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Youth sports in the United States has leaned heavily towards a pay-for-play model 

as compared to more community-based programming which was once the American style 

of youth sports over 40 years ago. The role of privatized sports entities has become a 

social norm for US families and there is plenty of research focusing on both the physical 

and mental impact of these trends on young athletes. The problem is that youth sports 

organizations do not invest in resources to effectively manage marketing, operations, and 

customer experience which are core components of a more mature business. Thus, 

performance management of key success metrics (success outcomes) suffers when these 

resources are not available or in place. Youth sports leaders view parents as the 

gatekeepers in the purchase decision yet do not give parents a voice. Considering these 

dynamics, key stakeholders in the youth sports process are not given a sufficient voice, 

leading to the potential of poor customer experiences driving a reduction in lower levels 

of dedication to the sport.  
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This research supports the development of a Parent Stakeholder Assessment for 

youth sports indicating that as parent engagement and player happiness increase, parent 

satisfaction will increase, and this will lead to positive business outcomes (loyalty and 

reputation). The study involved conducting a quantitative assessment using a survey 

designed for this study (including multiple EFA analysis) for a youth soccer club in 

Naples, FL. The result of this study, using anova and linear regression analysis, supports 

the positive relationship between the factors with additional impacts of HH income and 

spend influencing Parent Engagement and Satisfaction. Future studies using this model 

will further test impacts of player attributes, geography, organizational types and 

organizational ethos on all the relationships and will also incorporate other types of 

sports. These findings support the need for youth sports organizations to understand 

parent satisfaction as a strategy to improve their reputation in the market and deepen the 

relationships with their customers (players and parents). These outcomes will support 

higher levels of player development as well as more formats of the sport to deepen the 

relationships players have with the sport.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Problem Statement 

US Youth Sports Industry 

Youth sports in the United States have been characterized as a pay-for-play model 

as compared to more community-based programming often seen in other countries and 

what was once the American style of youth over 40 years ago.  As the recession forced cuts 

in community spending, alternative programs were introduced to communities to meet the 

demands of families. In addition, a community-based approach to managing youth sports 

moved towards a family-based approach leading to a significant level of time commitment 

and a financial burden for families. The role of privatized sports entities has become a 

social norm for US families and there is plenty of research focusing on both the physical 

and mental impact of these trends on young athletes. The problem is that youth sports 

organizations do not perceive themselves as businesses that require resources to effectively 

manage marketing, operations, and customer experience which are core components of a 

traditional business model. When youth sports organizations do not properly invest in these 

core components, performance management can suffer. In addition, the organizations lack 

a visible linkage of traditional KPIs (key performance indicators) which supports the 

organization’s philosophy leading to a clear strategic organization vision.  

The debate within youth sports is the notion of winning over player (team) 

development while contending with high levels of quit rates by the time players reach age 

13. Youth sports leaders view parents as the gatekeepers in the purchase decision but do 

not give parents a voice beyond this. This contributes to youth sports leaders creating a 
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market position as a leader and not defining their services around customer needs and 

desires. Players are often seen as motivated by the enjoyment of the sport and having 

different motivations than their parents. Considering these dynamics, key stakeholders in 

the youth sports process are not given a sufficient voice, leading to the potential of poor 

customer experiences driving a reduction in lower levels of dedication to the sport. Lower 

dedication to a sport will impact the reputation of sports organizations overall, their 

organizational retention and loyalty results, their field performance, and consequently the 

overall tenure in the sport itself.  

In the United States, the youth sports industry has seen tremendous growth and is 

valued at $19 billion, with American families spending estimated to be from $30 - $40 

billion annually, according to the Aspen Institute Project Play (Youth Sports Facts, n.d.). 

The growth in this market is driven by an increase in the privatization of youth sports 

programming, sports entrepreneurship, and a trend of sports specialization of young 

athletes. Youth sports used to be driven primarily by parks and recreation programs but as 

parents' desires for more competitive programming increased, more programs developed 

to address this need (Youth Sports Facts, n.d.). Meanwhile, parents have been increasingly 

motivated by the attainment of sports scholarships for their children, an increased focus on 

health and wellness activities, and organized activities that promote socialization for both 

the children and parents (Pracht et al., 2020). In addition to an increase in youth sports 

programming, there are by-products of the industry that has led to a sports travel 

marketplace, private coaching and training for youth athletes, sports program franchises, 

and health and wellness facilities targeting youth athletes.  
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The Youth Sports industry has become a more complex eco-system in the US which 

is leading to higher levels of burn-out for both players and their families as well as 

increasing concerns for both the psychological and physiological impacts of young athletes. 

