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The present study validated a Swedish version of the
47-item Coaching Behavior Scale for Sport (CBS-S).
Sample 1 consisted of 506 team sport athletes [262 men
and 244 women; mean age: 22.20, standard deviation
(SD) = 3.90] distributed across 41 coaches at the two
highest national levels of various sports. Athletes com-
pleted the CBS-S and established questionnaires of
coaching behaviors (LSS), self-confidence (CSAI-2R),
and coach–athlete relationship (CART-Q). An additional
sample of 39 basketball players (21 men and 18 women;
mean age = 17.40, SD = 2.39) completed the CBS-S twice,
approximately 4 weeks apart. Confirmatory factor analy-

sis showed an acceptable model fit for the seven-factor
version of the CBS-S, although two items of the negative
personal rapport subscale displayed insufficient factor
loadings. Correlations between the subscales of the
CBS-S and established instruments were in accordance
with theoretical expectations, supporting the concurrent
validity. Cronbach’s alpha (> 0.82) for all dimensions pro-
vided support for the reliability of the CBS-S, and test-
retest correlations indicated moderate stability over time.
Cultural differences in the assessment of coaching behav-
iors and the usability of the CBS-S by coaches for self-
reflection and development are discussed.

The coach plays a pivotal role in athletes’ sport execu-
tion, and various coach behaviors can affect athletes
positively or negatively. For example, some behavior
may help reduce anxiety, increase self-confidence and
the desire to continue participation, and enhance skill
development (Hays et al., 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2007;
Becker, 2009). Other coach behaviors may induce anger,
distractions, team divisions, and demotivation (Gearity
& Murray, 2011). Moreover, coaching behaviors will
ultimately also impact the quality and type of relation-
ship between coach and athlete, which is a central part of
the coaching process (Jowett & Chaundy, 2004).
However, coaches and athletes often report disparate
opinions about the coach behaviors actually used (Smith
& Smoll, 2007), and studies have revealed that coaches
also may be unaware of their own behaviors or may
overestimate the frequency of their positive behaviors
(Millar et al., 2011; Partington & Cushion, 2011). Self-
reflection and self-awareness of one’s own behaviors are
suggested as important characteristics of expert coaches
(Schempp et al., 2006), and a lack thereof might induce
difficulties in a coach’s professional development and
accentuate the risk of adopting inappropriate coaching
behaviors. For coaches, behavioral feedback is argued to
be one of the most powerful ways to adhere to and
improve upon sound coaching practice (Smith & Smoll,
2007). By getting behavioral feedback from athletes, a

coach could also stand to improve the congruence in the
coach–athlete relationship, which is deemed important
(Lorimer & Jowett, 2009). However, inherently, it is
somewhat difficult for sports coaches to get behavioral
feedback on their coaching practice (cf. Dunn & Shriner,
1999). Research has repeatedly highlighted coaches’
low ability to read athletes’ states and preferences
(Vargas-Tonsing & Guan, 2007; Lorimer & Jowett,
2009), thus making it difficult for the coaches to get a
read of the athletes’ opinions. Assessments by which
athletes provide feedback on a coach’s behaviors may
help stimulate the coach’s self-reflection in order to pur-
posefully work to modify and improve positive coaching
behaviors for the athletes at hand. Thus, through applied
instruments, coaches can receive feedback from their
athletes and make an informed decision regarding what
areas need development (Mallett & Côté, 2006).

