®usny. Kynr. (beorp.) 2016; 70 (1): 14-22

OU3NYKA KYJIITYPA

OPUTMHAJIHV HAYYHNM YITAHAK

YIK: 796.071.43
do0i:10.5937/fizkul1601014M

CTNIOBU ITIOHAIITAbA TPEHEPA

Muxajno Mujanosuh', Henan Pabhesuh?

"YunBepsnret y bamwa JIynu, ®akynreT Gpusndkor BacnuTama u ciopra, buX
*MuHucrapcTBo ciopra 1 omnague PC bama Jlyka, buX

Caxkerak

Ha ysopky op 121 mepcrieKTMBHOT MJIAJOT CIOPTHCTE M3BPLIEHO je MCTPaXMBame Ca IM/bEM Ja Ce YTBPAM CTHUII
IOHallala TpeHepa. PeneBanTHe mHpopMaIje foduseHe Cy myTeMm Banupmpase ankere Yemagypa m Camexa
(Chelladura, & Saleha, 1980). AnkeTa cafpyxu 40 muTarma Koja 1/baHO JleTep-MUHNIIIY 5 CTI/IOBa [IOHAIIAlba TPEHepa.
Caa nMTama ¥IMajy CKaly of 5 HuBoa ca MoryhuM nckasuma: (ysujex, uecitio, iospemeHo, pujeiliko u Huxag). VicmpaBas
OfITOBOP je caMo jefjaH ¥CKa3 Ha jeflHO IuTame. Pujed je o metocreneHoj /Iukepitiosoj ckanu. VI3BpliieHa je odumHa 1
3aXTjeBHa CTATUCTUYKA 0dpajia IoflaTaka, I/je Cy yaa3He KBaTUTaTUBHe KaTeropujaaHe Bapujadie TpanchopMmcaHe
y kBaHTHTaTuBHe. Y crmefichem xopaky TpaHchopMucaHe KareropujanHe Bapujadie MONBPTHYTE Cy KIACHYHO] 1
HEOK/TACMYHO]j CTATUCTUYKO] MeTopornoruji.Ha dasm ersakTHumx moxasare/ba JOOMBEHVX IPUMjEHOM peIeBaHTHUX
YHMBAapMjaHTHMX M MYITMBapMjaHTHMUX CTATUCTUYKUX METOfA M TECTOBA, JOMMHAHTAH CTWI IIOHAIIamba TpeHepa
je uncimpyximusnu. OBaj CTVUI MOHAIIAMA TPEHEPA je M HajmoXKe/bHMju. IIpeMa OBOM MCTpaXMBarmby Ha 3a/lbeM
MJjeCTy je ayilloKpaiicku CTU/I TIOHaIlaba KOji je MICTOBPEMEHO U HajMambe IOXKe/baH. PesynTaTu ananuse BapujaHce
(ANOVA) 1 kaHOHMYKe AMCKPUMUHATYBHE aHa/IM3¢e II0Ka3yjy fia TOCTOj) TeHepaIHa CTATUCTIYKI 3HAYajHa Pas/nKa y
3aCTYIUBEHOCTY CTU/IOBA IIOHANIAba. Ha yKyIIHY [MCKPUMIHALIN]Y Tj. Pa3INKY, IPABO HajBUIIE YTy UHCTAPYKITIUBHU
U ayifiokpailicky CTUJI TIOHAlllalba TpeHepa. 3a HaBefleHe CTUIOBe ce MoXKe pehy fja ¢y mapagurma CympoTHOCTH y
cBakoM moryeny. Bpujennoctu TakujeBor tecta (Tukeyevoi-HSD test) eKCINIMLIMTHO IIOKa3yjy fla HeMa CTaTUCTUYKN
3HavajHe pasnuke usMehy uncilipykitiuenol citiuna u ctuna Haipahusarwa-Feedback, xao Hu usmeby gemoxpaitickoi u
cTuna coyujante nogpuike. Octane KOMOMHALM]e Tj. TAPOBYU CTU/IOBA TIOHAIIAbA CE CTATUCTUYKY 3HAYajHO PA3/IUKY]y.

Kmyune pujeun: I[IEPCIIEKTVIBHNM CITOPTUCTHN / CKAJIA / PA3JIVIKE

YBOJI

ITojam ,,ciiun® patupa op maTuHCKe pujeun (stilus)
mTo je O1Ia HarpaBsa 3a nucame. [lo3natn punosod
Apinyp lloiienxayep y4no je... ,,60ba je 0CHO6A c6e-
ia“, u3Meby ocTaor je pekao ,,ciliun je PusuoHoMU-
ja gyxa“ (Kalin, 1991). Crun je BuiesHauaH IojaM
IITO MM/IMLIMPA U eKCIUIMIMPA pasinduTe feduHu-
nuje. CTUI je HAYMH M3PaXKaBama, Tj. CKYIl 0COdu-
Ha TI0 KOj/IMa Ce Pa3/NIMKyjeMo Off ocTanux. [losnarn
CTUJIOBM CY B€3aHM 3a KIbVDKEBHOCT, apXUTEKTYPY,
CNIMKApCTBO, MY3UKY, HayKy, HOMUTHUKY, I1a ¥ CIIOPT.
CrunoBuma cy odmbexxeHe pa3BojHe eroxe y HayIy,
yMmjeTHOCTH, KynTypu. CBaKy 4OBjeK je CTuI 3a cede,
BUIIIE MM Make CBYM IMPUIA/JaMO HEKOM CTUITY, Of-
HOCHO IocjefyjeMo Heku ctua. Hocuouu ctunosa y
apXUTEKTYPH, CIMKAPCTBY, MY3UIIM, KHbJKEBHOCTH,

Ia U CIOPTY Cy O0/bY Off HajOOBMX, IO KOjUMa U Y
41jy 4acT CTUI HOCU MIME.

OBaj pap je mocseheH cTuny moHamama TpeHepa
Yy pajy ca MJIalMM U NE€PCIEKTUBHUM CIIOP-TUCTU-
Ma. Bumenenennjcka eMnmpuja u Hayka IoTBphyjy
fla CIOPTCKA efiyKanuja y 1oda ajornec-IieHIje nma
HeMjep/bUB 3Ha4aj 3a popmuparme muuHocTy (bava-
Hail, 1 PagoBanosuh, 2005). ¥ Tom mporecy noced-
HO MjecTO IpUIIaJia TPEHEPY U HeroBOM CTU/IY II0-
Halarma. CTII OHalllalba Ha TPEHMHTY, TAKMUYEIbY
U CI0QOTHOM BpeMeHy je Bp/o OMTaH, KOJ HEeKMX
TpeHepa je VICTY WIN CIMYaH, a KOJj HeKUX ce OUTHO
pasnukyje. CTul MOHalllalba Ce pasuKyje y 3aBu-
CHOCTM Of] CLIOPTICTE, IaK/Ie ¥ CHOPTUCTH, KAO U U~
XOBM POAUTE/bU MMAjy CBOj CTIJI IOHAIIAma. Pujed
je 0 CBOjeBpCHOj MHTEPAKLUj! HA pelaluju TpeHep-
-CHOPTUCTA-POAUTED. 3a Kodap ycmjex MoTpedHo je

14  Kopecnonpennuja ca: Muxajno Mujanosuh, @axynrer ¢pusnukor Bacnnrama 1 criopra bama Jlyka,
Bynesap Bojsope Ilerpa bojosuha, 78000 bama Jlyka; e-mail: mihajlom@ac.me
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fla ce CTWJIOBM CTIOXe, IITO je maKko pehu, amm Bpmo
Temwko noctuhm. VI3 HaBe#eHMX pasjora TeLIKO je
ompenuty, dojbe pehit mpoIjeHnTy KOM CTIITY ITOHA-
mama npedepyupa TpeHep U jOlI TeXe KOju je CTUI
HajdosBI.

I[TocToju Benuku dpoj mofjena, OfHOCHO Hecara-
Ibe Y Be3U Ca IOXKEbHUM VI HEMOXKE/bHUM CTU/IOB/MA
MOHalIamka TpeHepa. OHO LITO je 33jeHMYKO 3a CBe
caBpeMeHe TpeHepe je Ia TpeHep Mopa PacIo-jIaraTtu
ca OJVIMYHMM IPAKTUYHUM U TEOPETCKMM 3HAIbMMa,
Kao U BMCOKMM MOpAJTHMM BpujegHocTuMa. [loHa-
HIalbe TPeHePa Ha TPEHMHTY, TAKMUYEIbY, YIJIe]] KOju
yKUBa y IpyLITBY, Te KapaKTepHe 0COdMHe Koje Io-
cjemyje yTudy Ha popMupame CTaBOBa U IOHAIIAE
mtagux coprucra (Martens, 1987).

Ha ocnoBy ncrpakmpama Yenagypan n Canexa
(Chelladurai, & Saleh, 1980), mocToju mer crumosa
MOHAIIalba TPEHepa.

