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Abstract 

From a young age, humans learn how to deceive (Polak & Harris, 1999). Humans lie 

for a variety of reasons (Agosta, Pezzoli, & Sartori, 2013). In the sport world, there are 

unwritten and written rules. If an athlete performs a juke, fake, misdirection or screen 

opposing another athlete, the team is not upset, the crowd does not grow angry, and no moral 

boundaries are crossed because these deceptions are expected. Deception between the coach 

and the player may be less expected. This study incorporates the use of the Leadership Scale 

for Sports, the Athletes Attitudes Toward Coach’s Deception Measure, and Perception of 

Performance questions to gauge athletes’ attitudes against coaches who deceive them, and if 

it effects the athlete’s perception of their own performance. This study found that athletes 

hold negative views of coaches who have deceived them, and perceive their own 

performance as worse when coaches deceive them. 
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Introduction 

From a young age humans learn how to deceive (Polak & Harris, 1999). They may not be 

the best manipulators or even lie about situations that matter in the overall scheme of life, but the 

point is that we begin to lie from a young age. Research shows that individuals begin attempting 

to deceive others around ages three to five (Polak & Harris, 1999). Children ages three to five 

begin to attempt to deceive others intentionally. Even though they are young, they understand the 

difference between what is the truth and what is deception. 

DePaulo and Kashy (1998) discuss how children and adults alike commit everyday lies. 

These lies are acceptable because they cause little harm to those around us. They may be 

elaborations made on a tale we are telling to make it more exciting to others, but unlike adults, 

children may not be able to decipher between what is an everyday lie and a more detrimental 

one. When children see adults creating everyday lies without seeing repercussions they will 

begin to follow what they see. Children are seeing these lies as being acceptable. Bandura’s 

social learning theory explains this phenomenon. People learn from observation, imitation and 

modeling (2016). If lying is observed, imitated and modeled by adults, children will pick up on it 

and learn to do the same. 

Much as children struggle with differentiating between acceptable and unacceptable lies, 

athletes could as well. The Merriam-Webster definition of deception is causing a person to 

believe something that is not true. Athletes are intentionally taught to integrate faking, 

misdirection, screening or juking into their style of play. These are words used to describe 

actions that are incorporated to manipulate or “deceive” the other team (Dobel, 1970). Athletes 

take part in these techniques to gain an advantage in the sport, while at the same time they are 
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expected to be honest with their teammates and coach. This can provide some cognitive 

dissonance for the athlete. The athlete is pulled in two different directions. They may struggle to 

understand the difference between what is acceptable sport behavior and what is honest in life 

outside of sport. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 

 
 

Motivations for Deception 

Humans lie to get out of trouble, to shine a positive light on themselves, to shield 

someone from the truth, or even to simply be nice to another party (Agosta, Pezzoli, & Sartori, 

2013). Some researchers see deception as a tool to satisfy social needs such as influencing others 

or providing support to those in need (DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, & Epstein, 1996). 

DePaulo and collegues (1996) state six motivations for deception; Machiavellianism, impression 

management, self-confidence, socialization, sociability and relationship quality.   

Those who are high in Machiavellianism show a small amount of care for others in the 

sense that they will take advantage of a situation to get what they want if they know that they 

will get away with it.  

Impression management is how we present ourselves to others. Individuals who use this 

motivation for deception are likely to mold themselves into what they think others will accept 

them as.   

Deception for the motive of self-confidence is used by individuals who have low social 

self-esteem and high social anxiety.  These individuals will deceive by agreeing with others to 

avoid sharing their own opinions that may not be held by others (DePaulo et al., 1996).  

Those who are motivated to deceive because of socialization will tell lies because they 

want their good attributes to be seen and their shortcomings to be left undisclosed.  They do not 

deny their shortcomings, but they are downplayed so that their better aspects shine through 

(Millham & Jacobson, 1978). If people’s motivation for deception is for sociability reasons, they 

may lie easier and more frequently so that they can attend additional social events.  They enjoy 

the attention and the invitations that come with seeming to be highly sociable.   
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Kashy and Depaulo’s (1996) also state relationship quality as a motivation for deception.  

Individuals who are motivated by relationship quality will deceive because they want the other 

individual in the relationship to want to be with them (Cole, 2001).  Overall, the motivations for 

deception vary, but people are all motivated by three core reasons; to help ourselves, others or a 

combination of the two (DePaulo et al., 1996). 

Ethics in Sport 

In the world of sport, there are many unwritten and written rules. Athletes face ethical 

dilemmas when they are choosing how to become fit or their aggression level that is appropriate 

to display at the time of competition. 

