9.82 

Total 112 39% 100% 

Table 4. Demographic Information For Female and Male 
Respondents. 

FEMALES MALES 
YEARS OF 
PARTICIPATION Mean: 7. 77 Mode: 7 Mean: 4. 6 Mode: 7 

NUMBER OF 
FEMALE Mean: 3. 9 Mode: 2 Mean: .42 Mode: 0 
COACHES 

HEAD Mean: 2.6 Mode: 2 Mean: 1.3 Mode: 1 
ASSISTANT Mean: 1.6 Mode: 0 Mean: 1.4 Mode: 1 

NUMBER OF 
MALE COACHES Mean: 2. 9 Mode: 3 Mean: 6.4 Mode: 5 

HEAD Mean: 1 Mode: 2. 3 Mean: 3.31 Mode: 3 
ASSISTANT Mean: .93 Mode: 0 Mean: 3. 7 Mode: 1 

CURRENT Female: 92 (57%) Female: 7 (8%) 
ASSISTANT 

Male: 70 (43%) Male: 88 (92%) 

CURRENT Female: 89 (52%) Female: 3 ( 3%) 
HEAD 

Male: 82 (48%) Male: 106 (97%) 
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Table 5. Response To Question Regarding Decision of 
Athlete to Attend Current University as Being 
Influenced by Gender of Head Coach. 

Female Athletes Male Athletes 
DECISION 
INFLUENCED Yes: 22 (12%) Yes: 23 ( 21%) 
BY GENDER OF 
HEAD COACH No: 156 (88%) No: 85 ( 79%) 

IF YES: Female: 11 (50%) Female: 0 

Male: 11 (50%) Male: 23 (100%) 

As part of the questionnaire, athletes respond to a 

question about whether their decision to attend the 

university was influenced by the gender of the head coach. 

As indicated in Table 5, for both female and male athletes, 

a large percentage (88% and 79% respectively) reported that 

the gender of the head coach was not an influencing factor 

in choosing a university. However, the fact that some 

athletes' decision was influenced by the gender of the head 

coach may be an interesting topic for future research. 



Table 6. Responses To Question Regarding Preference For 
Gender Of Head Coach. 

Female Athletes Male Athlete 

PREFERENCE Yes: 52 ( 3 0%) Yes: 65 (60%) 
FOR 
HEAD Female: 23 (13%) Female: 2 ( 2%) 
COACH 

Male: 29 (17%) Male: 63 (58%) 

NO PREFERENCE: 122 ( 70%) 43 (40%) 

Out of the 52 female respondents who did have a 

preference as to the gender of their coach, 45% preferred 

females compared to 55% who preferred to be coached by men. 

And out of 65 males who showed a coaching preference,97% 

preferred to be coached by males. 

Results 

Respondents were asked to rate female and male coaches 

separately on identical questionnaires. Each questionnaire 

consisted of forty-five stimulus pairs. Each of the ten 

traits were paired with every other trait, and subjects 

were asked to make a judgment concerning which trait 

wasmore like the coach of interest on that questionnaire 

(female or male). One page was dedicated to the rating of 
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a female coach, and another page repeated the process for 

males. Table 5 illustrates the frequency of responses by 

female and male student-athletes towards female and male 

coaches on all ten traits. The frequency of responses in 

this table represents the total number of times a given 

trait was chosen over another in each stimulus pair. For 

example, on the trait of aggression in Table 5, the figure 

in the first column represents the total number of times 

females chose aggression for female coaches, followed by 

the percentage, and the figure in the second column 

reflects the number of times female respondents chose 

aggression for male coaches. 
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Table 7. Frequency of Responses and Percentage of Total 
Responses Made by Female and Male Athletes. 