According to the Aspen Institute Project Play website, the cost of sports programming and 

equity (access) are key challenges facing American families. Additional stressors include 

concern over injuries and lack of skilled coaching.  

The current body of research on the youth sports industry has largely focused on 

these dynamics however the discussion about how organizations in this industry view their 

success and contribute to these dynamics has not been well studied. Specifically, it is not 

well understood what the goals of youth sports programming are and whom they view as 

their key stakeholders. From my perspective in the research, I define the key stakeholders 

to be organization leadership (and administration), coaching staff, parents, and players. The 

peripheral stakeholders would be the sports travel industry, private training and coaches, 

and the health and wellness businesses supporting these sports organizations. Currently, 

there does not exist a model that evaluates all these stakeholders at the organizational level 

in a youth sport setting and based on my research, I have not found studies that are 

conducted that evaluate these stakeholders using a balanced scorecard method or similar 

methodology. While the focus on youth sports in research has been on psychological and 

physiological behaviors, very little research focuses on the organization and its philosophy 

and performance management behaviors. 
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The youth sports Parent is the “Customer”, and they are both Opinion Leaders and Seekers 

Organizations that offer a sports program do not design their programs based on 

feedback from parents but rather they take their cues from the industry. As a result, the 

youth sports market is considered to be a market leader (Humphreys, et al., 2018), which 

relies heavily on opinion leadership. Opinion leadership occurs when individuals try to 

influence the purchasing behavior of other consumers while opinion-seeking happens when 

individuals search out advice from others when making a purchase decision (Flynn et al., 

1996). In doing so, opinion leaders (sports organizations, coaches, private trainers, 

experienced parents) provide opinion seekers (parents) with information about how to 

succeed and what paths players should embark on. This creates a complex ecosystem that 

drives additional pressures for organizations to operate in. In addition, these complicated 

relationships, further the societal pressures that parents interpret as within-reach 

opportunities for their children (i.e. college scholarships and elite sports training 

institutions). This creates pressure for organizations to support these lofty goals to maintain 

a competitive place in the market. Therefore, the youth sports industry has evolved into a 

complicated and highly integrated system of clubs (teams), experts, health and wellness 

providers, sports tourism and specialty camps to name a few of the larger layers. The 

organizations (clubs – sports teams) that operate within this market must manage the 

evolution of the expectations set by these indirect stakeholders, which puts pressure on 

their ability to influence their direct stakeholders' behaviors and intentions. 

The cornerstone of any successful business is the ability to attract and retain 

customers. In the youth sports industry, this refers to the relationship parents have with 
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prospective and existing organizations. Parents are considered the gatekeepers of their 

children’s activity participation. (Beets et al., 2010). When considering travel sports 

(competitive sports) or recreational sports programming, parents must consider both the 

financial and time commitment that is necessary. Furthermore, parents are the key 

stakeholders in initiating the purchase process and evaluating the programs. (Green & 

Chalip, 1998). When evaluating these decisions, parents often rely on other parents for 

their perspective (opinion leaders).  

Once the decision has been made to participate in the sport, parents shift from 

opinion-seeking towards customer engagement which is driven by their personal 

motivations and goals for their children (Pracht et al., 2020) as well as their own sports 

experience (Holt et al., 2008). In addition, parents must consider their child’s satisfaction 

and overall happiness with the sport and team dynamics when considering an evaluation 

of the program. Therefore, both parent engagement and player engagement influence the 

parent satisfaction that parents have with a particular program. Parents assess the program 

through the lens of the team level and the lens of organizational level which combined 

create the Parent Satisfaction assessment of the program. 

Parents, therefore, are important in driving positive word of mouth in the 

community while other parents monitor their levels of loyalty to the organization. This 

drives a level of interest that can be seen in program signups or tryouts for a sports season. 

Lastly, players and parents evaluate their sports pathways such that they develop goals for 

themselves both in the short term and long term. These goals are important not only for the 

organization’s success but also for the success of the sport. Therefore, the youth sports 
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organization relies on the parent stakeholder to drive positive word of mouth which results 

in increased interest in the program driving acquisition rates. In addition, organizations 

need parents to remain loyal to the organization and loyal to the sport such that their child 

enjoys a long tenure in the organization and the sport. These outcomes are the success 

outcomes needed for a customer stakeholder assessment and therefore contribute to the 

focus of the research.  