Many coaches believe that their athletes need to have a fit, strong physical stature to 

perform at their optimal level (Harris & Grecco, 1990), and how they choose to get that way can 

bring about an ethical dilemma. The athlete has a choice to follow team workouts, practice hard, 

and eat healthy, or they can rely on performance enhancing technology (Miah, 2005). 

Performance enhancing technology includes; drugs, incentives to increase the crowd size or 

participation of athletes, and adjustments made to dehumanize performance (Miah, 2002). For 

example, the use of hypobaric chambers has grown beyond medicine and is being used in the 

lives of athletes. Some use the hypobaric chamber for a quicker healing time giving them an 

advantage if used, and some use it for becoming accustomed to high altitudes helping them 

perform in the disadvantaged environment (Maih, 2005). The ethical dilemma is deciding if an 

athlete uses a hypobaric chamber, it may be just the same as using steroids for performance 

enhancement, which is prohibited.  
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Athletes are powerful, aggressive, competitive, and strong (Sabo, 1985), and in society 

these aspects of athletes are praised. In Ultimate Fighting Competitions, an athlete can win by 

submission, decision of the judging panel or by knocking their opponent out. In football, athletes 

were given the plastic helmet we have today to prevent more head injuries, but it has caused 

athletes to use their helmet to hurt their opponents by hitting them harder or in unprotected parts 

of their body (Maih, 2005). In both Ultimate Fight Competitions and football, aggression is 

praised because it gives the athlete, coaches, and fans their desired outcome. The ethical 

dilemma that comes about for athletes is deciding where the line is. Athletes are being pulled in 

two directions because they are told to be aggressive, but not enough to get ejected from the 

sport event.  

Acceptable pathways to get in shape and acceptable displays of aggression seem to 

confuse athletes to decide between what is right and wrong. Even though athletes are given 

guidelines by their respective organizations, these guidelines are vague and can be interpreted 

differently across cultures. 

Deception in Sport 

Common words for many athletes within the sport community such as “juke, fake, 

misdirect, and screen”. These techniques are used to describe actions that will manipulate or 

deceive the other team (Dobel, 1970). The reason these skills are considered deceptions is 

because they are actions completed to cause the opponent to believe something that is not true to 

gain an advantage within the game. 

Sometimes it is not enough to be faster, stronger, or even more talented. Athletes use 

these techniques to gain the upper hand and throw the team off their game. Athletes are taught to 
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use these skills to give them a higher probability of winning. Juking, faking, misdirecting and 

screening are all skills of deception that are encouraged and expected. Athletes are instructed to 

use the skills they have practiced against their opponents, and it is acceptable to use them in the 

sport setting. They are not punished for using these deception techniques. If an athlete performs a 

juke, fake, misdirection or screen opposing another athlete, the other team is not upset, the crowd 

does not grow angry, and no moral boundaries are crossed.  

The Coach-Player Relationship 

Curtis (2013) looked closely at the attitudes and beliefs individuals hold against those 

who deceive us. He found that we cannot accurately tell when we are being lied to, but we do not 

want it to happen. He also found that we have negative views of those who lie to us. This can be 

related to the coach-player relationship, as athletes most likely hold negative attitudes towards 

coaches who lie and vice versa. 

There has been little deception research investigating the coach-player relationship. 

Relationships formed out of teaching roles, in most cases, are hierarchical (Loser & Terhart, 

1994).  Much as teachers are responsible for students learning academically, coaches are training 

tools to teach athletes the ins and outs of their specific sport. Within the coach-player 

relationship, the coach is placed into a teaching role, and the athlete is inserted into the student 

role therefore creating a hierarchical relationship. The relevance of hierarchical relationships to 

deception is that the coach is placed in a position of power, and the athlete follows the coach’s 

lead. The coach-athlete relationship can be seen as a mentor-mentee relationship, and the more 

interpersonal connections between the coach and his/her athletes, the more the athletes will trust 

the coach (Willemyns, Gallios, and Callan, 2003). This means that the athlete can be influenced 
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emotionally by the coach (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). The Multidimensional Model of 

Leadership (MML; 1978) created by Chelladuri, in collaboration with Carron (1978), advances 

understanding of the influence of the coach-athlete relationship on the athlete. 