RESPONSES FOR: FEMALE COACH MALE COACH 

TRAIT NUMBER % NUMBER % 

Aggressive FEM 525 {33) 1061 {67) 

MALE 214 { 2 6) 606 { 7 4) 

Competitive FEM 821 {43) 1069 {57) 

MALE 311 {33) 626 {67) 

Cool/Pressure FEM 667 {53) 584 {47) 

MALE 353 {48) 389 {52) 

Decisive FEM 707 {47) 801 {53) 

MALE 324 { 41) 472 {59) 

Eff. Comm. FEM 794 {54) 665 { 4 6) 

MALE 424 {50) 421 {50) 

Emotional FEM 714 {66) 363 { 3 4) 

MALE 533 {65) 282 { 3 5) 

Knowledgeable FEM 890 {46) 1044 {54) 

MALE 376 { 3 9) 594 {61) 

Motivational FEM 851 {51) 828 {49) 

MALE 378 {41) 545 {59) 

Self-Conf. FEM 733 {49) 778 {51) 

MALE 381 {44) 478 {56) 

Sensitive FEM 691 { 7 4) 243 { 2 6) 

MALE 519 (70} 218 {30} 
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The chi-square analysis done on each trait yielded 

information including the frequency of response, expected 

response, the actual chi-square value for each cell, and 

the percentage of the response. The chi-square values were 

considered significant at the 2 < .05 level, and all 

analyses used df=1. Table 8 illustrates the chi-squared 

values of each of the ten traits. 

Table 8. Chi-square Values For Each of Ten Traits. 

TRAIT 

Aggressive 

Competitive 

Cool/Pressure 

Decisive 

Eff. Comm. 

Emotional 

Knowledgeable 

Motivational 

Self Confident 

Sensitive 

*significant at 2 < .05 

CHI-SQUARE VALUE 

12.42* 

27.4* 

6.1* 

8.0* 

3.9* 

.17 

13 . 8* 

22.6* 

3 . 8 

2 . 6 
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For aggression, the chi-square analysis was 

significant, F = 12.46, ~ < .05. This result indicates 

that female and male coaches were rated differently by 

female and male athletes on the trait of aggression. 

Although both female and male athletes circled aggression 

more frequently for male coaches, relative to the number of 

respondents, males were more likely to choose aggression 

for male coaches than were female athletes (74% to 66%, 

respectively) . 

For competitiveness, the chi-square analysis was 

significant, F = 27.4, ~ < .05. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated differently by female 

and male athletes on the trait of competitiveness. 

Although both female and male athletes circled competitive 

more frequently for male coaches than for female coaches, 

male athletes were more likely to choose competitive for 

male coaches than were female athletes (67% to 57%, 

respectively) 

For knowledgeable, the chi-square analysis was 

significant, F = 13.8, ~ < .05. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated differently by female 

and male athletes on the trait of being knowledgeable. 

Although both female and male respondents rated male 

coaches more frequently on being knowledgeable, relative to 
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the total number of responses, male athletes were more 

likely to choose the trait of knowledgeable for male 

coaches than were female coaches (61% to 52%, 

respectively) . 

For motivational, the chi-square analysis was 

significant, F = 22.6, 2 < .05. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated differently by female 

and male athletes on the trait of motivation. On the trait 

of motivation, male athletes were more likely to choose the 

trait for male coaches than were female athletes (59% to 

49%, respectively); however, both female and male 

respondents 

gave a higher percentage of their responses to male coaches 

than to female coaches. 

For decisiveness, the chi-square analysis was 

significant, F = 8.0, 2 < .05. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated differently by female 

and male athletes on the trait of being decisive. Although 

both groups of respondents gave a higher frequency of 

response to male coaches, the percentages by which they 

rated male coaches was only slightly different (59% to 53%, 

respectively) . 

For cool under pressure, the chi-square analysis was 

significant, F = 6.1, 2 < .05. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated differently by female 

and male athletes on their ability to demonstrate their 
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cool under pressure. Although both groups of respondents 

gave a higher frequency of response to male coaches, the 

percentages by which they rated male coaches was only 

slightly different (52% to 47%, respectively). 