Research Goal # 1: Develop Customer Stakeholder Assessment 

The underlying goal of this research is to create a robust yet simplified performance 

management framework for organizations operating in the youth sports industry which is 

modeled after the Balanced Scorecard performance framework. The results of the research 

will lend themselves to developing a customer stakeholder assessment model that can be 

used to enhance the customer experience of parents and players in the youth sports industry. 

The performance management framework that leads to success is not a hole-in-one 

strategy but rather it is a constant push-and-pull evaluation of the organization’s strengths 

and weaknesses when it comes to driving outcomes. Large organizations have resources to 

evaluate strategies and analyze and report outcomes at all levels of their operations whereas 

small organizations do not have adequate reporting and a system of reflection in place that 

can support a constant assessment of their core operational powers. The question is if 

smaller organizations that lack the more sophisticated resources, evaluated themselves by 

benchmarking with their peers and with aspirational peers, what would they be able to 

accomplish? Another goal of this research is to develop an assessment model that will 
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support the organization improvement process and a better way for decision-makers in the 

purchase decision to evaluate youth sports organizations.  

1.2 Youth Sports has become High Stakes for Families 

Youth sports is an integral part of our society where there are many small 

organizations in place and where there is a trend moving towards more privatization which 

leads to revenue-generating models and therefore more business management frameworks. 

The US Youth Sports industry has already surpassed the value of the NFL in terms of 

revenue power and the industry is moving towards a pay-to-play model where youth sports 

programs are now more competitive, lasting longer than the traditional 10-week season of 

recreational sports and impacting families where there is a significant investment of time 

and money. The mere fact that families are paying for fees for 9-10 months of a program, 

traveling most weekends during a school year, paying for tournaments and other incidentals 

shows us how the overall industry (and the impact to other industries) is changing as 

families willingly commit to this model. 

Families are all in because of several social issues taking place; 1.) America is on 

the path to healthy living and teaching children how to have an active lifestyle is a core 

value for many US families, 2.) screen-time is at an all-time high and becoming more 

difficult to navigate so keeping children in organized activities lessons the impact of free 

time. The free time that many children need to think creatively, and play has increasingly 

become structured time spent in after-school activities as well as having more schoolwork 

to contend with (Youth Sports Facts, n.d.) 3) the need for social structures to lessen the 

extent of children being isolated at home and 4) sports are a significant part of US culture 
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and youth sports will only continue to grow in dominance as the promise of professional 

careers and college scholarships are dangled in front of parents.  

When children play a sport, they develop a love for the sport later that carries with 

them for life. Sports organizations thrive when they have a significant fan base. The 

pathway to sports careers is challenging but, in the US, colleges, and universities provide 

another avenue for sports education and participation that other countries do not have. 

Privatized youth sports organizations recognize this as an opportunity to entice families to 

participate and develop their athletes. The idea that a college scholarship or professional 

athletic opportunity is waiting for their child is intoxicating to families and therefore the 

perfect talking point for the need for more competitive youth sports. This and the other 

core societal issues discussed previously are driving more children towards privatized 

youth sports programs and therefore the youth sports industry will continue to see this 

growth.  

Another trend where families and youth athletes are quitting sports given the cost 

and time investment or burn-out has become a significant burden for the state of play in 

the US. Youth sports organizations are also competing with quit rates, especially at specific 

ages (transition ages from elementary to middle school and middle school to high school).  

With such high stakes for families, the business of youth sports requires a serious 

look from both a business theory context and an operational framework. While much work 

has been done in the youth sports management field regarding sports psychology and 

physiology, the business of youth sports needs a more sophisticated framework and level 

of attention. Specifically, this framework must fit the needs of recreational, competitive, 
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and elite youth sports. The framework must measure player happiness (customer 

satisfaction), parent satisfaction (customer satisfaction), coaching engagement (employee 

engagement), marketing engagement (player attrition, team loyalty) and financial health. 

These are just a few of the factors that contribute to the success of a youth sports 

organization. 

Purchase Decision: How to ensure the organizational philosophy aligns to the Family’s 

goals 

The club philosophy varies from the actual experiences of the players, parents and 

coaches and this variance analysis is not well measured for most youth teams. The club 

philosophy aims to focus on the overall positive athletic experiences, (Bell, 2014) but it 

does not necessarily guide clubs in the operational or strategic matters that many of the 

stakeholders tend to measure. Furthermore, these clubs use philosophies like elite or 

professional sports organizations which does not translate to recreational or competitive 

sports experiences. Therefore, the lack of measurement of these reflections of players, 

parents, and coaches on a consistent basis is one of the gaps that will help form a 

recommendation for a stronger performance management process.  