Mnciupyxitiuenu citiun, KapaKTepulle ITOHaIIa-
e TpeHepa 4Mju je paj, ycMjepeH Ha MOoJo/blla-ibe
MOTMBAIVje, KaKO O¥ CIIOPTYUCTY UCTPajasiu y U3BO-
hemwy Temknx u HanopHux Bjexxdn. Ha tpennH3snma
nocedHy naxmwy nocsehyje ycaBpuraBamy TeXHUKe U
TakTuKe. YHanpebyje capanmwy meby coprucrtuma un
KOOpAIMHMpPA HUXOBe aKTMBHOCTU. HacToju ma cBu
CIIOPTUCTHU Bjexkdajy MyHMM KaIalUTeTOM, CBAKOM
CIIOPTUCTY HOK/Iakha IyHy HaXKby IPUINKOM 0dyKe
TeXHMKe ¥ MICIIPaB/ba TPeIlKe y TOKY Bjexdama. CMu-
PEHMM ¥ OJMjepPEHNUM CaBjeTuMa ¥ MHCTPYKLMjaMa
nosehaBa IMYHY U KONEKTMBHY CUTYPHOCT.

Jemoxpatticku citiun KapaKTepulile TpeHepa Koju
cropTucTuMa fiaje Behy cnodopy. CiopTucTy Ha 13-
BjeCTaH Ha4MH, Makbe VJIN BULIE, yYECTBY)Y Y IITIAHN-
pamy TpeHnHra. OHM ce IUTAjy, I1a U OFIYIYjy O Me-
TOAY pajia, onTepehemwy Ha TPeHMHTY, U300DY BjexKdM
u cn. TpeHep faje MOApPUIKY CHOPTUCTUMA Y TOKY
Bjexxdama, xpadpn nx kag ryde n nodjebyjy. Tpenep
TPaXM MUIbEIbe U CYyrecTHje CIIOpPTHUCTa y Be3N ca
OpraHM3alMjoOM TPEHUHTA, J03BO/baBa CIOdORY Y
pjemraBamy oxpebennx samaraka. Ca cropTucTMMa
aHaMM3Mpa ePUKACHOCT TPEHNHIA I TAKMUYEHa, He-
3aBJICHO OJf IOCTUTHYTOT pe3y/aTara.

Ayifiokpatticku citius1 ce OFHOCY Ha TpeHepa Koju
aIICOTyTHO CaM JIOHOCH OJJTYKe ca MCTUIa-heM I Ha-
IJIallaBalbeM JIMYHOr ayTopureTa. CaM IUIaHMpa U
IporpaMmpa TPEHUHI, He MHTEPecyje Ta MUIL/berbe
CIIOPTICTA, HE HA/Ta3/ 33 CXO[{HO Jla CHOPTUCTIMA 00-
pasyaXke CBOje MUII/bEIbE U OJIIYKe, AP>KM Ce Ha Off-
cTojamy. Ha TpeHUHTy 1 TaKMI4Iery 4ecTo 1x odec-
xpadpyje mmcnehm ma mx oxpa-dpyje moBMIIEHUM

I7IACOM, HeTIpMMjepeHIM BOKadyIapoM I [IpyKameM,
OCIIOpaBa I HeJl03BOJ/baBa II0CTaB/batbe MNTaIba.

Coyujanna tiogpuika je criendudaHa 3a TpeHepa
KOj¥I TeXV Ka CTBapamy fodpe capazme Mehy crop-
TUCTMMA. TpeHepy je cTazo Jga CTBOPU MO3UTUBHY
arMocepy Ha TPEHVMHIY M TaKMUYeHy 3a f0Opo-
dut cBakor nojennuia. OH mokasyje eMoluje mpema
CIIOPTUCTUMA, IOMAXKE MIM Yy pjelllaBatby COLMjaTHIX
npodrema. Ilogctmue m oxpadpyjy cmoprucre pga
MYy ce IIOBjepe, Y4eCTBYje y pjelllaBamy KOH(IMKa-
Ta, capabyje ca copTucTMMa M pOAUTE/bYIMA U3BAH
TPEHMHTIa, MHTEPECYje ce 3a yCIjex y MIKOIU, YKpaT-
KO MHTEpPECyje ce O YKYIIHOM COLMjaTHOM CTaTycCy
CIIOPTHUCTE, 110 YEMY je CTU/I U TOodMOo nMe.

Haipahuseare (Feedback), mopmpasymujeBa Tpe-
Hepa KOji MOTHBUIIE CIIOPTUCTe HarpahuBamem
IOdpor U MpefaHor paja Ha TPEHUHTY I, ITOCedHO,
modpor pesynrara Ha TakMudemy. Kapakrepucriy-
HO 3a OBaj CTUJI IIOHAILAA j€ [a TPeHep UCIIo/baBa
I0CedHO 3a/]0BOJ/BCTBO KaJja CIIOPTICTA U3BPIIN JI0-
dpo n edukacHo 3apmare axTMBHOCTM. Harpase Ha
TPEHMHTY CYy HEMaTepUjaIHe KOje Ce OJJHOCE Ha jaBHY
noxsany. TpeHep HacToju ma dyze mpaBenaH, CBAKOT
copructy Harpabyje 3a fodpo odaB/peHe aKTMBHO-
CTM Ha TPEHUHTY U Takmmdewny. [locedHo mmagum
CIIOPTUCTUMA M3Y3€THO 3HAYM II0XBajia IIpef APyro-
BuMa 1 popguTebyuMa. OacHO U KOHTPAIIPOAYKTUB-
HO je TIOXBa/bMBATH LITO HMje 3a OXBaTy de3 0d3upa
IITO Cy M/IAZiN, CIOPTUCTH TO Op30 youe. [Tapagurma
He3ac/y KeHe Harpajie, OffHOCHO, Ka3He je KaJl TpeHep
U3 HeKMX IMYHUX Pas3jIora cyjeTe, Ha TAKMMYEHY 13-
ocraBs/ba Hajdospe. [IpaBuo je fa ce Harpaaa 1 KasHa
MODajy 3aC/Iy>KUTIH.

Ha dasm cnoprcke u TpeHepcke eMmnmpuje, ay-
TOPM OBOT pajja CMATPajy [a UHCHIPYKIAUBHY CHAUT
ioHawara He du Tpedano ma dyge jemVHU, amy aKo
ce pagy ca MIAAUM CIIOPTUCTUMA UHCIAPYKIUUBHU
Cilluz HOHAWAA TPEHEepPa je TIOXKETbHMjU Off OCTaINX.

CBu koju ce daBe CHOPTOM, HOCeOHO OMBIIN
CIIOPTUCTY MMajy CTaB O CTWIY pajia U IOHAIIama
cBor TpeHepa. IlocedHO cy MjepofaBHM CTaBOBU
yCIjelHIX OMBIINX CIIOPTHCTA KOjI CY IIPOMjeHIN
BuIe KrydoBa u TpeHepa. Hucy pujetkn ciydajesu
fla CIIOPTUCTM HAITyCTe KIyd 300r CTH/IA TTOHAIamba
TpeHepa. Tpeda mucrahm ma mctyu cTuim, UCTH TpeHep
HEeKVM CIHOPTUCTUMA OATOBapa, HEKMM He OfiroBapa.
[Tpn mpoMmjeHn Kayda HMje yBMjeK pasjior TpeHep
U €TOB CTUJI TIOHAIIamha, YeCTYU Y3POLM Cy YCIOBU
TpeHupama, GUHAHCKjCKA HaOKHa/a, dpKe 1 dorbe
HaInpesioBalbe, Ol/Ia3aK Ha MIKO/IOBalbe.
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[TpenmeT OBOT UCTpaXKMBarba Cy TPEHEePU MIa/IX
HEPCIeKTUBHMX CIOPTICTA, a IPOOTIeM je Mpero3Ha-
Bambe I yTBphuBame JOMMHAHTHOT CTH/IA TIOHAIITAbA
Ha OCHOBY oIixobhema ca CHOPTUCTUMA Ha TPEHMHTY,
TaKMUYeY U Y CTOOOJHOM BpeMeHy. Y CKIafy ca
IpefMeTOM U TpodieMOM HpUMAapHM IM/b pajia ce
OJHOCHO Ha €KCTPAKINjy CTMIOBA MOHANIalba Tpe-
Hepa. OcTanyu UWbeBM M 3a/jaliyi UCTPAKUBarba Cce
OJHOCE Ha TPaXKere OIF0BOPa Ha Tpu IuTama: Koju
CTU/I TIOHALIAlba JOMUHMPA y pajy ca CIIOPTUCTU-
ma? Jla n MMa CTaTUCTUYKM 3HAYajHE Pas/IMKe U3-
meDhy ctunosa nonamama? Koju ctun nonanrama je
HajnoXe/bHUju? Ha reHepamTHOM HUBOY He OYeEKyje
ce CTAaTMCTMYKM 3HauajHa pas3nmka usmehy ctmmosa
MOHANIAba TPEHEPA, a/lN Ce UICTOBPEMEHO OYeKyje la
usMel)y HeKMX CTMIOBa IOHANIamba IIOCTOjM CTATH-
CTUYKM 3HaYajHa pas/iiKa.