The Multidimensional Model of Leadership 

 The Multidimensional Model of Leadership breaks down into three categories; the 

perceived, preferred and self-described behavior of coaches. Perceived behavior is how the 

athlete describes the coach’s behavior, preferred behavior is how the athlete wants the coach to 

behave, and self-described behavior is when the coach describes their own behavior or actual 

behavior. The MML shows that the effectiveness of the coach is connected by the athlete’s 

perception of the coach’s actions and the preference the athlete holds for the coach’s actions. The 

further the perceived coaching behavior and preferred coaching behavior are from each other; the 

increased amount of dissatisfaction the athlete will have. Athlete’s attitudes and beliefs about 

their coach are influenced by how well the athlete perceives the coach’s ability to exhibit 

leadership skills. 

 The Leadership Scale of Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) was created as a 

measure of the MML. The LSS is composed of five factors: training and instruction, democratic 

behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback. Training and instruction 

consists of what the coach is teaching the athlete. This can include techniques, rules of the game, 

or how to work together as a team. Democratic behavior is defined as when the coach allows the 

athletes to involve their input in choices throughout training or game like situations, while 

autocratic behavior is defined as when the coach keeps the athletes out of the decision-making 

process. Social support is how much the coach fulfills the relationship need for the athlete. Last, 



8 
 

 
 

positive feedback is when the coach lets the athletes know he/she appreciates their hard work and 

dedication. Overall, these dimensions are equally important in deciphering the connection 

between perceived behavior and the preferred behavior of the coach by the athlete. 

Deception in the Coach-Player Relationship 

Usually when thinking about us versus them it is in the context of one team versus 

another (Privman, Hiltz, & Wang, 2013). Privman and colleagues (2013) posit that the reasoning 

for us versus them stems from feeling cohesion within their group. The more connected the 

individuals are, the more they identify themselves with one another, creating a distance from 

those who are outside of the group. Group cohesion is an important factor in the individual’s 

satisfaction with the team, but does not directly lead to increased winning (McKenney & Dill, 

1966). The tighter the team’s cohesion is, the stronger “us” feeling is. This situation can also 

arise within interpersonal team relationships such as between coaches and players. The players 

may begin to see themselves as a group and identify the coach as an outsider (Privman et al., 

2013).  

The MML (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978) posits the closer the athlete’s preferred coaching 

behavior is to the perceived behavior by the athlete the higher the satisfaction. Also, per Curtis 

(2015) individuals do not enjoy when they are being lied to. Bringing these two concepts 

together, if the preferred coaching behavior by the athlete is honesty, and the perceived coaching 

behavior by the athlete is dishonesty, then would the athlete hold a negative attitude towards the 

coach.  

The purpose of the present study will investigate the attitudes and beliefs are held about 

deception in the coach-athlete relationship. This study will seek out athlete’s attitude toward 
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coaches who lie, evaluation of their perceived coach’s behavior and preferred behavior, and if 

the idea of being deceived by a coach has any effect on the athlete’s evaluation of the coach. The 

MML states the more frequently athletes perceive the coach’s leadership behavior, the higher the 

athlete will rate their coach. 
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question 1. Does deception play a role in the athlete’s attitude toward of the 

coach or does the attitude of the coach changes after deception is introduced? 

Hypothesis 1. It was predicted that if the perceived behavior of the coach by the athlete 

differs greatly from the preferred coach behavior by the athlete, then the athlete’s attitude will be 

negative towards the coach. An independent sample t-test showed that there was no significant 

difference between the Leadership Scale for Sports-Regular and the LSS-Liar.  

Research Question 2. Do athletes hold a negative attitude towards coaches when athletes 

think they are being lied to and does perceived coach deception effect their performance? 

Hypothesis 2. It was predicted that athletes would hold a negative view of coaches who 

lied to them, and perception does influence perception of performance. The Athletes Attitudes 

Toward Coach Deception Measure found that athletes and non-athletes both think negatively 

about a coach who is actively deceiving them 
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Method 

Participants 

The present study calculated the sample size by using G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, 

Buchner, & Lang, 2009). For gaining a priori sample size with parameters of an effect size of .5, 

alpha .05, the sample size needed is 38. 

The present study obtained a sample of 116 participants with ages ranging from 18 to 55 

were included in this study and were gathered from Angelo State University through the Sona-

Systems technology, a website that gives undergraduate students an opportunity to participate in 

studies for extra credit if offered by way of their psychology courses, as well as through a 

Facebook post. A frequency analysis was performed on the demographics.  The majority of the 

participants were recruited through Sona-Systems (80.7%) over Facebook (19.3%).  