The understanding of what a successful youth sports business structure looks like 

for the typical organization in this industry is unknown and not closely studied however 

many studies on the business of youth soccer have specifically focused on elite European 

youth soccer academies or the business structure that has been identified for professional 

soccer organizations. (Pitts & Zhang, 2019). 
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1.3 US Youth Soccer, A Business Case 

The youth sports industry is approximately $19.2 billion dollars and encompasses 

recreational and privately run programs. In the US, about 7 in 10 children participate in at 

least one program on an annual basis which speaks to the popularity of programs in every 

community. The United Stated Youth Soccer Association is the largest youth sports 

organization in the US. The Game for All Kids!® exploded from 100,000 players in 1974 

to over 1 million in the early nineties. Today, US Youth Soccer registers over 3.2 million 

players annually, ages 5 to 19 through 55 US Youth Soccer State Associations. (Largest 

Youth Sports Organization Celebrates 35th Anniversary | US Youth Soccer, n.d.) 

In the book, “Star Spangled Soccer” (Hopkins, 2010), the case for US youth soccer 

is provided by highlighting that the US Youth Soccer Association is a well-organized 

network of soccer programs in American towns and is one of the largest youth sports 

organizations in the US generating approximately $2.2 Billion in business annually. The 

US College marketplace for soccer sees 40,000 players for both male and females and the 

potential of a college scholarship lures families into the sport. This is a main talking point 

for many clubs with a focus on competitive and elite players which supports their business 

case for keeping players dedicated to their teams. In the article, “Futbol Americano” (Keyes, 

2015), the discussion of the college scholarship dilemma highlights that there is a notion 

that exists a high level of college scholarship money for soccer but in reality that is not true. 

Clubs and coaches exaggerate this fact which creates a conflict of interest with one of the 

key operating philosophies of club soccer.  
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Demographic data that exists for youth soccer players as noted in the study above 

(Keyes, 2015), show that in 2011 when the survey was completed, the average HH income 

in the US was $50,502 while the largest group of core players in soccer come from 

households that earn more than $100,000 annually. The affluency nature of the “customer” 

also suggests that the players can begin introduction to this sport at an earlier age and 

therefore will have access to greater development.  

1.4 Framework for Youth Sports: Stakeholder Impacts 

Research Goal # 2: Establish Need for Youth Sports business theory 

The long-term objective of this research is to develop a full stakeholder model that 

incorporates all the key components of a youth sports program regardless of the type of 

program or sport. The framework model attributes factors for success and anticipates what 

the success outcomes will be if certain conditions are met from a stakeholder point of view. 

The purpose for developing such a framework is to contribute to the development of a clear 

performance management processes needed to manage a more sophisticated youth sports 

program, building on the early works of the sports management theories in youth sports.  

This body of work is therefore interested in the effects of individual stakeholders 

on the organizational outcomes that contribute to business success, but it does not suggest 

that one stakeholder drives the outcome by themselves. The stakeholder-outcome 

relationship is but one of many stakeholder influences. These influences range from both 

internal and direct effects to external stakeholders and indirect effects. From a practical 

perspective, this framework provides an opportunity to manage a specific lever that can 

guide leaders in their strategic options. An example would be recognizing that more parent 
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education is needed and creating solutions which will support high levels of appropriate 

engagement rather than over-engagement. Another example of a lever is recognizing that 

their sports program is competing with other types of sports programming and therefore 

the internal stakeholders of the sport itself (league) have a direct effect on the reputation of 

the sport. The Youth Sports industry is complicated, and a full stakeholder framework is 

needed at a Program (Organizational) level which will help leaders in this industry to 

improve their programs and foster higher levels of buy-in from their customer base. Below, 

in Figure 1, is a proposed framework that indicates the multi-stakeholder view and the 

effect that the stakeholder has on the success of the organization. 

 

Figure 1 The Youth Sports Stakeholder Framework 

 

This framework lays out the different relationships that exist in the context of youth 

sports, but it does not indicate the relationships between these stakeholders, nor does it 
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provide a full scope of what drives success in a given sports program. This proposed 

framework highlights what success looks like for a given sports program and the 

identification of both external and internal stakeholders. The internal stakeholders drive 

outcomes by engagement and motivation and assess satisfaction of the sports program 

through that lens. Engagement and motivation is defined and shaped differently by each 

internal stakeholder and the proposed framework suggests that this has an influence on how 

satisfaction is shaped. Furthermore, there is a proposed effect size impact within each level 

of engagement and motivation that drives satisfaction.  