METO[

VY3opak ucnuranmnka

Y30pak ncnuTaHuKa Cy YMHNU/IM CeNIeKIIMOHMCAHN
MJIafi ¥ TIEPCHEKTUBHU CIIOPTUCTU Ca IPO-CTOpa
Penrydnuke Cprcke (PC). Pujey je o penpeseHTaTus-
IUIMa KOjU, Y 3aBYICHOCTY OJ CIIOPTCKOT Pe3y/ITaTa,
npuMmajy omoh y Bupy ctunenpauje ox Munucrap-
cTBa criopTa 1 omynagnae PC.

Vcrpaxusamwem je odyxsaheno 121 mepcriex-
TUBHM CIIOPTVCTA y4YeCHMKa ,J/beTHe mkorne crop-
Ta-2015“ PC. Pagu ce o cTpatndukoBaHOM y30pKy
IeT CIIOpTOBa U TO: (KOLIapKe, doKca, ofdojKe, IIn-
Bama I CMy4ama). XpOHOJIOLIKA CTAPOCT CIIOPTHUCTA
durna je ox 15 mo 17 rognHa.

KBamuret croptucra je yrBpheH Ha 0cHOBY HO-
CTUTHYTHX pe3y/ITaTa Ha TAKMIYEHNUMA, a KOjI CY Y
Be3! Ca BUCMHOM CTUIICHJMjA ¥ OCTA/IMX IIPUHAJIIe-
JKHOCTIL.

Y3opak Bapujadnu

MjepHu MHCTPyMeHT duJIa je aHKeTa Koja cajp-
1 40 peneBaHTHMX NuTama. [IuTama cy HaMjereHa
3a IpOLjeHy IeT CTIIOBA MOHANlakba TPEeHepa U TO:
uHctpyktuBHM (Cl), remoxparckn (C2), coumjante
noppiuke (C3), ayrokparcku (C4), n Harpabhusame
(Feedback) (C5).

ITopen, mmTama 3a IpOLjeHy CTWIOBA IIOHAIIA-
1ha TPeHepa, aHKeTa Cafp>Kyl MIUTama Koja ce OffHOCe
Ha: COLMja/IHM CTATYC, HOJI, TPEHAXXHU CTaX U BPCTY
criopra. Kimacndukanuja nurama 3a IpoljeHy CTHIoBa
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THOHalllakha TPeHepa KOHCTPYUCaHa je 10 yryleny Ha Ue-
napypa u Canexa (Chelladurai, & Saleh, 1980; Greblo,
Grui¢, Ohnjec, Segedi, & Pedisi¢, 2011). Metpujcke
KapaKTPUCTVKe aHKeTe ypaheHe cy mmpema pamoBuma
Mujanosuha (Mujanosuh, 2002.; 2005.; 2007).

CBako nuTame 1Ma 5 HuBoa (Moganuiieiiia) Koju
ce ogHOCe Ha crnefehe uckase: ysujex, ueciilo, iospe-
MeHo, pujeiliko u Hukag. VicpaBaH OfroBOp je caMo
jelaH MCKa3 Ha jegHO nmuTame. Prjed je o meTocremne-
HOj ,,/IukepTOBOj CKanm".

Odpapma momaraka

Y ckafy ca oCTaB/beHUM IW/beBMMA 1 XUIIOTe-
3aMa NPUMMjerbeHo je BUIIe YHUBAPUjaHTHUX U MYII-
TUBApPUjaHTHUX CTaTUCTUYKUX METOAA M TeCToBa. Y
IPBOM KOpPaKy OAroBopu (uckasu) cy TpaHcopmu-
caHu Tj. noHpepucanu of 1 o 5. C od3upom fia cy
CTUJIOBY e TEPMMHIUCAHY Ca PasINIUTUM OpojeM -
Tama M3padyHare Cy: apuTMeTn4Ke cpefnHe (Mean),
CTaHJapJHe TpellKe apUTMeTUYKMUX cpepgyuHa (Std.
Error of Mean), 3akpusrpenoct (Skewness) 1 Bucnna
(Kurtosis) guctpudynuja, Muanmansa (Minimum) n
MakcuMmanHa (Maximum) Bpujegnoct. HopmamHocT
mucTpu-dynuje TectupaHa je myteM Kommoropos-
-Cmupaosor tecta (Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z).

TecTnpame pasnyuka Ha reHepaJHOM HUBOY Y4H-
EHO je NMPUMjeHOM jeflHO(AKTOPCKe aHanm3e Ba-
pujarce (ANOVA) 1 KaHOHMYKe AVMCKPUMMHATUB-
He aHa/mm3e. 3a yTphuBame MojefyHAYHUX pa3jMKa
usMehy cTmnIoBa NoHallama IpuMjerbeH je Takmjes-
-XCJ] rect (Multiple Comparisons Tukey HSD).

PE3YIITATU

Y Tadenu 1 mpukasase cy da3WyHe CTaTUCTUYKe
BPMjeJHOCTH CTUIOBA ITOHAIIAkA iipeHepa. Ha ocHo-
BY BPMjeJHOCTI apUTMeTNYKuX cpeanna (Mean) Ha
IIPBOM MjecTy je urciipyximiuenu citiun C1=4.27, a Ha
3agmeM ayiokpaiticku C4=3.43. Huje Temko mnper-
NOCTaBUTHU []a je pasiInmKa apUTMETUUKUX CpefuHa
HaBeJeHNX CTIIOBA CTaTUCTUYKM 3HadajHa. OcTann
napamerpu y Tadenmu 1 cy Takohe mHTepecaHTHU U
BpMjeqHM aHanm3e, MOCeOHO CTAaHAApAHE TpellKe
aput™eTnukux cpeguna (Std. Error of Mean), xoe-
¢buIMjeHTN 3aKpUB/bEHOCTH U BUCUHE AUCTpUdyIuja
(Skewness 1 Kurtosis). MuHnmantge 1 MaKCUMajaHe
BPMjeHOCTH Cy O4eKuBaHe 1 Kpehy ce y pacrony ox
1 o 5. ¥ sanmoj kononn Tort. mpukasaHa je craTu-
CTMKA Ha YKYITHOM HUBOY.
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Tadena 1. basnuna cratucTuka

Cinunosu iionauwiaroa
C1 C2 C3 Cc4 C5 Tor.

N 121 121 121 121 121 121
ApuTMeTHYKa CpeiiiHa 4.27 3.69 3.82 3.43 4.19 3.88
CraHpappHa rpemka .050 .042 .070 .061 .065 .029
CkjyHuc -945  -136 -574 205 -1.159  -.430
Kyprocuc 833 -.134 .004  -323 1.352 -.247
Munumym 2 2 2 2 1 1
Makcumym 5 5 5 5 5 5

Tadema 2. Kommoropos-Cmuphos Tect

ArniconyTHO .044
Hajsehe pasnuxke ITosutnBHO .044
Herarusno -.034
Konmoropos-CmupHos Z 485 -
Sig. (2-tailed) 973 -

HopmanHocT pacnogjene Ha YKyIHOM HUBOY
Bapujadma Totan TecTupana je mpeko Konmoropos-
-CmupHoBur Ttecra. Kopemanuja musmeby Tteopuj-
CKe 1 eMIMpUjcKe (QYHKIMje je Bp/IO BUCOKa Sig.
(2-tailed)=.973 mTo Bm3yenmHo podpo mnorsphyje
rpadukon 1. Ha gpyrom rpadmkoHy mpukasaHo je
CTBApHO OZCTYIame ONAKeHNX (eMUupujckux) Bpu-
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Ipadukon 1. Kopenanuja usmeby reopujcke un
eMnupujcke GyHKIje

ExcmmnuraH ofroBop Ha MOCTAaB/beHY IMPETIO-
CTaBKy fla ce He O4YeKyjy pasnuke mamely ctmmopa
NIOHAIIalba Ha T€HEPATHOM HUBOY, MOXe Ce JjaT! Ha
ocHoBy Tadene 3. Bpujennoct Sig.=.000 HegBOCMU-

jemHOCTM Of XOopM3oHTanHe nmuHuje. C 0d3mpom gma
Cy Tauke paBHOMjepHO pacrmopebeHe nsHaz u ucnon
XOpU3OHTaJIHe JIMHUje, Te [ja je peTaTMBHO MaJo eK-
CTPEMHMX Ta4yaKa, MOXKe Ce 3aK/by4NTH Jja je Bapuja-
dma Tot. y cximany ca HopmanHoM [aycoBom pacro-
TjerioM.
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Ipadukon 2. OncTyname Bp1jefHOCTI OFf
XOPM3OHTAJIHE JIHMje

CJIEHO TI0Ka3yje Jja ce TpeHepy reHepaiHo Pa3NuKyjy
y WCIO/baBamby CTUIA MOHamama. CxomHo foduje-
HJMM BPMjeJHOCTVMA IIpBa XMUIIOTe3a ce ofdalyje ca
CTAaTUCTUYKOM TPELIKOM Koja je Mamba of, 0.00.
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Tadema 3. Ananusa Bapujance (ANOVA)

CTHJI0BM TOHAIIAKHA

Cyma
KBajJpara df M? F Sig.
H3mely rpyna 59.164 4 14,791 35.603 .000
YuyTap rpyna 249.266 600 415
Toran 308.430 604

BpujennocTy ananmse BapujaHCe IOTBPANUIN CY
pesynTaTy KaHOHMYKE AUCKPMMUHATMBHE aHA/IN3e
(Tademna 4). BpujemHOCTM TecTa jeTHAKOCTY apUTMe-
TUYKIX CPENMHA IPyIIa IOKA3Yjy /ia je pujed o jefHOj
AVICKPYIMUHATVMBHOj QYHKIUjM YMja je CTaTUCTUYKA

3Ha4YajHOCT TecTupaHa mpeko Wilks’ Lambde koja je
tpaHcdopmucana y Chi-square xoju usHocu 127.998
U KOjU je CTaTUCTUYKM 3Ha4ajaH Sig.=.000. Y xonau-
HOM MCXORy pesynararu AHoBe u KaHoHmuke myc-
KpUMMHATVBHE aHa/IN3e Ce TIORYAapajy.