For effective communication, the chi-square analysis 

was significant, F = 3.9, ~ < .05. This result indicates 

that female and male coaches were rated differently by 

female and male athletes on the trait of effective 

communication. Female and male athletes showed differences 

in their perception of female and male coaches. Female 

athletes rated female coaches more frequently than male 

coaches (54% to 46% respectively), while male athletes 

rated female and male coaches virtually the same (50% to 

50% respectively) . 

For self-confidence, the chi-square analysis was not 

significant, F = 3.8, ~ < .06. This result indicates that 

female and male respondents rated female and male coaches 

similarly on the trait of self-confidence. Both female and 

male athletes gave a higher frequency of their responses to 

male coaches than female coaches (51% to 56%, 

respectively) . 

For sensitive, the chi-square analysis was not 

significant, F = 2.6, ~ < .2. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated similarly on the trait 

of sensitivity. Both groups of respondents gave a higher 
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percentage of their responses to female coaches than to 

male coaches (74% and 70%, respectively). 

For emotional, the chi-square analysis was not 

significant, F = .17, Q < .7. This result indicates that 

female and male coaches were rated similarly on the trait 

of emotional by female and male respondents. Both groups 

of respondents gave a higher percentage of their responses 

to female coaches than to male coaches (66% and 65%, 

respectively) . 

For the ten trait categories, there were significant 

differences in the way male and female athletes rated male 

and female coaches seven times. Three categories were 

rated similarly by males and females. 

A Spearman rank-order correlation was also used to 

analyze the data. This analysis shows the relationship 

between the way the ten characteristics are ranked by each 

group of respondents. Rank-order differences across all 

subjects for perception of female coaches and male coaches 

was not significant, rs = .14. As seen in Table 9, the 

relationship between the rankings of female and male 

coaches for all subjects was low. 
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Table 9. Spearman Rank-order Differences Across All 
Subjects For Female and Male Coaches. 

T;rait F~male Coache§i' Rank Male Coaches' Rank 

Aggression 2 10 
Competitiveness 1 6 
Cool Und. Pressure 8 9 

Decisive 5 8 

Effective Comrn. 7 4 
Emotional 9 2 

Knowledgeable 3 1 

Motivational 4 3 

Self-Confident 6 7 

S~nsitive 10 5 

r = .14* 

* not significant 

Additional Spearman rank-order correlations were 

performed on ranking of the ten traits for female 

coaches by female and male athletes, and ranking of the 

ten traits for male coaches by female and male 

athletes. As indicated in table 10 for ranking of 

female coach by female and male athletes, the Spearman 

rank-order correlation was not significant, rs = .16. 

This result indicates that there is a low, non-

significant relationship between female and male 

athletes' ranking of the traits for a female coach. 
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Table 10. Spearman Rank-order Differences Towards Female 
Coaches By Female and Male Athletes. 

Trait Ranked B;:l Females Ranked B;:l Males 

Aggression 10 10 

Competitiveness 3 9 

Cool Und. Pressure 9 7 

Decisive 7 8 

Effective Cornrn. 4 3 

Emotional 6 1 

Knowledgeable 1 6 

Motivational 2 5 

Self-Confident 5 4 

Sensitive 8 2 

r = .16* 

* not significant 

Table 11. Spearman Rank-order Differences Towards Male 
Coaches By Female and Male Athletes. 

Trait Ranked B;:l Females Ranked B;:l Males 

Aggression 2 2 

Competitiveness 1 1 

Cool Und. Pressure 8 8 

Decisive 5 6 

Effective Cornrn. 7 7 

Emotional 9 9 

Knowledgeable 3 3 

Motivational 4 4 

Self-Confident 6 5 

Sensitive 10 10 

r~- .~9* 

*significant at p < .01 
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As indicated in Table 11, for ranking male coaches by 

female and male athletes, the Spearman rank-order 

correlation was significant, rs = .99, ~ < .01. This 

result indicates that there is a relationship between 

female and male athletes ranking male coaches. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

This study was designed to assess differences between 

the way female and male student-athletes perceive female 

and male coaches. With the growing number of women's 

athletic programs since the early 1970's, came an increased 

demand for coaches. Women, who had been involved in every 

facet of athletics for females, were suddenly being 

replaced in their coaching and administrative posts by men 

when Title IX spurred an increase in the number of women's 

programs. For many reasons, women did not continue to 

confront the demands of coaching. In 1972, women were 

administrators of virtually all womens athletic programs 

and represented over ninety percent of the coaches for 

female athletes. Today, women coach less than fifty 

percent and administrate only thirty percent of all women's 

athletic programs. 