Within the 116 participants there were 32 males (27.6%) and 84 females (72.4%). Most 

of the participants were recruited through the Sona-system making up 80.7%. Ninety (77.6%) 

participants identified themselves as an athlete: a person who has participated in an organized 

sport that requires physical skills and techniques, 26 did not. Participants reported their highest 

level of athletic competition; 10 in Middle School (8.6%), 61 in High School (52.6%), 25 

College (24.1%) and three participants with Professional experience (2.6%). Out of the 116 

participants, 26 (22.4%) said that they did not identify themselves as athletes, but only 14 

(12.1%) reported that they never had any athletic experience. 
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Measures 

This study used four measures: Demographics Questionnaire, Leadership Scale for 

Sports, Athlete’s Attitude Toward Coach’s Deception Measure, and three questions about 

perceived overall athletic performance. 

Demographics Questionnaire. The participants were asked to fill out a short 

demographic questionnaire (See Appendix A). The questionnaire asked the participants to 

provide information about gender, age, how they found out about the study, if they identify as an 

athlete and their level of competition.  

The Leadership Scale for Sports. The Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & 

Saleh, 1980; See Appendix B) was used. The LSS is a 40-item questionnaire with five 

dimensions; training and instruction (items 1 - 13), democratic behavior (items 14 - 22), 

autocratic behavior (items 23 - 27), social support (items 28 - 35) and positive feedback (items 

36 - 40). The LSS has five dimensions all had high internal consistency reliability; training and 

instruction (α = .94; M = 48.22, SD= 11.19), democratic behavior (α = .91; M = 24.53, SD = 

8.38), autocratic behavior (α = .85; M = 13.38, SD = 4.52), social support (α = .88; M = 22.23, 

SD = 7.12), and positive feedback (α = .91; M = 18.76, SD = 4.55). The LSS uses a five point 

Likert scale (1 = never, 5 = always). 

In order to investigate if deception has an effect on the participant perception of the 

coach’s behavior the phrase “I think my coach is lying when he/she…”  to the beginning of the 

LSS. The LSS with the phrase at the beginning will be referred to as the LSS-Liar. Both the LSS 

and the LSS-Liar had high internal consistency reliability (α = .95, α = .97).   
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Athlete’s Attitude Toward Coach’s Deception Measure. An adaptation of the Others’ 

Deception Attitude Measure (ODAM; Curtis, 2015; See Appendix C) was modified to question 

the coach-athlete relationship. This adaptation is called Athlete’s Attitude Toward Coach’s 

Deception Measure (AATCDM). The ODAM is an adaptation of the Therapists’ Attitudes 

Toward Deception Scale (TATDS) and Attitudes Towards Patient Deception Scale (ATPDS). 

The TATDS and ATPDS consisted of 44 items which assessed attitudes toward patients or 

clients who lie. The TATDS had high internal consistency reliability (α = .83) as well as the 

ATPDS (α = .88). The ODAM consist of two subscales (specific and global attitudes) containing 

23 of the 24 items from the TATDS and ATPDS that assesses attitudes toward deception. The 

ODAM changes the wording of patient or therapist to person. This study used an adaptation of 

the ODAM to investigate attitudes toward deception toward a coach. The AATCDM is made up 

of 23 questions and changes the wording of person to coach. The AATCDM was completed by 

all the participants and had acceptable internal consistency reliability (α = .76). The AATCDM 

included a seven-point Likert scale with the anchors for the first 12 questions 1 being 

“significantly decrease” to 7 being “significantly decrease”. Items 13-23 included the seven-

point Likert scale, but the anchors range from very to not very successful, pathological, weak, 

compliant, pleasant, lazy, awkward, knowledgeable, intelligent, likeable, and adjusted. 

Perception of Performance Questions. The participants were given three questions 

asking about their perceived overall, athletic performance after a time they thought a coach had 

lied to them, and when they found out a coach did lie to them (See Appendix D).  The three 

concluding questions had high internal consistency reliability (α = .84). The perception of 

performance questions included a five point Likert scale with the anchors ranging from 1 “much 
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worse” to 7 “much better”. The three questions revealed that most of the participant’s perception 

of their own performance ranged from much worse to about the same (M = 2.45, SD = .95). 

Statistical Analysis. Since the LSS had five dimensions for the LSS and the LSS-Liar, 

each subscale was summed into a total subscale, one for the each. This was done after running a 

reliability analyses to compare scores between the two versions of the LSS. A reliability analysis 

was done to ensure the reliability of each subscale within the LSS; training and instruction, 

democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback.  Due to a 

repeated measures design an independent t-test was conducted to compare the LSS with the LSS-

Liar, to determine if there was an order or exposure effect.   

The scores for the AATCDM were also summed, then followed by an independent t-test 

to compare the group who took the LSS then the LSS-Liar and the second group that completed 

the LSS-Liar followed by the LSS. 