Tadena 4. KanoHWuKa JUCKpYMIHATYBHA aHAIN3a

TecT jegHAKOCTY apUTMETMYKMX CPeIHA IPyIa s

Wilks’ Lambda F dfl df2 Sig.
Komnos. Bap. .808 35.603 4 600 .000
Kopenn

Dynkumja Kopen % BapujaHce Kymymn. % Kanonnuka Kopenanmja

1 237 100.0 100.0 438
a. IIpBa KaHOHMYKA JUCKPUMIHATHUBHA QyHKIMja KopuurheHa y aHanusu
Wilks’ Lambda

Tect pynknuja Wilks’ Lambda  Chi-square df Sig.
1 .808 127.998 4 .000

VYIameHOCT IeHTpoua Of TeHEPaTHOT IIeHTPO-
Ufa, ONHOCHO 3ajeHMYKEe apUTMETUYKE CpeluHe
npukaszasa je y Tademu 5. Ha ocHOBY modmBeHMX
BpujelHOCTM HajBeha yma/beHOCT, a TMMe M pas3iyKa

je mameby uncimpyxitiuenoi-Cl n ayimoxpaitickoi-C4
cTura. CXOmHO HOdMjeHNM BpMjefHOCTVIMA OBa /1B
CTUIa HajBUILE MAPTULUIINPAjJy Y T€HepPaaHOj HuC-
KpPUMMHALVjL.

Tadena 5. Yga/peHOCT LieHTpON A CTUIOBA Off 3ajeJHIYKOT IIeHTPOouza

@yHKIMje rpyna NeHTpouaa

CTIJI0BHM MOHAIIAKkhA

HucrpykruBau - C1
Jdemoxparcku - C2
Conujaana moapmka - C3
AyTtokparcku - C4
Feedback - C5

dyHkumja
1
.601
-.299
-.086
-.698
482

Y Tadem 6 mpukasaHe Ccy KOMOMHAIMje pas/yKa
M CTAaTMCTMYKA 3HA4YajHOCT m3Mely cTmoBa moHamra-
mwa TpeHepa. Kako ce Buau pujeu je o TakujeBoM TecTy
(Tukey HSD). Y KonoHu pas/imka apuTMeTUYKIX Cpefiy-
Ha IIPKVIKa3aHe Cy pas/mke. Jlakie uHcilpyKiiueHu citiut
ce HajBUIIe pasVKyje of ayiokpaiiickoi (.837) mTo
ce MOITIO 3aK/bYYNUT ¥ HA OCHOBY apUTMETUYKIUX Cpe-
muHa (Tadena 1) u ynaspenocty nentpoupa (Taderma 5).
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Mnciupykiiuenu citiun ce CTaTUCTUYKM 3HAYaj-
HO He pasnukyje on Feedback, omHOCHO cTmIa Kora
KapakTepuille IIOXBaja u Harpahupame cropru-
cTa. AHa/IM30M OCTanux BpujegHOCTH U3 Tadene 6
CcuUTyanuja je CIuM4Ha, OJHOCHO HeMa CTaTUCTUYKM
3HaYajHe pasmmke usMehy memoxpaitickol w cTuma
coyujanne iogpuixe (-.137). Ha ocHOBY BpujeHOCTI
npukasaHnx y Tademu 6 Moxe ce 3ay3eTy KOHKpeTaH
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CTaB IO JPYyTOj MPETHOCATBLIM Ja C€ HEKM CTUIOBU
MOHAlllatba CTAaTUCTUYKM 3HauYajHO pasnukyjy. Ilo-
jaM Hexku ce KOHKPeTM30Bao, TAKO Ja CTaTUCTUYKU
3HAaYajHMX pasjmka uMa u3Meby cBux cTmmosa cem

usmeby uncmpyxiiueroi n Feedback, ogHOCHO W3-
meby gemokpaitickol n coyujanne tiogpuike. Viamehy
HaBeJleHa [IBa [1apa CTU/IOBA IIOHAIllakha HeMa jacHe U
MpenM3He CYIITNHCKE Ka0 HIf CEMaHTUYKE Pa3INKe.

Tadena 6. Taxujes XCJI Tect

95% VinTepuBan

TOY3aHOCTH
Crunosu Kom6unanuje Pasnuke CranpmapgHa Homa Topma
TOHANIamka y AC rpeka Sig. rpanmma. IrpaHuIA

TeMmoxparcku .580" .083 .000 .35 .81
ConnjanHa mogpumka 443" .083 .000 22 .67
Uncrpykr. C1  Ayrokparcku .837 .083  .000 .61 1.06
Feedback .077 .083  .887 -.15 .30
CorujanHa nogpumka -.137 .083 .462 -.36 .09
Hemokpat. C2  Ayrokparckm 257 .083 .017 .03 48
Feedback -.503 .083 .000 -73 -.28
Conuj.mop. C3 AyTokparcku 3947 .083  .000 17 .62
Feedback -.366' .083  .000 -.59 -.14
Ayrtokpar. C4 Feedback -.760" .083  .000 -.99 -.53
*p< 0.05
INCKYCHUJA Cy mokasaim ga ¢y wiagy ¢yndanepy CKIOHMjU Ba-

OpHocoM mpeMa CIIOPTUCTMMA Ha TPEHUH3M-
Ma ¥ TAKMIYEHJMA, Te HAYMHOM IIpy>Kaba II0Bpart-
He nHpoOpMalMje U YKyIIHe KOMYHMKalje, TpeHep
MO)Xe 3HATHO YTULATM Ha (opMupame CTaBOBa I
noHamawe croprucra (Greblo et al., 2011; Stein,
Bloom, & Sabiston, 2012).

Vcrpaxusame Koja cy ciposenu [loseT 1 Kpe-
Mme (Jowett, & Cramer, 2009), nokasyje na Behu ytu-
11aj Ha MepUEeNLNjy MAaNX CIOPTUCTA O BIACTUTOM
(bUSMYKOM M3ITIEy MMa BUXOB TPEHep HEero popju-
tesbu. CarefiaBajyhu yKynHe BpUjegHOCTY CTUIOBA
[IOHAIIAbA TPeHepa, ayMloKpaicKy Cifiil IIOHAIIa-
Iba je HajMarbe IPUCYTaH, a/li je UIIAK IPUCYTaH y
pajy ca MIafiuM CHOPTUCTMMA, de3 0d3mpa WITO je
HajMame IO0XKe/baH. PesynraTe 0BOT MCTpaXkuBarba,
noTBphyjy n nctpaknusama Iepsuca un [lana (Gervis,
& Dunn, 2004), 1a cy IpUTUCIIY KOju Cy BpIIeHM Ha
MJIafie CIIOPTICTE, Off CTPaHe TPeHepa Y BUZY TajaMe,
BUKamba, 3aCTpallBama Ia 1 (PU3NIKOT HACPTaja,
JIOBE/IM JIO TOTA Jla Ce IUXOBU CIIOPTUCTU Ocjehajy
Maibe BpUjeHIM, ITYIIM, TIOHVDKEHVIM U IeIIpecB-
HUM.

Mwunep u capapguunu (Miller, Robert, &
Ommundsen, 2005), n KaBacany (Kavussanu, 2006)

pamby YKOJIMKO IBMXOB TPEHEP MCTHUYe COICTBEHU
ero. TpeHepy Koju Cy y IpBU IIJIaH CTaB/bau Pe3yi-
TaT VIMAJIM Cy Y CBOjUM €KMIIaMa II0jefIMHIIE KOjI Cy
venrthe ncnopaBanu arpecusHoct (Chow, Murray, &
Feltz, 2009).