One of the most popular scales for assessing coaching
behaviors to date is the Leadership Scale in Sports (LSS;
Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). The psychometric qualities
of this scale have been questioned, however (e.g.,
Chelladurai, 1990, 2007), and attempts to revise and
improve it have been only modestly successful (Jambor
& Zhang, 1997). The Coaching Behavior Scale for Sport
(CBS-S; Côté et al., 1999) has been suggested as a more
comprehensive measure of coaching behavior as it also
captures important parts of coaching, such as mental
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preparation and competition strategies, not covered by
the LSS. The CBS-S was developed based on the behav-
ioral dimensions of the coaching model (CM; Côté et al.,
1995b). Thus, items in the CBS-S were created from the
CM components: (a) training, for example, the coach’s
interaction style, ability to make practice competition-
like, and knowledge of technical and mental skills; (b)
competition, including routines and behaviors at the
competition site; and (c) organization in cooperating
with parents and coaching staff, creating training plans,
and helping athletes with their personal concerns (Côté
et al., 1995a). In previous studies, the CBS-S has shown
good reliability and concurrent validity, and has been
used to study the influence of coaching behaviors on
athletes’ anxiety (Baker et al., 2000) and the develop-
ment of life skills in former high school athletes (Gould
& Carson, 2010), and to investigate satisfaction in team
sport athletes and individual sport athletes (Baker et al.,
2003). Slightly different versions of the CBS-S have
been used in these studies; therefore, the number of
items has varied from 37 up to the present 47. Predomi-
nantly, the number of items in the subscale of negative
personal rapport has varied in different versions of the
scale, increasing from three initially to the present seven
(Côté, J, personal communication). Moreover, a subscale
labeled competition strategies, not included in the initial
study (Côté et al., 1999), was later added (Baker et al.,
2000). To date, only one study has used confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the proposed factor
structure of the 47-item version of the scale (Koh et al.,
in press). Koh and colleagues decided, however, to
remove one item of the CBS-S competition strategies
subscale, which was argued to be irrelevant for the spe-
cific sample under study. Their findings supported the
factorial validity of the 46 remaining items, and also the
concurrent validity of the CBS-S with coaching satisfac-
tion (Koh et al., in press).

CBS-S could prove beneficial in the development of
good coaching practice, as has been suggested (Mallett
& Côté, 2006) and shown in a recent study using the
English version of the CBS-S (Koh et al., submitted). In
line with the vast majority of existing coaching research
conducted (Cushion, 2010), the CBS-S was developed
for and evaluated among North American coaches and
athletes. Sporting systems and cultures may vary across
countries; thus, the results or assessments cannot auto-
matically be generalized to other cultures (Kline, 2009;
Cushion, 2010). The original English version of the
CBS-S has not yet been translated into or empirically
evaluated in other languages. Thus, there is a need to
carefully validate it in various sport systems and cultures
to further establish its generalizability and usefulness in
various countries and contexts.

The aim of the present study was to evaluate the psy-
chometric properties of a translated Swedish version of
the CBS-S in terms of factorial validity, concurrent
validity, internal consistency, and test-retest reliability

among team sport participants. In terms of factorial
validity, the original correlated seven-factor model was
tested, which includes the latent variables physical train-
ing and planning, technical skills, goal setting, mental
preparation, competition strategies, personal rapport,
and negative personal rapport. In order to evaluate the
concurrent validity, three hypotheses were formulated in
terms of expected associations of the CBS-S and assess-
ments of coach behaviors/leadership, self-confidence,
and coach–athlete relationship: (a) the dimensions in the
CBS-S and LSS both approach coaching behaviors and
leadership, but from partly different angles. For
example, the LSS arranges instruction and feedback as
separate dimensions while the CBS-S includes these fea-
tures indirectly in many of the subscales. Thus, it was
expected that the four positive leadership dimensions
covered in the LSS (training and instruction, democratic
behavior, social support, and positive feedback) should
display moderate positive correlations with all CBS-S
subscales, except for with negative personal rapport,
which was expected to display negative correlations. (b)
Athletes’ self-confidence has been proposed as an
important outcome of coaching behaviors in the updated
coaching model (Côté et al., 2010), but it is also known
that an athlete’s self-confidence is influenced by a
number of sources (e.g., performance accomplishments
and experience; Hays et al., 2007). Thus, it was expected
that self-confidence would show weak to moderate posi-
tive correlations with all subscales of the CBS-S, except
for negative personal rapport, which was expected to
show negative correlations. (c) The athlete–coach rela-
tionship is an integral part of coaching and coaching
behaviors used (Jowett & Chaundy, 2004); thus, moder-
ate to large correlations were expected between the
CBS-S subscales and assessments of coach–athlete rela-
tionships. Negative personal rapport was the only CBS-S
subscale with an expected negative association. Particu-
larly, the CBS-S subscale of positive rapport, which
includes items directly related to the consideration of the
athlete, was expected to display a strong positive corre-
lation with assessments of coach–athlete relationships.