The scores from these scales were used to test the two hypotheses. Hypothesis one was 

tested by using the LSS to find if deception has any influence on the athlete’s evaluation of the 

coach’s behavior, and the AATCDM revealed athlete’s attitudes toward coaches who deceive. 

Hypothesis two was tested by the perception of performance questions, and showed how 

deception influences the athlete’s perception of their own performance. 

Design and Procedure 

 Before conducting the study, approval from the Institutional Review Board was obtained. 

After IRB approval, a Facebook post or Sona-Systems was sent out by the researcher on 

Facebook and Sona with a short synopsis of the study along with instructions. After clicking on a 

Psychdata (Locke & Keiser-Clark, 2012) link, a secure research administration website, attached 
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to the post on Facebook or Sona, an informed consent form was asked to be completed by each 

participant. The informed consent included the nature and purpose of the project, an explanation 

of the procedures, potential discomforts, risks, and benefits participants may come across, and 

ending with an explanation of confidentiality incorporated within the study. At the end of the 

informed consent, participants were given the option to fill out their full name, to receive extra 

credit in Sona-Systems, or type their initials if extra credit was not wanted or applicable.  

Participants were randomly assigned to two orders of questionnaires. The participants 

then filled out a demographics questionnaire. The participants went on to complete the LSS and 

the LSS-Liar, followed by the Athlete’s Attitude Toward Coach’s Deception Measure. Two 

groups were implemented in this study. One group was given the LSS-Liar with the stating, “I 

think my coach is lying when he/she…”, first and then the LSS following it, and the second 

group was given the LSS followed by the LSS-Liar.  Both groups incorporated all the 

questionnaires. This was done to incorporate a counterbalancing experimental design to insure 

the order of the LSS does not influence the participant’s answers. The last questionnaire, the 

participants answered three questions asking about their perceived overall, athletic performance 

after a time a coach had lied to them, when they thought about a coach had lied to them, and if 

coach deception effected athletic performance. The participants were given the option at the end 

of the questionnaires to include their email address to receive a written synopsis of the statistical 

results. If the participant chose not to fill in their email address, then they did not receive the 

results. 
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Results 

Preliminary Analysis 

The present study included 120 total participants. After closing the survey, data was 

reviewed to decide what cases needed to be excluded from the overall data. The duplicate cases, 

those who filled out the survey more than once, were also removed from the data set to gain a 

more reliable set of statistics. Four cases were removed making the total number of participants 

116.  Demographics were put into SPSS, but they were not included in the remainder of the 

statistics. In the cases where two were completed, the earliest dated submission was included in 

the data set while the second one was removed. Duplicate cases were determined by searching 

the data for two cases with the same initials. If participants did not complete most the 

questionnaires after the demographics, they were removed from the data. 

Analysis for Hypothesis 1 

An independent t- test was performed to compare the scores between the regular order 

and counterbalanced forms of the LSS. Results indicated that there was no statistical difference 

between the order presentation of the LSS, between the LSS-Regular (M = 212.95, SD = 51.42) 

and LSS-Liar (M = 191.95, SD = 59.05), t(101)=1.920, p = .058. Further, there were no 

statistically significant differences between the order presentation regarding attitudes between 

the regular order (M = 79.22, SD = 14.19) and the counterbalanced version (M = 80.69, SD = 

12.24), t(88)= -.51, p = .61. After finding no significant difference between the two versions of 

the LSS, comparisons were completed for each. 

A repeated measures MANOVA, with LSS-Regular and LSS-Liar as the repeated 

measures variable, compared all LSS subscales (i.e., training, democratic, autocratic, social, and 
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positive) of the LSS regular version to the LSS-Liar version, with finding a statistically 

significant effect for time, F(5, 86) = 462.56, p < .001, ɳp2 = .96. Univariate tests also indicated 

statistically significant differences for training (F (1,90) = 106.92, p < .001, ɳp
2
 = .54), 

democratic (F (1,90) = 5.70, p = .02, ɳp
2
 = .06), autocratic (F (1,90) = 7.61, p = .007, ɳp

2
 = .08), 

social (F (1,90) = 22.25, p < .001, ɳp
2
 = .20), and positive (F (1,90) = 85.47, p < .001, ɳp

2
 = .49). 

Pairwise comparisons revealed that participants indicated lower scores on the LSS when asked to 

rate based on their coach lying to them (p <.001; see Table 1). The lower the score indicates the 

participant perceives their coach exhibiting the dimension less frequently. Participants perceived 

their coach exhibiting these dimensions less when they were primed with the phrase, “I think my 

coach is lying when he/she…”, and therefore scored their coaches lower. 