IIpema mcrpaxkusamwuma boppnuja n capap-
HuKa (Boardley, Kavussanu, & Ring, 2008), TpeHepn
KOju y IIPBU IJIaH CTaB/bajy Pa3sBOj KAPAKTEPHUX OCO-
OMHa MIafMX CIOPTHCTA TIOCTIDKY OO/be pesynTaTe.
[Tpumjep ncTpakxmpama Ha UTpadnMa pardmja, Tamo
rjje cy TpeHepM Har/lallaBay 3Ha4daj ¥ BPUjeSHOCT
dep meja, momTOBaEme HMPOTUMBHMKA, IOIITOBAIbE
IIpaBU/Ia Urpe, Heka nodujenyt do/pY U CJI. CY Y Be-
hoj Mjepu 1MjeHnIN CBOje MPOTMBHMKE M TTOCTU3A/IN
dorpe pesynrare.

Harpabusamwe (Feedback), mpema oBoM uctpa-
JKMBAIby je ofMax M3a MHCTPYKTUBHOr cTmia. IIpe-
Ma peJieBaHTHMM Ca3HaIbMMa Yy CABPEMEHOM TpeHa-
JKHOM TIPUCTYITY OBaj CTWJI IIOHAIIAMa je BeoMa II0-
Iy/IapaH 1 jaje fodpe CHOPTCKe pes3yTare.

HewmjeppuBy BpujefHOCT U Y/IOTY y CTBapamy
HO3UTHUBHE aTMoc(epe Ha TPEHUHTY M TaKMUYEHhY
uMa Tpenep (Bari¢, 2004). ITocToje gBuje MOTHBAIN-
OHE K/IMMe: jefiHa je YCMjepeHa Ha Pa3Boj BjelITMHA
u TexHUKe (mastery climate) v pyra Ha IIOCTHU3ambe
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pesynrarta (performance climate). IIpBy motusaiu-
OHy K/IMMY KapakTepuile Harpahupame cropTucra
3a YJIO>KeHU TPYJ, Pa3Boj BjelITMHA U CIOCOOHOCTH,
a apyry HarpahuBame caMo Hajdo/BUX CIOpTHCTA Y
exym. CHOPTUCTH KOju Cy MMy JoOpy capajiby ca
TPeHePOM CY CUTYPHUj! Y CBOje CIIOCOOHOCTH ¥ MMa-
mm cy dorbe pesynTaTe Ha TAKMUYEIbY y OHOCY Ha
CIIOpTHCTE ITje je capaama joma (Jowett, & Cramer,
2009).

IIpeMa OBOM MCTpaXUBamy UHCHIPYKIAUBHU
Cifius je Ha TIPBOM MjecTy, Clujefu Ta Haipahu-earve
(Feedback). Hayuna, cTpy4Ha ¥ eMIMpHjcKa Ca3Hamba
YKasyjy ia Cy OBM CTUJIOBU HAjIIOXKE/bHUjU, /N Yjefi-
HO 11 Haje(pMKaCHYjJ HAuMH pajia ca MIaIuM CIIOPTH-
CTUMA.

VcrpaknBame je HECYMIBMBO [al0o OfTrOBOP
Ha IUTambe KOju CTWI [IOHAlLIAlkha TPeHepa JOMUHU-
pay pany ca HepCneKTMBHUM MIAiIM CIOPTUCTIMA,
azu Cy OTBOPEHA HeKa JIpyra IUTamba Koja Cy U3y3eT-
HO OMTHA ¥ XMIOTETCKU Cy Y Kay3a/HOCTM Ca CTU-
JIOBMMa IIOHalIalba U pafia TpeHepa. JleMoKpaTcKu
M ayTOKPATCKU CTUIOBU CTPYKTYPA/HO Cy CBOjeBp-
CTaH aHTUIIOA, HA IIPBU IIOIVIE CY MHKOIATUOWMI-
HI, a1 IIpaKca IoKasyje Ja Ha TakMmdemwy (meuy),
HOCedHO y HEKMM CIIOPTOBMMA HeMa JeMOKpartuje,
TOMMHMPA ayTOKPATCKM YaK U HaJl MHCTPYKTUBHUM
cTUIOM IoHamamwa. OcTaje HeflopeyeHo fa 1M MMa
pas/MKe y CTUIOBMMA IIOHAIIAba U pajia TPeHepa y
3aBMCHOCTH Off BPCTE CIIOPTA, HE CAaMO MHAMBUYaI-
HU-KOJIEKTVBHM, Kao U Ja /N MMa pas3imuke usmebhy
CTU/IOBA TIOHAlIalba Y offHocy Ha noi. Iopen ctuma
NOHAIIalba TPeHepa PEIeBAaHTHO je CasHaTM KaKaB
CTUJI IOHAIllalba MMAjy CIIOPTUCTY M HUXOBU PO-
IOUTEbM U3 PA3JIOra IITO CBAKM YCIjeX UM HEYCIIjeX,
HE CaMo y CIIOPTY, Ma Y3pOYHO-TIOC/bEIUYHY BE3Y.
Kapa je pujed o mpodecnoHaTHOM CIOPTY, ca JKabe-
IbEM, pe3y/ITaT OIpaBJaBa CTUIL.

3AK/bYYAK

Y ckmany ca TeOpUjCKUM IIPUCTYIIOM, Ipodiie-
MOM, I[//beM, 3aJalliMa 1M Pe3y/ITaTyMa MCTPaXKM-
Bama, MAEHTU(PNMKOBAHO je IeT CTHIOBA IOHAIIA-
Bba TpeHepa. IIpeMa OpAMHATHOj CKamy pemoCIy-
jen je cmepmehu: MHCTPYKTMBHU CTU, HarpabuBame
(Feedback), conyjanHa oapIIKa, feMOKPATCKI CTII,
Y Ay TOKPATCKY CTVJI TOHALIAbA.

Y ckmagy ca modujeHuUM pes3ynaTaTuma, MOCTOjU
reHepasiHa, CTaTUCTUYKM 3HA4ajHa, pasjnKa M3Me-
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by crunoBa monamama. Ilojeguuauno Hajpeha pa-
3muka yTtBpheHa je usmeby uncmpyximiusroi Cl u
aymokpaiickoi C4 cTua noHamama TpeHepa. Cra-
TUCTMYKY 3HA4YajHA pasjyka Huje yrBphena mnamehy
uncimipyximuerot C1 u gemoxpaitickoi C2 Kao HU U3-
meby gemokpaitickor C2 n cTina coyujante iogpuixe
C3. Ilpema BpujegnoctuMa Takmjeor XCJI Tecra
OCTajIM CTUIOBY NTOHANIAMa C€ CTATUCTUYKY 3HAYAj-
HO Pa3NuKYjy.

Wnciupyxiiuenu  ciiun  KapakTepulle TpeHe-
pa umje je IOHAIIAMmE YCMjepeHO Ha INOdOJbIIame
CIIOPTCKOT pe3y/aTaTa IOCPEACTBOM IUIAHMPAHOT U
IpOrpaMMpPaHOr TPeHMHIA. TpeHMH3U Cy 3axTjeB-
HJ, HAIIOPHU, IZje TpeHep Jaje odpasnokema 3a-
IITO M YeMy CIyXM Heka Bjexxda. TpeHep yTude Ha
nodojplIame capanmwe Meby mojenuHIMMa M yKyIIHe
Koxesuje ekure. TpeHep HaCTOjM [ja CBM CHOPTUCTU
Bjexxdajy myHuM KanmaunureToM. CBaKOM CHOPTHUCTU
HOKJ/Ialba XXy IPUINKOM 0dyKe TeXHUKe 1 UCIIpa-
B/ba I'PelIKe Y TOKY Bjexxdama. TpeHep Bogu pauyHa
0 MHJMBUIyaTHOM onTepehemny copTiCcTa, Kako du
IIPEeBEHTUBHO [IjelI0BA0 Ha IIOBPeJie M/IN HEellITO TeXe.
VIHCTpYKTUBHU CTUII je Haj3aXTjeBHUjU, IOLPA3yMMI-
jeBa KOMIIIETHY JIMYHOCT TPEHEPA Kao y4UTETba, Ba-
CIIMTaya, ICMXO0JIOTa, 3alITUTHNUKA, CTpaTera, Bobe 10
nodjene. OBaj cTui faje Hajdobe pesynrare y pagy
ca MIaZ¥iM CHOPTMCTMMA 300T 4Yera je 1 HajIoXKesb-
Huju. IlpemMa OBOM MCTpakMBamby MHCTPYKTUBHU
CTWUJI IPEOB/IAJIaBa, alM 3HAYajHO HE JOMUHUPA HaJ
ctumom Harpabusawe (Feedback). Hemiro Mmatbe,
amM BP0 4eCcTO NPNUCYTaH je CTUI Harpahusame
(Feedback). OBaj ctun noppasymujeBa TpeHepa Koju
MOTMBUILE CIIOPTHUCTe HarpahusamweM. TpeHep mpe-
HO03Haje J0dap OFHOC IpeMa KojleraMa, IpefjaH paf
Ha TPeHM-HTY 1 oOpe pe3yaTare Ha TAKMUYCHY.