Methods
Participants and procedures

First, in order to collect a large sample of team athletes (sample 1),
a total of 58 team coaches of basketball, floor ball, soccer, team
handball, and volleyball, all teams competing at the two highest
national levels in Sweden, were contacted and given information
about the purpose of the study and ethical information. A total of
49 coaches agreed to participate in the study, but for logistical
reasons (e.g., training schedules or the fact that the team’s com-
petitive season ended before data collection could be undertaken),
eight teams were excluded. Thus, 71% (21 men’s teams and 20
women’s teams) of the originally contacted coaches were included
in the study. From the teams, a total of 506 athletes (262 men and
244 women) with a mean age of 22.20 [standard deviation
(SD) = 3.90] volunteered to participate (basketball: n = 191; floor
ball: n = 128; soccer: n = 23; team handball: n = 174; and volley-
ball: n = 29) and complete the CBS-S and additional inventories
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for concurrent validation analyses of the CBS-S. The participants
practiced on average 4.28 times a week (SD = 1.38) with their
head coach, and had been coached by their present head coach for
2.51 years (SD = 2.36). Seven participants returned incomplete or
carelessly filled inventories to the point that the responses were
unusable, reducing the sample to 499 participants. Secondly, an
additional independent sample (sample 2) of 39 of the basketball
players (21 men and 18 women; mean age = 17.40, SD = 2.39)
agreed to complete the CBS-S twice, approximately 4 weeks
apart. On average, the participants in the second sample
practiced 4.20 times a week (SD = 1.49) with their head coach,
and had been coached by their present head coach for 2.10 years
(SD = 1.55).

To avoid potential influence from competition, the surveys were
collected in connection with practice or a team event other than
competition. Before completing the questionnaires, the athletes
received the same verbal and written information as the coaches
were initially provided, and signed written informed consent. All
procedures in the study were approved by the regional ethical
board (No. 2012/2152-31/5) in accordance with Swedish national
ethical standards.

Measurements

The 47-item CBS-S measures six dimensions of positive coaching
behaviors – physical training and planning (seven items, e.g.,
“provides me with a plan for my physical preparation,” total score
range: 7–49), technical skills (eight items, e.g., “gives me rein-
forcement about correct technique,” total score range: 8–56), goal
setting (six items, e.g., “helps me set long-term goals,” total score
range: 6–42), mental preparation (five items, e.g., “provides
advice on how to perform under pressure,” total score range:
5–35), competition strategies (seven items, e.g., “keeps me
focused in competitions,” total score range: 7–49), and personal
rapport (six items, e.g., “is a good listener,” total score range:
6–42) – and one dimension of negative coaching behaviors: nega-
tive personal rapport (eight items, e.g., “intimidates me physi-
cally,” total score range: 8–56). All items begin with the stem “My
coach . . .” and are rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (never)
to 7 (always). The CBS-S was translated into Swedish by use of
back-translation (Brislin, 1970). The English version was initially
translated into Swedish by the first author, and was then examined
by the second author, resulting in minor changes. Secondly, an
independent coach completed the translated CBS-S by use of a
think-aloud procedure (Jääskeläinen, 2010), and the information
provided through the coach’s interpretations of items resulted in
minor adjustments to increase the clarity of the items. The next
step involved an independent bilingual researcher unfamiliar with
the CBS-S back-translating the Swedish version to English, result-
ing in few adjustments. Finally, a pilot study was carried out with
24 team sport athletes, who completed the scale and at the same
time were urged to note any ambiguities in any item. No changes
were made after this pilot study.

To examine the concurrent validity of the CBS-S, three well-
validated scales, which all have been psychometrically examined
in their Swedish versions (cf. Chelladurai, 1990; Lundqvist &
Hassmén, 2005; Yang & Jowett, 2012), were included in the
survey:

a. A Swedish version of the 40-item LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh,
1980; Chelladurai, 1990), measuring five subscales of coaching
behaviors [training and instruction (total score range: 13–65),
social support (total score range: 8–40), positive feedback (total
score range: 5–25), democratic behavior (total score range:
9–45), and autocratic behavior (total score range: 5–25)].
Because the autocratic subscale has displayed unsatisfactory
internal consistency in previous research (Chelladurai, 2007),
this subscale was not utilized in the present study. Respondents

rate their answers on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(never) to 5 (always).

b. The coach–athlete relationship was measured using a Swedish
version of the Coach–Athlete Relationship Questionnaire
(CART-Q; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; Yang & Jowett, 2012).
The CART-Q includes 11 items, rated on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), which
assess closeness, commitment, and complimentarily. In this
study, one aggregate score of the three subscales was computed
(total score range: 11–77).

c. Self-confidence was measured using the self-confidence
subscale in the Swedish version of Competitive State Anxiety
Inventory-2 (CSAI-2R; Cox et al., 2003; Lundqvist &
Hassmén, 2005). The subscale consists of five items rated on a
4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much;
total score range: 5–20).