Table 1. LSS Dimensions Pairwise Comparisons Within Groups 

  

Variable Mean Std. Deviation N Sig 

Training Regular 47.80 11.05 91  

Training Liar 29.21 13.81 91 .000 

Democratic Regular 24.55 8.30 91  

Democratic Liar 21.32 8.73 91 .019 

Autocratic Regular 13.35 4.41 91  

Autocratic Liar 11.73 4.76 91 .007 

Social Regular 22.21 7.25 91  

Social Liar 17.44 7.19 91 .000 

Positive Regular 18.32 4.79 91  

Positive Liar 11.05 5.42 91 .000 

  

Analysis for Hypothesis 2 

It was predicted that athletes would hold negative attitude towards their coaches who lie 

to them. A one sample t-test was performed on the AATCDM to determine difference from the 
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no change anchor score (4) for all 23 attitudes, and evaluate participant’s responses of their 

attitudes and beliefs towards coaches who lie to determine if answers would demonstrate a 

significant difference. The Bonferroni adjustment was applied (Bonferroni correction = .002). 

There was a significant difference (M = 79.81, SD = 19.39), t(89) = 56.53, p = < .001. This 

reveals that athletes have negative attitudes towards coaches who lie to them. 

Table 2 represents the one sample t-test and shows which attitudes were negative and 

positive. A statistically significant difference was found in 18 of the 23 items which were all 

negative.  

Table 2. Athlete Attitudes Towards Coach Deception 

 t df M Attitude 

Change 

Attitude 

Liking the coach* -8.198 89 2.60 Decrease Negative 

Being angry at the* 

coach? 

5.609 88 5.04 Increase Negative  

Seeing the coach as a* 

bad coach? 

4.875 89 4.77 Increase  Negative 

Thinking negatively* 

about the coach? 

5.534 89 4.92 Increase  Negative 

Judging the coach 

harshly? 

2.505 89 4.41 No change  No change 

Desire to interact with 

the coach? *  

-10.138 89 2.57 Decrease Negative 

Enthusiasm to interact 

with the coach? * 

-9.851 89 2.56 Decrease Negative 

Judging the coach as a 

good coach? * 

-7.316 89 2.99 Decrease Negative 

Speaking poorly of the 

coach with others? 

.601 89 4.09 No change No change 

Trusting the coach? * -10.469 89 2.34 Decrease Negative 

Thinking positively 

about the coach? * 

-9.041 88 2.65 Decrease Negative 

Viewing the coach as 

sincere? * 

-9.599 86 2.45 Decrease Negative 

Successful * -5.667 89 2.99 Decrease Negative 

Pathological -1.763 88 3.67 No change No change 

Weak * 5.454 89 4.86 Increase Negative 

Compliant * -6.299 87 3.05 Decrease Negative 
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Table 2. Continued      

Pleasant * -8.016 88 2.72 Decrease Negative 

Lazy * 4.686 89 4.79 Increase Negative 

Awkward 1.593 89 4.24 No change No change 

Knowledgeable * -3.974 87 3.36 Decrease Negative 

Intelligent  -2.874 89 3.57 No change No change 

Likeable* -9.436 89 2.58 Decrease Negative 

Adjusted* -6.984 88 3.01 Decrease Negative 

p < .002 * 

A one-sample t-test was performed using the perception of performance questions to 

determine the difference from the no change anchor score (3). The results indicated that there 

was a significant difference between the three performance questions presented (Bonferroni 

correction = .017). If a coach lied, then perceived performance would be worse (M = 2.44, SD = 

.96), t(89) = -5.48, p = < .001. If participants thought coaches lied, then perceived overall 

performance would be worse (M = 2.46, SD = .95), t(89) = -5.44, p = < .001. Participants also 

believed that coaches who lie to athletes have a worse effect on athlete performance (M = 2.17, 

SD = 2.17), t(88) = -8.41, p = < .001. This means that when a coach is deceitful toward an 

athlete, their performance is perceived to decrease. Therefore, both hypotheses were confirmed 

in that athletes would have a negative view of their coaches who lie to them, and the athlete’s 

perception of their own performance would decrease due to coach deception.  
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Discussion 

 The aim of the present study was to investigate two research questions: deception’s role 

in the athlete’s attitude toward their coach, and deception’s effect on the athlete’s perception on 

their own performance. The investigated research questions and hypotheses were confirmed. 

Participants held a negative view of the coach after being deceived, and the perception of their 

own performance was rated as much worse or somewhat worse. 