Ayitiokpailicky citiun ce OFHOCU Ha TpeHepe KOju
aTiCOMyTHO CaMy JIOHOCE OJ/IyKe, ca Moce-OHMM Ha-
IJIallaBameM NMYHor ayroputera. [Ipema oBum nc-
TPpaXMUBakby ay TOKPATCKIM CTUJI j€ HajMatbe IIPUCYTaH
U HajMalbe MOXKe/baH y pafly ca MIAVNM CIOPTUCTH-
Ma. AyTOKpaTCKM CTWUJI HUje ITO)Ke/baH Ha TPEHUHTY I
BaH TpeHUHra. [eHepanmHO OBaj CTUII je BUIIIe IIPUCY-
TaH Ha TaKMMYelby Hero Ha TpeHuHry. [Ipenarnamen
ayTOKPATCKM CTUJI 4eCTO [OBOAY O KOH(IMKTA 13-
Mmeby TpeHepa 1 cHOpPTH-CTe, @ Y HEKUM CTy4ajeBuMa
usmely Tpenepa u popuresna.
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VERHALTENSSTILE VON TRAINERN

Zusammenfassung

An einem Muster von 121 aufstrebenden jungen Sportlern wurde eine Studie mit dem Ziele der Feststellung des
Verhaltensstils von Trainern durchgefiihrt. Relevante Informationen wurden auf dem Wege einer validierten Umfrage
(Chelladura & Saleha, 1980) sichergestellt. Die Umfrage umfasst 40 Fragen, die gezielt 5 Verhaltensstile von Trainern
bestimmen. Alle Fragen haben eine Skala mit 5 moglichen Aussagen: (immer, oft, manchmal, selten und nie). Die richtige
Antwort ist ausschliefSlich eine Aussage zu jeder Frage. Es handelt sich dabei um die 5-stufige Likert-Skala. Es wurde
eine umfangreiche und anspruchsvolle statistische Bearbeitung der Daten durchgefiihrt, in der qualtitative kategorielle
Variablen in quantitative umgewandelt wurden. Im néchsten Schritt wurden die umgewandelten kategoriellen Variablen
einer klassischen und neoklassischen statistischen Methodologie unterzogen. Auf der Grundlage exakter Indikatoren,
die durch die Anwendung relevanter univariater und multivariater statistischer Methoden und Tests gewonnen wurden,
stellte sich als dominanter Verhaltensstil der Trainer der instruktive Stil heraus. Dieser Verhaltensstil von Trainern
ist auch der wiinschenswerteste. Im Rahmen dieser Studie befindet sich an letzter Stelle der autokratische Stil, der
gleichzeitig auch am wenigsten wiinschenswert ist. Ergebnisse der Varianzanalyse (ANOVA) und einer kanonischen
Diskriminationsanalyse weisen darauf hin, dass es einen im generellen Sinne statistisch bedeutsamen Unterschied in
der Vertretenheit der Verhaltensstile gibt. Die insgesamte Diskrimination bzw. den Unterschied beeinflussen in grofitem
Mafle der instruktive und der autokratische Verhaltensstil der Trainer. Fiir die genannten Stile kann man sagen, dass sie
ein Gegensatzparadigma in jedem Sinne darstellen. Die Werte des Tukey-HSD Tests weisen explizit darauf hin, dass es
keinen statistisch bedeutsamen Unterschied zwischen dem instruktiven Stil und dem Belohnungs-Feedback-Stil gibt, was
sich ebenfalls auf den Unterschied zwischen dem demokratischen Stil und dem Stil der sozialen Unterstiitzung bezieht.
Die tibrigen Kombinationen bzw. Paare von Verhaltensstilen unterscheiden sich im statistischen Sinne in bedeutendem
Mafle.

Schliisselworter: SPORTLER / AUFSTREBEND / SKALA / UNTERSCHIEDE

IIpumiben: 26.01.2016.
[Tpuxsahen: 06.05.2016.
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Abstract

On the sample by 121 perspective young athletes was carried out the researching in the aim to establish
the behavior style of coaches. The relevant information was obtained through the validated questionnaires
of Chelladura and Saleha (1980). The questionnaire contains 40 questions which directly determine 5
behavior styles of coaches. All questions possess the scale by 5 levels with possible statements: (always, often,
periodically, rarely and never). The true answer is only one statement on one question. It is word about five
degrees “Likert’s scale” It was carried out extensive and complex statistics processing of date, where the input
qualitative categorical variables were transformed into quantitative. In the next step, transformed categorical
variables were exposed in classical and neoclassical statistical methodology.

On the base of exact indications which were obtained by using relevant invariant and multivariate statistical
methods and tests, dominant behavior style of coaches is “Instructive” This behavior style of coach is the
most desirable. According to this researching at the last position is behavior style which is the autocratically
and it is also at the same time the least desirable. The results of Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Canonic
discriminative analysis show the general statistical significant difference in the representation of the behavior
styles. Instructive and Autocratic behavior style of coach mostly influences on the total (general) discrimination
i.e. difference. For above mentioned styles, it could be said that they are paradigm of contrasts in every way.
Values of Tukey — HSD test explicitly shows that there are not statistical significant difference between
Instructive Style and style Awarded — Feedback as well as between Democratically and style of Social Support.
The other combinations i.e. couples of behavior styles are statistical significantly different.

Key words: PERSPECTIVE ATHLETES / SCALE / DIFFERENCES

INTRODUCTION

The term style dates from the Latin word (stylus)
that is the device for writing. The famous philosopher
Arthur Schopenhauer studied...“will is the basis of
everything®, he further said , the style is the physiog-
nomy of the spirit“ (Kalin, 1991). The style is a multi-
faceted term what implies and explicates various defi-
nitions. The style is a way of expressing i.e. a set of fea-
tures which distinguish it from the others. The known
styles are related to literature, architecture, painting,
music, science, politics and sport. The developmen-
tal epochs in science, art and culture are marked by

the styles. Every man is a style for himself, more or
less all of us belong to one style, i.e posses some style.
The holders of styles in architecture, painting, music,
literature and even sports are better than the best ac-
cording to which and in whose the honor the style is
named.

This work focuses on the style of the coach’s be-
havior in dealing with the young and perspective
athlete. The decades-long experiment and science
confirms that sport’s education in adolescence period
has immeasurable significance for the forming of per-
sonality (Bac¢anac, & Radovanovi¢, 2005). In this pro-
cess special place belongs to the coach and his style

14  Correspondence to: Mihajlo Mijanovi¢, Faculty of Physical Education and Sport Banja Luka, Bulevar vojvode Petra
Bojovic¢a 1, 78000 Banja Luka, Republic of Srpska, BIH; e-mail: mihajlom@ac.me
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of behavior. The style of behavior is very important
during the training, competition and free time, the
some coaches posses the same style of behavior, some
have different. The style of behavior is different de-
pending on the athlete, so athletes and their parents
have their own style of behavior. It is kind of interac-
tion between coach-athlete-parent. For good success,
it is necessary to agree the styles, it is easy to say but
very difficult to achieve. For this reasons it is difficult
to determine rather evaluate any style of coach’s be-
havior and which is the best style.

There are great number of classification and dis-
agreements related to desirable and undesirable be-
havioral styles of coaches. What is common to all
modern coach is that the coach needs to have excel-
lent practical and theoretical knowledge and high
moral values. The coach’s behavior during the train-
ings, competitions, his reputation in society and char-
acter traits influence in forming of attitudes and be-
haviors of young athlete (Martens, 1987).

According to the researching of Chelladurai &
Saleh 1980, there are five styles of coach’s behaviors.

Instructive style characterizes the coach’s behavior
which work is focused on the improving the motiva-
tion, as the athlete persists in carrying out difficult
and strenuous exercises. He pays special attention
to the improvement of technique and tactics during
the training. He promotes cooperation among athlete
and coordinates their activities. The coaches seeks
that all athlete are practicing with full capacity, and
pays attention to every athletes during training tech-
niques and corrects the errors during the exercise. He
increases the personal and collective security by the
calm and steady advices.

Democratic style characterizes the coach who gives
more freedom to the athlete. The athletes are more
or less involved in the planning of the training in a
certain way. Athlete are asked and they decide about
method of operation, loading during the training,
selection the exercises and etc. The coach gives the
support to the athlete during the training, encourages
them when they lose and win. The coach asks athlete
for the opinion and suggestions related to the training
organization, gives the freedom in the resolving the
specific tasks. He analyses the efficacy of training and
competition regardless of the achieved results.

Autocratic style refers to the coach who absolutely
makes decisions individually with the emphasizing
and pointing out the personal authority. He plans and
programs the training, he is not interested in the ath-

lete’s opinion, he does not find it necessary to explain
his opinion and decisions to the athletes, and he keeps
his distance. Often, he discourages them during the
training and the competition, considering that he en-
courages them by the raised voice, inadequate vocab-
ulary and his attitude, not allowing them questions.

Social support is specific for the coach who seeks
good cooperation between athletes. The coach likes
and works on it to make positive atmosphere during
the training and the competition, he works for the
benefit of each individual. He shows the emotions
for the athlete, he helps them in resolving the social
problems. He supports and encourages athlete to
be entrusted, taking part in resolving the conflicts,
cooperates with the athlete and the parents outside
training, he is interested in the success in the school,
shortly he is interested in the total social status of ath-
letes by being named style.