Statistical analyses

Sample 1 was used to evaluate the factorial validity of the CBS-S
by use of CFAs with robust weighted least square estimation
(RWLS) performed in Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2012).
No multivariate outliers of the CBS-S were identified
(Mahalanobis distance: P < 0.001). Missing values related to the
CBS-S represented a total amount of 0.05% of all responses. In
the CFA, missing responses were estimated as a function of the
covariates available as an option in Mplus when RWLS is used.
Goodness of fit was evaluated using the chi-square (χ2), the com-
parative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) including the
90% confidence interval (90% CI). A small and nonsignificant χ2

indicates a good model fit, but is also known to be highly sensitive
to sample size (Bollen, 1989). The CFI and TLI are generally
accepted to indicate a reasonable fit at a value of 0.90 and a close
fit at values 0.95 or above (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Hair et al.,
2014). Regarding the RMSEA, values close to or less than 0.05 are
commonly regarded to indicate a good fit, and values less than
0.08 an acceptable fit (Hair et al., 2014). Although the above
cut-off values have been evaluated based on continuous data, Yu
(2002) showed that they are reasonable to use also with categorical
data. Sample 1 was also used to evaluate the Cronbach’s alpha of
the CBS-S subscales and the Pearson product moment correlations
with external and related variables, and these analyses were per-
formed by use of the SPSS 21.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, Illinois,
USA). Of the total amount of data collected in sample 1, missing
values constituted 1.8% of all responses, and these values were
imputated by expectation minimization (EM; Hair et al., 2014).
When the CBS-S and the external variables were screened for
multivariate outliers (Mahalanobis distance, P < 0.001), four cases
were identified and removed from further analyses. Thus, the
effective sample in the construct validation analysis constituted
495 cases. Finally, sample 2 was utilized in order to evaluate the
test-retest reliability of the CBS-S by use of Pearson product
moment correlations in the SPSS 21.0. A total of 0.25% of all
responses in sample 2 constituted missing values, and these were
imputated using EM (Hair et al., 2014). Mahalanobis distance
(P < 0.001) identified no multivariate outliers in sample 2.

Results
Descriptives and CFA

Skewness and kurtosis, inter-factor correlations of
total scores of the CBS-S subscales, mean values,
and SDs for sample 1 are displayed in Table 1.
Cronbach’s alpha scores for all subscales are also shown,
indicating adequate internal consistency (α > 0.70) in all
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dimensions. The a priori specified model tested was the
original seven-factor correlated model. Results showed
the chi-square statistics to be significant [χ2 (1013) =
3307.82, P < 0.001], but goodness of fit indices indi-
cated an acceptable model fit [CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94,
RMSEA = 0.067 (90% CI = 0.065–0.070)]. The stan-
dardized solution of factor loadings, error estimates,
explained variance, and error variance are displayed in
Table 2, and the results indicated appropriate factor load-
ings for all items in the six positive coaching behavioral
subscales. Two items in the subscale of negative personal
rapport were identified with insufficient factor loadings
(i.e., item 40: “uses fear in his/her coaching methods”
and item 41: “yells at me when angry”), suggesting the
items to be weaker indicators of the latent factor. In
addition, a third item of this subscale (item 44: “intimi-
dates me physically”) contributed marginally to the
latent factor.