The low number of female coaches and administrators 1s 

due in part to the elimination of the AIAW as the sole 

governing body for women's athletics and the merging of 

women's programs into the male dominated NCAA. As part of 

this male-dominated system, women have not been given the 
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opportunity to play an equal part 1n the administration of 

athletics. 

When considering which gender of coach is preferred by 

female and male athletes, male athletes choose to have a 

male coach a majority of the time. Males preferred a male 

coach over a female coach ninety-seven percent of the time 

{for those who claimed to have a coaching preference). 

However, this result might be a function of the finding 

that 69% of male athletes surveyed have never had a female 

coach. Results of this study also indicate that female 

athletes {who stated a gender preference for their coach) , 

prefer to have a male coach more often than they would a 

female coach. Predictably, if male coaches are holding the 

majority of coaching positions for female sport teams, many 

female athletes have been exposed to male coaches and 

therefore have had the opportunity to have a male role 

model. 

The present study utilized survey methods to gather 

information concerning the perception of female and male 

athletes about traits characteristic of female and male 

coaches. Ten characteristics were used in a paired 

comparison format to determine what traits were considered 

by student-athletes as being more like male or female 

coaches. Most of the traits were considered to be 

masculine by societal standards and are valuable attributes 

in leadership. They are: aggressive, competitive, cool 
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under pressure, decisive, effective communicator, 

emotional, knowledgeable, motivational, self-confident, and 

sensitive. Each student-athlete rated female and male 

coaches on forty-five pairs for a total of ninety possible 

responses per athlete. The total number of responses made 

by all respondents was then broken down by trait to show 

how each trait was perceived by each gender of athlete 

towards each gender of coach. 

The general conclusions from this study are: 

(1) For male respondents who reported a preference 1n the 

gender of their coach, it was unanimous that they 

preferred a male coach. 

(2) For female respondents who reported a preference in 

the gender of their coach, there was a slight 

preference for a male coach. 

(3) In seven out of ten traits, female and male athletes 

rated female and male coaches differently. These 

traits were: aggressive, competitive, cool under 

pressure, decisive, effective communication, 

knowledgeable, and motivational. 

(4) Both female and male athletes reported similar 

perceptions towards female and male coaches on the 

remaining three traits including emotional, self

confident and sensitive. 

(5) On the traits of aggression, knowledgeable and 

decisive, both female and male athletes rated male 
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coaches as more likely to display this trait than 

female coaches; however, there was a larger 

discrepancy between perceptions of female and male 

coaches for male athletes as compared to female 

athletes. 

(6) Male respondents rated male coaches as being 

competitive two times as often as female coaches 

while, female athletes rated female and male coaches 

similarly on the trait of competitiveness. 

(7) On the trait of motivation, female athletes rated 

female and male coaches similarly; however, male 

respondents gave a higher percentage of their 

responses to male coaches. 

(8) Female respondents rated female coaches more 

frequently on the trait of cool under pressure than 

they did male coaches, while male respondents rated 

male coaches more frequently on the trait of being 

cool under pressure than they did female coaches. 

(9) Female respondents rated female coaches higher in 

effective communication, while male athletes rated 

female and male coaches similarly. 

(10) There was no difference in the way that female and 

male respondents rated female and male coaches on the 

trait of self-confidence. 

(11) On the traits of emotional and senstive, both female 

and male respondents rated females more frequently. 
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Conclusions 

In five of the ten traits, both female and male 

respondents rated male coaches higher. These five traits 

include aggression, competitiveness, decisiveness, 

knowledgeable and self-confidence. All five of these 

traits are considered "masculine" in our society (Bern, 

1974). These results support the hypothesis that males 

would be rated higher in masculine areas by both female and 

male respondents. 