 Twenty-six of the participants did not think of themselves as athletes even though they 

fell within the parameters of the definition of athlete that was provided. Only 12 of the 

participants marked that they had never had any level of competition. This means 14 of the 

participants had been a part of competition at either the middle school, high school, college or 

professional level, but they did not see themselves as a person who has participated in an 

organized sport that requires physical skills and techniques. This means that the definition of 

what an athlete is may vary between the level of competitions. If a participant has played a sport 

in the past, then objectively they answer that they played a sport at a specific level, but 

subjectively, the participant may not identify with being an athlete. Usually, people put 

themselves in a group to create an us versus them perspective (Privman et al, 2013), but this 

study showed that even though some of the participants were athletes, they did not identify 

themselves as such. 

The data showed that athletes and non-athletes alike held more negative views of their 

coach when they were being deceived. Much as Curtis (2013) found that most people have 

negative views of others who deceive them, this study found that athletes hold negative views of 
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coaches who deceive them. This means that deception can affect more than just social 

relationships , but between coaches and athletes as well.  

Another finding was that athletes thought that their own performance ranged from much 

worse to somewhat worse, when they thought their coach was deceiving them. This means that 

the relationship between the coach and the player is viewed negatively by the athlete socially 

(Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), but it affects them physically. The athlete perceives their 

performance as decreased when they perceive are being deceived by the coach. 

Limitations 

Limitations of this study include the duplicate cases and that the present study only 

investigated the perceived coach deception on athletic performance, not actual deception. In the 

cases where the participants attempted the questionnaires twice, one of the cases, if not both had 

to be removed from the data before analysis. These few cases could have influenced the outcome 

of the results. Also, since the participants were only given questions based on their perception of 

deception, this study cannot say what would happen to performance if there was real deception. 

This is something that can be implicated in future studies. Another limitation may be that some 

of the participants did not see themselves as athletes, so it may not have been appropriate to 

generalize the results. Separating the results between those who identified with being an athlete 

and those who do not may have yielded more accurate results of athlete perceptions.  

Implications for Research 

This research can have an impact on sport psychology, further deception research, and 

influence future coaches and players. Sport psychology can use these assessments and results to 

help coaches strengthen their relationship with their athletes. Many coaches may not know the 
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emotional influence they have on their athletes or the level of trust they have been given (Jowett 

& Ntoumanis, 2004). For future research, the present study can be flipped around to assess 

coach’s attitudes and beliefs towards athletes who deceive them.  

Deception research can be expanded upon by the results of this research to focus on 

deception in more specific relationships. The coach player relationship is hierarchical because 

the coach is put into a teaching role (Loser & Terhart, 1994), so this research can also be applied 

deception within any hierarchical relationship such as; boss-employee, therapist-client, doctor-

patient, and parent-child. Previous research has shown that humans begin to lie from a young age 

(Polak & Harris, 1999), so the first hierarchal relationship that may benefit from this research is 

the parent-child relationship.  

Coaches and players alike can benefit from reading this research and integrating it into 

their specific sport. Coaches can teach players to juke, fake, misdirect, and screen are only used 

as skills implemented to win a game (Dobel, 1970). The aim is not to deceive their opponents, 

but rather out skill them. If coaches read this research they can gather that the more athletes are 

involved in the decision-making process, the more likely the athlete’s preferred and perceived 

behavior of the coach will line up (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978). If athletes read this research, 

they can be impacted by realizing their perception of their coach’s deception can influence their 

performance negatively. It does not help either the coach or the athlete to create an us versus 

them mentality (Priviman et al., 2013). 

The predicted outcomes fell in line with the actual results that athletes have a negative 

attitude toward coaches who deceive them, and deception influences athlete’s perception of their 

own performance. The present research can be applied across many areas in the psychology 
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field, as well as everyday life. Overall, this research shows that assessments can be adapted and 

modified to fit the population being researched while still being valid and reliable. 
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Appendix A 

 

Demographic Questionnaire 

 

Gender: Male ___  Female ___ Prefer not to say ___ 

Age ___ Prefer not to say ___ 

How did you find out about this study? 

Sona ___ Facebook ____  

Choose yes or no if you identify / do not identify with the definition below: 

Athlete – A person who has participated in an organized sport that requires physical skills and 

techniques  

Yes ___ No ___ 

Level of Competition: 

Elementary School ____ Middle School ____  High School ___ College ___ 

Professional ____  None ____ 
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Appendix B 

Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) 

Using the following scale, please choose a number from 1 to 5 to indicate your level of 

agreement with each of the statements regarding your COACH. 