Test-retest reliability and concurrent validity

As shown in Table 3, analyses of the test-retest reliability
showed satisfactory stability over time for the subscales
of physical training and planning, personal rapport, and
negative personal rapport (r range: 0.75–0.82). However,
the stability was questionable for the remaining
subscales (r range: 0.58–0.66). Investigation of the con-
current validity, also displayed in Table 3, revealed that
the positive coaching behavior subscales of the CBS-S
(i.e., physical training and planning, technical skills,
mental preparation, goal setting, competition strategies,
and personal rapport) all displayed significant and posi-
tive correlations to the positive leadership dimensions
assessed by the LSS (i.e., training and instruction, demo-
cratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback).
The associations between the CBS-S subscale of physi-
cal training and planning and the LSS subscales were
relatively weak, however (r range: 0.13–0.34). Physical
training and planning was also the only dimension that

did not show any significant association with assess-
ments of self-confidence. The remaining CBS-S
subscales displayed significant and rather weak correla-
tions to self-confidence in the expected directions. The
same trend was also shown in the correlations between
the CBS-S subscales and the coach–athlete relationship
assessed by the CART-Q, where physical training and
planning displayed a somewhat weaker positive relation
to the CART-Q than the remaining CBS-S dimensions.
As expected, personal rapport and CART-Q displayed a
strong association. In line with the hypotheses, negative
personal rapport showed a negative correlation to all
external variables assessed.

Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to examine the
psychometric properties of the Swedish version of the
47-item version of CBS-S. The results of this study
provide overall support for the translated version of the
scale in terms of factorial and concurrent validity as well
as the internal consistency. The test-retest coefficients
indicated questionable stability of four of the seven
subscales of the CBS-S (i.e., mental preparation, techni-
cal skills, goal setting, and competition strategies). The
results found in the present study are nevertheless com-
parable with the test-rest correlations reported previ-
ously when the original English version of the CBS-S
was evaluated (Côté et al., 1999). Thus, considering that
the CBS-S assesses behaviors, which to some extent are
likely to fluctuate over time, as well as results previously
reported in the literature, the questionable stability found
in this study likely refers to the assessed construct rather
than to the translation of the scale.

An acceptable model fit was displayed for the seven-
factor version of the translated version of the scale. Two
items of the negative personal rapport subscale revealed
weak factor loadings. In the original study of the CBS-S,
the negative personal rapport subscale included only

Table 1. Inter-factor correlations of total scores of the CBS-S subscales, internal consistency, and descriptive statistics of the CBS-S

Variable Sample 1 (n = 499)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Physical training and planning – 0.31** 0.23** 0.34** 0.36** 0.16* 0.06
2. Technical skills – 0.61** 0.64** 0.69** 0.50** −0.18*
3. Mental preparation – 0.71** 0.64** 0.45** −0.12*
4. Goal setting – 0.66** 0.45** −0.14*
5. Competition strategies – 0.57** −0.26**
6. Personal rapport – −0.51**
7. Negative personal rapport –

M (SD) 33.00 (9.26) 34.86 (11.50) 16.41 (7.61) 19.94 (9.38) 30.22 (9.38) 27.97 (9.55) 31.34 (8.86)
Skewness −0.43 −0.17 0.43 0.39 −0.15 −0.36 0.88
Kurtosis −0.39 −0.76 −0.62 −0.63 −0.55 −0.86 0.58
α 0.87 0.94 0.93 0.95 0.90 0.93 0.82

*P < 0.01, **P < 0.001.
CBS-S, Coaching Behavior Scale for Sport; SD, standard deviation.
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three items. This dimension has since been gradually
modified and expanded (e.g., Gould & Carson, 2010
used a version with 44 items in all), which may indicate
concern regarding this subscale in previous research.
Nevertheless, Koh et al. (in press) reported satisfactory
factor loadings of all items in the negative personal
rapport subscale, which indicates that the weak factor
loadings may be related directly to the Swedish version.
Whereas it is plausible that these findings are due to
problems with the translation of the items, they may also
be a consequence of cross-cultural differences. An
inspection of the wording of these two items (item 40:
“uses fear in his/her coaching methods” and item 41:
“yells at me when angry”), along with a third (item 44:

“intimidates me physically”), which also displayed a
substantially lower factor loading compared with the rest
of the items in the subscale, shows that they all capture
similar content. The content of these items closely
resembles what Bartholomew et al. (2010) labeled
intimidation in their negative coaching behaviors instru-
ment. Coaching behaviors are influenced by both the
sporting systems and the cultures across countries and
sports. The Swedish and North American sport traditions
differ substantially, with the Swedish tradition oriented
around volunteer commitment as opposed to what is
more customary in the North American tradition with its
emphasis on school-connected sports organizations
(Cushion, 2010). Research conducted in nonsport