In two categories, females were rated higher than male 

coaches by both female and male athletes. These traits 

were emotional and sensitive. Both of these are considered 

part of the feminine stereotype (Bern, 1974). These results 

support the hypothesis in that females are rated higher on 

attributes that are considered feminine. 

In only two traits, the athlete respondent exhibited a 

higher frequency of responses towards their same gender 

coach. In cool under pressure and motivation, female 

athletes rated female coaches more frequently than male 

coaches and male athletes rated male coaches more 

frequently than female coaches. This can be explained by 

the exposure each group of respondents has had to coaches 

of different genders. Even though these traits are 

considered to be more masculine than feminine, by societal 
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stereotypes, each group of respondents has rated the gender 

of coach that they have been exposed to as being higher in 

these areas. 

Overall there is a substantial difference in the way 

that female and male athletes view female and male coaches. 

In results examining the relationship between rankings of 

traits for female and male coaches it was demonstrated that 

female and male athletes differ with respect to perceptions 

of female coaches but they demonstrate similar perceptions 

towards male coaches. This result may be due in part to 

the large percentage of females that have had experience 

with male coaches and the extremely small percentage of 

male athletes that have had experience with a female coach. 

This suggests that because males typically are not exposed 

to female coaches, they are left with a stereotypic view of 

the coaching ability and strengths of female coaches. 

Societal views towards the masculine gender portray 

males to be more effective than females in areas of 

leadership. The results of this study show that female 

athletes who have been exposed to female coaches somewhat 

contradict the opinion of males in regard to effectiveness 

of women by rating females higher than men in two 

categories. This suggests that the societal gender 

stereotypes placed on female and male coaches are founded 

on ignorance and may not be accurate. If an accurate 

perception of coaches is based on experience, female 
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athletes should have more credibility in comparing female 

and male coaches. Thus, the perceptions that male athletes 

hold in regard to female coaches may be due to stereotype 

and not experience. 

Continuing research in this area should focus on which 

traits are most effective in coaching. Administrators 

should strive to place qualified individuals who possess 

effective coaching attributes into roles for both female 

and male athletes. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

This is a voluntary survey to obtain information about your 
background as an athlete, the coaches you have been influenced by, 
and the perceptions that you now hold in regard to coaches of 
different genders. Your anonymous responses will be analyzed and used 
as part of a study to increase knowledge about the perceived 
effectiveness of coaches today. Your cooperation and honesty are 
greatly appreciated. 

1 Female Male 

2. Number of years of participation in school sponsored athletics 
(include Jr. High, High School and College) 

For questions 3-5, indicate the number of coaches you have had in 
each category: 

3. 'Including my current coach, I have had female coaches 

of these were head coaches 

of these were assistant coaches 

4. Including my current coach, I have had male coaches 

of these were head coaches 

of these were assistant coaches 

5. My current assistant coaches are: female male 

6. My current head coach is: female male 

7. My decision to participate in athletics at this university was 

influenced by the gender of the head coach yes no __ _ 

If yes, the gender of that coach is: female male 

8. I would prefer for my head coach to be: female 

male __ _ or I have no preference __ _ 

9. The sport I currently participate in is 
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Listed below are ten characteristics of coaches and a brief 
explanation of how these are defined for this survey: 

AGGRESSIVE-----------------------------(strong personality) 

COMPETITIVE--------------------(places emphasis on winning) 

COOL UNDER PRESSURE------(does not act adversely to stress) 

DECISIVE---------------(makes decisions easily and quickly) 

EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATOR---(good speaker as well as listener) 

EMOTIONAL---(shows a wide range of emotions - good and bad) 

KNOWLEDGEABLE------------------(about the sport they coach) 

MOTIVATIONAL------------(motivates players to perform well) 

SELF CONFIDENT-----(displays a positive feeling about self) 