Awarding (Feedback) implies the coach who moti-
vates the athletes by the awarding the good and ded-
icated work in training and particularly good results
in the competition. Characteristically for this behav-
ior style is that the coach expresses a particular sat-
isfaction when athletes perform well and efficiently
the assigned activities. The awards that are related
to the public praise in the training are not material.
The coach tries to be fair; every sportsman is award-
ed for well done the activities in the training and the
competition. The praise is very important for young
sportsman in front of the friends and the parents. It is
very serious and contra productive to commend what
is not for commending regardless they are young, the
athletes notice it immediately. The paradigm of unde-
served awards or penalties when the coach, for some
personal reasons of vanity, leaves out the best athletes
in the competition. The award and the punishment
need to be devoted.

On the basis of the sports and coach’s empiricism,
the authors of this work consider that instructive style
of behavior should not be only, but if there are young
athletes instructive style of coach’s behavior is more
desirable than the others.

All involved in sports, especially former athletes
have the attitude about the work style and the be-
havior of their coach. The attitudes of the success-
ful former athletes who have changed more clubs
and coaches are particularly relevant. There are not
rare cases that the athletes leave the club because of
coach’s behavioral style. It should be emphasized that
the same style, the same coach is suitable for some
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athletes, and not suitable for the others. The coach
and his behavioral style is not always the reason for
the changing the club, the common causes include
the training conditions, financial compensation, bet-
ter and faster progression, going to the schooling.

The subject of this research is the coaches of young
perspective athletes, and the problem is identifying
and determining the dominant style of behavior on
the basis of dealing with athletes in training, compe-
tition, and during the free time. According to the sub-
ject and problem stems the primary aim of the work,
that is refers to the extraction of the behavioral styles
of the coaches. The intention is not to take advantage
of some style, but with the help of scientific methods
detect behavioral style coach based on the testimony
of the young athletes. The other aims and the tasks
of the researching related to the searching for the an-
swers to three questions: What behavioral style dom-
inates in working with the athletes? Is there statistical
significant difference between some the behavioral
style? What the behavioral style is the most desirable?
Generally speaking, it is not expected a statistically
significant difference between the behavioral style of
coaches, but at the same time, it expects that between
some behavioral style are statistically significant dif-
ference.

METHOD

The sample of subjects

The sample consisted of selected young and per-
spective athletes from the area of the Republic of Srps-
ka. There are the representatives who depending on
the sport’s results receive the assistance in the form of
scholarships from the Ministry of Sport and Youth of
RS. The study included 121 participants’ perspective
athletes The Summer School of Sport 2015” of RS.
It is stratified sample of five sports: (basketball, box-
ing, volleyball, swimming and skiing). Chronological
age of the athletes was 15 to 17 years. The quality of
athletes is determined on the basis of the results of
competitions, which are in causality with the amount
of scholarships and other entitlements.

The sample of variables

The measuring instrument was a survey which
contains 40 relevant questions. The questions are in-
tended for the evaluation of five behavioral styles of
coach: Instructive (S1), Democratic (S2), Social Sup-
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port (S3), Autocratic (S4) and Awarding (Feedback)
(S5). In addition to the questions for the assessment
of behavioral style of coach, the survey contains ques-
tions related to social status, gender, training intern-
ships and kind of sports. The classification of ques-
tions for assessment of behavioral style of coach is
constructed on the model of Chelladurai and Saleh
(Chelladurai, & Saleh, 1980; Greblo, Grui¢, Ohnjec,
Segedi, & Pedisi¢, 2011). The Metric characteristics
of the survey were conducted by works (Mijanovic,
2002; 2005; 2007). Each question has 5 levels (mo-
dalities) related to the following statements: (always,
often, sometimes, rarely, never). The correct answer
is only one statement on a single question. It is word
about five levels of Likert scale.

Data analysis

In accordance with the objectives and hypotheses,
more univariate and multivariate statistical methods
and tests were applied. In the first step, the responses
(statements) are transformed i.e weighting from 1 to
5. As the styles are determined by a different number
of questions, it is calculated: arithmetical means (Error
of Mean), curvature (Skewness) and height (Kurto-
sis) of distribution, minimum and maximum values.
Normality of the distribution is tested by Kolmogor-
ov-Smirnov Z test. Testing differences at a general level
is done using the factor Analysis of Variance (ANO-
VA) and Canonical Discriminant Analysis. For the
determining of the individual differences between the
types of behavior, Tukey- HSD test (Multiple Compar-
isons Tukey HSD) was applied.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows the basic statistical values of behav-
ioral style of coach. Based on the value of the arithme-
tic mean (Mean), in the first place is Instructive style
S1=4.27, and the last place is Autocratic style S4=3.43.
It is not difficult to assume that the difference in arith-
metic means above mentioned styles is statistically
significant. The other parameters in Table 1 are also
interesting and worth for analyzing, especially stan-
dard errors of arithmetic means (Std. Error of Mean),
the coeflicients of curvature and height distribution
(Skewness and Kurtosis). Minimum and maximum
values are anticipated and move within the range from
1 to 5. In the final column Tot shows the statistics at
the total level.
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Table 1. Basic statistics

Behavioral style S1 S2 S3 S4 S5  Total
Valid N 121 121 121 121 121 121
Mean 4.27 3.69 3.82 3.43 4.19 3.88
Std. Error of Mean .050 .042 .070 .061 .065 .029
Skewness -945  -136 -574 205 -1.159  -.430
Kurtosis .833 -.134 .004 -.323 1.352 -.247
Minimum 2 2 2 2 1 1
Maximum 5 5 5 5 5 5

Table 2. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

Most Extreme Differences  Absolute .044
Positive .044
Negative -.034

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 485 -

Sig. (2-tailed) 973 -

The normality of the distribution on the total
level of variable Tot tested through the One Sample
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test. The correlation between
the theoretical and empirical functions is very high
Sig. = .973 as good visually confirms Graphl. The
Graph 2 shows really deviation observed (empirical)
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Graph 1. Normal Q-Q plot of suma

The explicit answer to the first hypothesis which
states: “There is no expectation the difference
between the behavioral styles on the general level”,
can be given based on Table 3. The value Sig. = .000

values of the horizontal line. Considering that
the points are evenly spaced above and below the
horizontal line, and that relatively little extreme
points, it can be concluded that the variable Total
according to Gaussian normal distribution.
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Graph 2. Detrended Normal Q-Q plot of suma

clearly shows that the coaches generally differ in the
expression of behavioral style. According to the given
values, the first hypothesis is rejected with a statistical
error which is less than 0.00.
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Table 3. Anaysis of variance (ANOVA)

Behavioral Style

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 59.164 4 14.791 35.603 .000
Within Groups 249.266 600 415
Total 308.430 604

ANOVA values are confirmed by the results of
Canonical discriminative analysis on Table 4. Values
of Tests of equality of group means, Eigenvalues and
Wilks” Lambda show that this is one discriminative
function whose statistical significance was tested

through Wilks’ Lambde which is transformed into a
Chi-square, which is 127.998 and that is statistically
significant Sig. = 0.000. In the final outcome, the
results of ANOVA and Canonical discriminative
analysis are coincided.

Table 4. Canonic-Discrimininative analyses

Tests of Equality of Group Means

Wilks’ Lambda F dfl df2 Sig.
Compos. Var. .808 35.603 4 600 .000
Eigenvalues
Function Eigenvalue 9% of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation
1 237 100.0 100.0 438
a. First 1 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis.
Wilks’ Lambda
Test of Function(s) Wilks’ Lambda  Chi-square df Sig.
1 .808 127.998 4 .000

Centroid distance (arithmetic mean) of general
centroid or common arithmetic mean is shown in the
Table 5. Based on the obtained values, the maximum

distance and thus the difference is between the
Instructive-S1 and Autocratic-54 style.

Table 5. Centroid distance style of common centroid

Functions at Group Centroids

Behavioral Style

Function 1.

Instructive-S1
Democratic-S2
Social Support-S3
Autocratic-S4
Feedback-S5

.601
-.299
-.086
-.698

482

Combination of differences and statistical
significance between the behavioral styles of coaches
are shown in Table 6. As it is shown, it is Tukey
HSD test. The differences are shown in the Mean
Differ. Column. The statistical significant differences
between the concrete behavioral styles are marked by
the asterisk. Therefore, Instructive style is statistically
significant differ from Autocratic (.837°), it could
be concluded on the basis of means (Table 1) and
distance of centroids (Table 5).
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Instructive style is not significantly different
from the Feedback (style characterized by praise and
reward athletes). The analysis of other values listed
in Table 6 The situation is similar, and no statistically
significant differences between the Democratic and
style Social Support (-.137).

Analyzing the other value from the Table 6,
situation is similar i.e. there are no significant
difference between these styles except S1:S5 and
§2:S3. It is Instructive and Feedback i.e. Democrative
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and Social support. Beside statistical insignificant
between mentioned two types of behavioral styles,

there is no clear and precisely essence as well as
semantic difference.