Table 2. Standardized solution of factor loadings, error, and explained variance (R2) for the CBS-S in sample 1 (n = 499)

Factor Item Factor loadings Standard error R2 Error variance

Physical training and planning 1 0.82 0.02 0.67 0.33
2 0.74 0.03 0.55 0.65
3 0.78 0.02 0.61 0.39
4 0.78 0.02 0.61 0.39
5 0.67 0.03 0.46 0.54
6 0.77 0.03 0.59 0.41
7 0.72 0.04 0.52 0.48

Technical skills 8 0.88 0.01 0.77 0.23
9 0.91 0.01 0.83 0.17

10 0.80 0.02 0.63 0.37
11 0.92 0.01 0.85 0.15
12 0.76 0.02 0.58 0.42
13 0.83 0.02 0.69 0.31
14 0.85 0.02 0.72 0.28
15 0.83 0.02 0.69 0.31

Goal setting 16 0.87 0.01 0.76 0.24
17 0.84 0.02 0.70 0.30
18 0.90 0.01 0.82 0.18
19 0.91 0.01 0.82 0.18
20 0.90 0.01 0.81 0.19

Mental preparation 21 0.92 0.01 0.84 0.16
22 0.92 0.01 0.84 0.16
23 0.89 0.01 0.79 0.21
24 0.89 0.01 0.79 0.21
25 0.87 0.01 0.76 0.24
26 0.90 0.01 0.82 0.18

Competition strategies 27 0.89 0.01 0.79 0.21
28 0.85 0.02 0.71 0.29
29 0.86 0.02 0.74 0.26
30 0.76 0.02 0.58 0.42
31 0.84 0.02 0.71 0.29
32 0.73 0.02 0.53 0.47
33 0.55 0.03 0.31 0.69

Personal rapport 34 0.91 0.02 0.82 0.18
35 0.87 0.01 0.76 0.24
36 0.89 0.01 0.79 0.21
37 0.87 0.01 0.76 0.24
38 0.89 0.01 0.79 0.21
39 0.72 0.03 0.52 0.48

Negative personal rapport 40 0.40 0.05 0.16 0.84
41 0.20 0.05 0.04 0.96
42 0.86 0.03 0.74 0.26
43 0.89 0.02 0.78 0.22
44 0.48 0.05 0.23 0.77
45 0.72 0.04 0.52 0.48
46 0.74 0.04 0.54 0.46
47 0.79 0.03 0.62 0.38

CBS-S, Coaching Behavior Scale for Sport.
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contexts has also found the Nordic culture to be less
assertive and leaders in the Nordic countries, in contrast
to those in North America, to be less authoritarian, oper-
ating in a less hierarchical environment and emphasizing
the group over the individual (Northouse, 2013). It is
plausible that this pattern might also be found in sport
leaders, implying that the typical Swedish coach might
be less inclined to use behaviors linked with intimidation
and use more cooperating and relationship-oriented
behaviors. Thus, intimidating behaviors may not be as
prevalent among Swedish coaches compared with North
American ones. Whereas the present study can only con-
clude that two items in the negative personal rapport
subscale of the Swedish version cannot be supported in
terms of their factor loadings, and thus should be
removed when the translated version is used, researchers
are encouraged to replicate the findings in various con-
texts and cultures. Cross-cultural evaluations of the
CBS-S would enable further insight as to whether the
lack of support for the items in the negative personal
rapport subscale found in this study is purely a transla-
tion issue or if the scale in part needs to be adapted to
cultural differences.

In terms of concurrent validity, results displayed in
general the expected associations in terms of strength
and direction with external inventories. However, the
subscale of physical training and planning consistently
revealed weaker relationships with the LSS leadership
dimensions, self-confidence, and coach–athlete relation-
ship than the other CBS-S subscales. A possible expla-
nation for this finding is that the items in the physical
training and planning dimension seem to entail some
personal distance between athlete and coach compared
with the remaining dimensions, which all have closer
interaction or interpersonal communication embedded in
the item wordings. The findings in the present study are
also in line with the results from Koh et al. (in press),
who reported a weaker relationship between physical
training and planning, and coaching satisfaction in

relation to the remaining positive subscales of the
CBS-S. Whereas the present study provides some addi-
tional insight into the relationship between the CBS-S
and various external variables, further validation studies
are desirable in which the relationships between coach-
ing behaviors assessed by the CBS-S and theoretically
related variables are closely examined.