SENSITIVE-------------(to the needs and feelings of others) 

On the following pages, you will be asked to compare all of these 
terms against one another in relation to female and male coaches. 
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These terms will be shown to you in pairs. FOR EACH PAIR. CIRCLE 
THE TERM WHICH YOU FEEL BEST DESCRIBES A FEMALE COACH: 

Aggressive .................... Competitive Decisive ......... Effective Communicator 

Competitive ........... Cool under pressure Emotional .................. Motivational 

Cool under pressure .............. Decisive Competitive ............... Knowledgeable 

Emotional .......... Effective Communicator Knowledgeable .............. Motivational 

Effective Communicator ...... Knowledgeable Motivational ............. Self Confident 

Self Confident .................. Sensitive Competitive ...... Effective Communicator 

Aggressive ...................... Emotional Motivational ................. Aggressive 

Decisive ................... Self Confident Emotional ..................... Sensitive 

Aggressive ....................... Decisive Effective Communicator ........ Sensitive 

Emotional .................. Self Confident Decisive .................. Knowledgeable 

Effective Communicator ..... Self Confident Knowledgeable ................. Sensitive 

Self Confident .............. Knowledgeable Aggressive .......... Cool Under Pressure 

Effective Communicator ......... Aggressive Emotional ................. knowledgeable 

Cool Under Pressure ............. Sensitive Motivational ........ Cool Under Pressure 

Self Confident ........ Cool Under Pressure Sensitive .................. Motivational 

Effective Communicator ....... Motivational Competitive .............. Self Confident 

Cool Under Pressure ......... Knowledgeable Aggressive .................... Sensitive 

Competitive ..................... Sensitive Knowledgeable ................ Aggressive 

Aggressive ................. Self Confident Emotional ...................... Decisive 

Decisive ........................ Sensitive Motivational ................ Competitive 

Emotional ..................... Competitive Decisive ................... Motivational 

Effective Communicator ......... Cool Under Competitve ..................... Decisive 

................................. Pressure 

Cool Under Pressure ............. Emotional 
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These terms will be shown to you in pairs. FOR EACH PAIR. CIRCLE THE 
TERM WHICH YOU FEEL BEST DESCRIBES A MALE COACH: 

Aggressive·· .................. Competitive Decisive ......... Effective Communicator 

Competitive ........... Cool under pressure Emotional- ................. Motivational 

Cool under pressure .............. Decisive Competitive ............... Knowledgeable 

Emotional .......... Effective Communicator Knowledgeable ...... . ....... Motivational 

Effective Communicator ...... Knowledgeable Motivational ............. Self confident 

Self Confident .................. Sensitive Competitive ...... Effective Communicator 

Aggressive ...................... Emotional Motivational ................. Aggressive 

Decisive .... .. ............. Self Confident Emotional ..................... Sensitive 

Aggressive ....................... Decisive Effective Communicator ........ Sensitive 

Emotional .................. Self Confident Decisive .................. Knowledgeable 

Effective Communicator ..... Self Confident Knowledgeable ................. Sensitive 

Self Confident .............. Knowledgeable Aggressive .......... Cool Under Pressure 

Effective Communicator ......... Aggressive Emotional ................. Knowledgeable 

Cool Under Pressure ............. Sensitive Motivational ........ Cool Under Pressure 

Self Confident ........ Cool Under Pressure Sensitive .................. Motivational 

Effective Communicator ....... Motivational Competitive .............. Self Confident 

Cool Under Pressure ......... Knowledgeable Aggressive .................... Sensitive 

Competitive ..................... Sensitive Knowledgeable ................ Aggressive 

Aggressive ................. Self Confident Emotional ........... .... ....... Decisive 

Oecisi ve ........................ Sensitive Motivational ................ Competitive 

Emotional ..................... Competitive Decisive ................... Motivational 

Effective Communicator ......... Cool Under Competitve ..................... Decisive 

................................. Pressure 

Cool Under Pressure . ............ Emotional 
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