Table 6. Multiple Comparisons Tukey HSD

Behavioral Styles ~ Combinations Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Differ. Std. Err.  Sig. Low. Boun. Low. Boun.
Democrative .580° .083 .000 .35 81
Social Suppor 443 .083 .000 22 .67
Instructive S1 Autocratic 837 083 .000 61 1.06
Feedback 077 .083  .887 -.15 .30
Social Support -.137 083  .462 -.36 .09
Demicrative S2 Autocratic 257" .083 .017 .03 48
Feedback -.503" .083 .000 -.73 -.28
Social support S3  Autocratic 394 .083 .000 17 .62
Feed back -.366 .083 .000 -.59 -.14
Autocrative $4 Feedback -.760° .083 .000 -.99 -.53
*p< 0.05
According to the Bordli’s researching and cooper-
DISCUSSION ators (Boardely, Kavussanu & Ring, 2008), the coach

The coach can considerably influence in forming
of athletes attitude and behavior (Greblo, 2011); by
the relation (behavioral style) to the athletes during
the training and the competition, and the way of giv-
ing feedback and total communication (Greblo et al.,
2011; Stein, Bloom, & Sabiston, 2012).

The coach has more influence on the perception of
young athletes about their own physical appearance
than their parents; the researching was carried out by
Jowett & Cramer (2009). Perceiving the total value of
behavioral style of coach, autocratically behavioral
style is the least present, but it is always present in the
working with young athletes, no matter what is the
least desirable. The results of this research confirm
researching of Gervis and Dan (2004), the influences
on the young athletes, by the side of coach as noise
and shouting, intimidating and physical fight, cause
that their athletes feel less value, stupid, humiliated
and depressive.

Miller and cooperators (Miller, Robert, & Om-
mundsen, 2005), and Kavasanu (2006) proved that
the young soccer players are closer to cheating if their
coach emphasizes his Ego. The coaches who put the
results in the first plan have the individuals in their
team who express their aggression (Chow, Murray &
Feltz, 2009).

who put at the main plan the development of charac-
ter features of young athletes, they could achieve bet-
ter result. The example of researching on player rug-
by, there the coach emphasizes the significance and
value of fair play, respecting of opponent, respecting
the rule play, to win better etc. They appreciated their
opponent and achieved better results. According to
this researching, awarding (feedback) is immediate-
ly after instructive style. According to the relevant
knowledge in the modern training access, this behav-
ioral style is very popular and gives good sport result.

The coach has the immeasurable values and role in
creating the positive atmosphere in the training and
competition, according to (Bari¢, 2004) there are two
motivation climates. The Motivational climate direct-
ed to the achieving the results (performance climate).
The first motivational climate is characterized by
awarding the athletes for invested effort, developing
the skills and capability, and the other awarding the
best athletes in the team. The athletes who have the
good cooperation with the coach are sure in their ca-
pabilities and they have better results on the competi-
tions in regard to the athletes where the cooperation
bad (Jowett & Cramer, 2009).

According to this researching Instructive style is
at the first position, after it awarding (feedback). Sci-
entific, professional and empiric knowledge’s indicate
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that these styles are the most desirable, but at the
same time the most efficient way of working with the
young athletes.

The researching doubtless gave the answer on
question which behavioral style of coach dominates
in the working with the perspective young sports-
man, but it is opened some other question which is
exceptionally important and hypothetically in causal-
ity with behavioral style of working Coach. Demo-
cratic and Autocratic styles are structurally character-
istic antipode at the first view are incompatible, but
the practice shows that on the competition (match),
especially in some sports no Democracy, dominate
Autocratic Style even upper Instructive behavioral
style. It stays incomplete if it there is difference in
the behavioral style and work of coach according to
the type of sport, not only individual-collective, as if
there is difference between the behavioral styles with
regard to gender. Beside the behavioral style of coach,
it is relevant to find out which behavioral style has the
athletes and their parents by the reason of each suc-
cess and failure not only in sport has cause and effect
relation. When it is word about professional sport,
with regret, the result justifies the style.

CONCLUSION

Five behavior styles are identified according to the
theoretical approach, problem, aim, tasks and the re-
searching results. According to the ordinal scale, the
order of behavior styles is as follows: Instructive style,
Awarding (Feedback), Social support, Democratic
Style and Autocratic Style.

According to the given results, there are gener-
ally statistical meaningful differences between the
behavioral styles. Individually the most difference is
established between Instructive S1 and Autocratic $4
behavioral Style of coach. Statistical significant dif-
ference is not established between Instructive S1 and
Democratic S2 as also between Democratic S2 and
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the style of Social Support S3. According to the val-
ues of Multiple Comparisons Turkey HSD the other
behavioral Styles are statistically significant different.

Instructive style characterizes the coach, it is di-
rected to the improving the sport’s result through the
planning and programming training. The training is
demanding, hard where the coach explains the ex-
curses purpose. In the process of technique special-
ization, it explains how, and at tactics how and when.
The coach influences on improving of cooperation
between the individuals and total cohesion of team.
The coach strives that all athletes practicing by full
capacity. He takes care to each sportsman during the
training and correcting the mistake during the exer-
cise. The Coach takes care about individual load and
overload sportsman, as it would be preventively influ-
enced in the injures or something harder. Instructive
style is the most required, means the complete per-
son of coach from the teacher, counselor, psycholo-
gist, protector, strategist, leader to the win. This style
gives the best results with the working with the young
athletes because it is the most desirable. According to
the researching, Instructive style overcomes but sig-
nificant not dominates over the awarding style (feed-
back). Some less, but very often is presented the style
Awarding (Feedback). This style means the coach
who motivates the athletes by awarding. The coach
recognizes the good relationship to the colleagues,
devoted work on the training and good results on the
competition.

Autocratic style is related to the coach who ab-
solutely makes decision with the special emphasis
of personal authority. According to this researching
Autocratic Style is at the least present and the least
desirable in the working with young athletes. The au-
tocratic style is not desirable in the training and out
of training. Generally this style is more present in the
competition than in the training. Overemphasized
autocratic style often leads to the conflict between the
coach and athletes, but in some occasions between
the coach and the parents.
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VERHALTENSSTILE VON TRAINERN

Zusammenfassung

An einem Muster von 121 aufstrebenden jungen Sportlern wurde eine Studie mit dem Ziele der Feststellung des
Verhaltensstils von Trainern durchgefiihrt. Relevante Informationen wurden auf dem Wege einer validierten Umfrage
(Chelladura & Saleha, 1980) sichergestellt. Die Umfrage umfasst 40 Fragen, die gezielt 5 Verhaltensstile von Trainern
bestimmen. Alle Fragen haben eine Skala mit 5 moglichen Aussagen: (immer, oft, manchmal, selten und nie). Die richtige
Antwort ist ausschliefSlich eine Aussage zu jeder Frage. Es handelt sich dabei um die 5-stufige Likert-Skala. Es wurde
eine umfangreiche und anspruchsvolle statistische Bearbeitung der Daten durchgefiihrt, in der qualtitative kategorielle
Variablen in quantitative umgewandelt wurden. Im néchsten Schritt wurden die umgewandelten kategoriellen Variablen
einer klassischen und neoklassischen statistischen Methodologie unterzogen. Auf der Grundlage exakter Indikatoren,
die durch die Anwendung relevanter univariater und multivariater statistischer Methoden und Tests gewonnen wurden,
stellte sich als dominanter Verhaltensstil der Trainer der instruktive Stil heraus. Dieser Verhaltensstil von Trainern
ist auch der wiinschenswerteste. Im Rahmen dieser Studie befindet sich an letzter Stelle der autokratische Stil, der
gleichzeitig auch am wenigsten wiinschenswert ist. Ergebnisse der Varianzanalyse (ANOVA) und einer kanonischen
Diskriminationsanalyse weisen darauf hin, dass es einen im generellen Sinne statistisch bedeutsamen Unterschied in
der Vertretenheit der Verhaltensstile gibt. Die insgesamte Diskrimination bzw. den Unterschied beeinflussen in grofitem
Mafle der instruktive und der autokratische Verhaltensstil der Trainer. Fiir die genannten Stile kann man sagen, dass sie
ein Gegensatzparadigma in jedem Sinne darstellen. Die Werte des Tukey-HSD Tests weisen explizit darauf hin, dass es
keinen statistisch bedeutsamen Unterschied zwischen dem instruktiven Stil und dem Belohnungs-Feedback-Stil gibt, was
sich ebenfalls auf den Unterschied zwischen dem demokratischen Stil und dem Stil der sozialen Unterstiitzung bezieht.
Die tibrigen Kombinationen bzw. Paare von Verhaltensstilen unterscheiden sich im statistischen Sinne in bedeutendem
Mafle.

Schliisselworter: SPORTLER / AUFSTREBEND / SKALA / UNTERSCHIEDE

Received: 26.01.2016.
Accepted: 16.05.2016.