Dimensions: 

Training and instruction (item #1 to #13) 

Democratic behavior (item #14 to #22) 

Autocratic behavior (item 23 to #27) 

Social support (item #28 to #35) 

Positive feedback (item #36 to #40) 

1   2   3   4   5  

Never        Seldom     Occasionally           Often        Always  

  25% of the time 50% of the time 75% of the time 

My coach… 

I think my coach is lying when he/she… 

1. Sees to it that every athlete is working to his/her capacity. 

2. Explains to each athlete the techniques and tactics of the sport. 

3. Pays special attention to correcting athlete’s mistakes. 

4. Makes sure that his/her part in the team is understood by all the athletes. 

5. Instructs every athlete individually in the skills of the sport. 

6. Figures ahead on what should be done. 

7. Explains to every athlete individually what he/she should and what he/she should not do. 

8. Expects ever athlete to carry out his assignment to the last detail.  

9. Points out each athlete’s strengths and weaknesses. 

10. Gives specific instructions to each athlete to what he/she should do in every situation. 

11. Sees to it that the efforts are coordinated. 

12. Explains how each athlete’s contribution fits into the total picture. 

13. Specifies in detail what is expected of each athlete. 

14. Asks for the opinion of the athletes on strategies for specific competitions. 

15. Gets group approval on important matters before going ahead. 

16. Lets his/her athletes share in decision making. 

17. Encourages athletes to make suggestions for ways of conducting practices. 

18. Lets the group set its own goals. 

19. Lets the athletes try their own way even if they make mistakes. 

20. Asks for the opinion of the athletes on important coaching matters 

21. Lets athletes work at their own speed. 

22. Works relatively independent of the athletes. 

23. Does not explain his/her action. 

24. Refuses to compromise a point. 

25. Keeps to himself/herself. 

26. Speaks in a manner not to be questioned. 
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27. Helps the athletes with their personal problems. 

28. Helps members of the group settle their conflicts. 

29. Looks out for the personal welfare of the athletes. 

30. Does personal favors for the athletes. 

31. Expresses affection he/she feels for his/her athletes. 

32. Encourages the athlete to confide in him/her. 

33. Encourages close and informal relations with athletes. 

34. Invites athletes to his/her home. 

35. Compliments an athlete for his/her performance in front of others. 

36. Tells an athlete when he/she does a particularly good job. 

37. Sees an athlete is rewarded for a good performance. 

38. Expresses appreciation when an athlete performs well. 

39. Gives credit when credit is due. 
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Appendix C 

Athlete’s Attitude Toward Coach’s Deception Measure (AATCDM) 

Adapted from Curtis, 2013; Curtis, 2015 

 

If you discovered that a coach was lying to you, how would that affect: 

1. Liking the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No   Significantly 

Decrease   Change  Increase 

2. Being angry at the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease   Change  Increase 

3. Seeing the coach as a bad coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease   Change   Increase 

4. Thinking negatively about the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

5. Judging the coach harshly? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

6. Desire to interact with the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

7. Enthusiasm to interact with the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

8. Judging the coach as a good coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

9. Speaking poorly of the coach with others? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

10. Trusting the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

11. Thinking positively about the coach? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

12. Viewing the coach as sincere? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Significantly    No    Significantly 

Decrease    Change   Increase 

 

13-23. Coaches who lie compared to coaches who do not lie are: 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Successful      Very Successful 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Pathological      Very Pathological 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not Very Weak     Very Weak 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Compliant     Very Compliant 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Pleasant     Very Pleasant 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Lazy      Very Lazy 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Awkward     Very Awkward 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Knowledgeable    Very Knowledgeable 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Intelligent     Very Intelligent 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Likeable     Very Likeable 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not very Adjusted     Very Adjusted 
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Appendix D 

Perception of Performance Questions. 

Using the following scale, please choose a number 1 to 5 to indicate your opinion about overall 

athletic performance. 
 

If a coach ever lied to me, that would affect my overall performance by it being: 

1         2                               3                               4   5 

Much  Somewhat  About the   Somewhat         Much 

Worse    Worse       Same     Better         Better 

 

If I ever thought a coach lied to me, that would affect my overall performance by it being: 

1         2                               3                               4   5 

Much  Somewhat  About the   Somewhat         Much 

Worse    Worse       Same     Better         Better 

 

What effect do coaches who lie to athletes have on athlete performance? 

1         2                               3                               4   5 

Much  Somewhat  About the   Somewhat         Much 

Worse    Worse       Same     Better         Better 
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Appendix E 

Option to Receive Results  

If you are interested in the results of this study and want to be contacted, please provide your 

email here:_____________ 
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