In summary, the results suggest in general that the
Swedish version of the CBS-S provides a broad and
psychometrically sound basis for evaluating coaches in
all the four areas Janelle and Hillman (2003) deemed
necessary for athletic excellence: technical, cognitive,
emotional, and physical. In contrast to the questionable
psychometric results reported for the LSS (Chelladurai,
1990, 2007), the present study showed the CBS-S to
have good internal consistency and an adequate factor
structure even though single items displayed low factor
loadings. Test-retest reliability was comparable with the
results obtained in the initial study by Côté et al. (1999).
Important variables for the athletes, such as self-
confidence and relationship with the coach, were also
found to display sound relationships with the dimensions
of the CBS-S, supporting the concurrent validity of the
scale. Overall, the present study adds to the coaching
behavior literature by confirming the psychometric prop-
erties of the CBS-S. It should be noted that the present
study focused exclusively on validating the CBS-S for
Swedish team sport athletes’ evaluation of their coaches.
Therefore, the scale’s usability with individual athletes
is still unknown. Future research is therefore encouraged
to empirically evaluate the instrument’s psychometric
properties with individual sports, and also further test its
applicability in evaluating and highlighting areas of
improvement for coaches in applied settings.

Perspectives

This study aimed to investigate the validity and reliabil-
ity of the CBS-S, which was developed to examine

Table 3. Pearson product moment correlations of test-retest reliability (sample 2; n = 39) and concurrent validity (sample 1; n = 495) of the CBS-S

Assessment 1. CBS-S 2. CBS-S 3. CBS-S 4. CBS-S 5. CBS-S 6. CBS-S 7. CBS-S α
Physical training
and planning

Technical
skills

Mental
preparation

Goal
setting

Competition
strategies

Personal
rapport

Negative personal
rapport

Test-retest (n = 39)
CBS-S 0.82** 0.64** 0.58** 0.66** 0.59** 0.78** 0.75** –
Concurrent validity

(n = 495)
LSS: training and

instruction
0.34** 0.65** 0.56** 0.60** 0.71** 0.57** −0.17** 0.87

LSS: democratic behavior 0.16** 0.35** 0.40** 0.82** 0.53** 0.55** −0.33** 0.81
LSS: social support 0.17** 0.43** 0.52** 0.84** 0.57** 0.69** −0.25** 0.77
LSS: positive feedback 0.13* 0.44** 0.42** 0.68** 0.52** 0.57** −0.34** 0.83
CSAI-2R: self-confidence 0.08 0.24** 0.28** 0.22** 0.28** 0.29** −0.21** 0.89
CART-Q 0.21** 0.54** 0.44** 0.50** 0.61** 0.78** −0.44** 0.95

*P < 0.05, **P < 0.01.
CART-Q, Coach–Athlete Relationship Questionnaire; CBS-S, Coaching Behavior Scale for Sport; CSAI-2R, Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2; LSS,
Leadership Scale in Sports.
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athletes’ views of their coach(es). Findings support the
Swedish version of the CBS-S as a tool for obtaining
coach behavioral data. Consequently, the generated find-
ings could, by extension, contribute to both theoretical
and applied research aiming to expand the evolving data-
base on coaching. Additionally, the CBS-S could aid in
further research on coaching development as the use of
instruments offers a possibility for coaches to receive
feedback on their behaviors, which is often elusive.
Improved coaching could, by extension, result in impor-
tant outcomes for the athlete, such as decreased anxiety
and dropout from sport as well as health benefits, better
skill development, and improved performance. Although
this study may need to be replicated and extended to
individual sports athletes, its findings support the notion

of team sport coaching as a global phenomenon captured
reasonably well with the CBS-S. Cross-cultural research
is a valuable aspect in deepening the understanding of
sports coaching in various cultures.

Key words: Coaching, scale, measurement, coach devel-
opment, team sport athletes.
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