As an example, parent involvement does not drive parent satisfaction alone, but the 

degree of involvement may influence parent satisfaction strength that a highly involved 

parent will have a greater perception of the program performance. This perception can 

drive a parent’s leadership status, Opinion Leadership, which could form a word-of-mouth 

outcome such that they would be more likely to recommend the program than a parent that 

has little to no involvement. The effect of the relationship between engagement and 

motivation and satisfaction is provided below as an illustrative example. Involvement and 

Motivation are part of a latent variable, Opinion Leadership and when mediated through 

Parent Satisfaction, it will have an impact on a success outcome.  
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Figure 2 Illustrative Example of Effect 

 

While a full stakeholder framework is needed and will contribute to the existing 

knowledge of the dynamics between Parents-Players-Coaches, the complexity of 

developing a research model that incorporates this proposed framework requires a deep 

dive of each stakeholder as well as their assessment of some of the other stakeholders 

highlighted. This suggests the development of a new line of theoretical work attributing to 

youth sports management with the first phase of research focusing on the parent 

stakeholder, The Parent Satisfaction Model. The focus of this research will be on the Role 

of the Parent as it pertains to their satisfaction in the context of their child’s current youth 

soccer program. The study will explore previously held rationale for why parents make the 

original purchase decision and their complicated relationship between players and coaches. 

The model will define the role of the parent at an engagement level and at a customer level 

but will not define specific types or roles parents play. Prior research has well-defined the 

area of work and it does not necessarily suggest the role of the parent will lead to a certain 

outcome.  
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1.5 The Role of the Parent 

The Role of the Parent for the US Youth Soccer industry has been the focus of 

research based on the relationship parents have with the children in a sports environment, 

whereby the perspective of this research is most often performed from the sports 

psychology or sports medicine practice.  

In this research, I aim to highlight that the role of the parent is an asset to a youth 

soccer organization that goes beyond the parent as a volunteer or coordinator role. Parents 

can influence the outcome of the organization in three significant manners; (1) contribute 

to the win-rate success of team performance (2) make a purchase decision to return to the 

program the next season (3) influence others in their sport-program purchase decision. The 

latter two influences relate to a customer experience model (Conceptual Model of 

Customer Experience Creation) (Verhoef et al., 2009) and the research model considers 

how the program experience and environment shape the attitudes of the parent within 

various sets of dynamics. The model also reflects on the engagement level of the parent 

such that their behavior also shapes their customer experience perspective.  

Customer experience has been widely discussed in management books and 

practitioner-oriented journals, but customer experience theory is limited. Some examples 

of the discussions on customer experience include how creating distinctive customer 

experience leads to great economic value for firms (Pine et al., 1999) and careful 

management of customer touchpoints ((Frow & Payne, 2007). As such, a need for a more 

theoretical viewpoint on customer experience is discussed in the literature review. For 

customer experience considerations within the Parent Satisfaction model, the notion that 
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the relationship experiences with parents are critical customer touchpoints and that parents’ 

positive attitudes towards the program will generate great economic and brand value for 

the organization are the underlying principles in aligning customer experience theory to 

the model. 

Research Goal #3: Drive Parent Engagement Strategies 

Parent experience is important because it is a service experience that parents will 

talk about and will recommend in their communities. Organization leaders must be aware 

of what parents are saying and must listen to the feedback to attract talent and retain that 

talent. Parent Engagement is also important because once the talent has been acquired, it is 

an asset that must be well managed by both the parent, the coach and the leadership of the 

organization.  

Another goal of this research is to create processes that organization leaders can 

develop to promote more quality engagement from parents and help parents navigate their 

child’s youth sports experience better. The outcomes will lead to better quality within their 

programs (for example a higher win rate for games/tournaments), higher intention to return 

to the team (high player retention rate), cross-train or develop within the sport (higher 

retention in the sport) and a higher Recommend to a Friend score for the organization which 

can lead to a competitive advantage in the community.  

The research focus is on the understanding of how engagement and satisfaction 

combine with a parent’s influence on their child’s team. Stepping outside of the program 

and looking inwards, parents will have a perspective on the program structure, the culture, 

the organization’s communication, the coach and non-coaching staff and the resources that 
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were available to them during the program. This perspective shapes the customer 

satisfaction whereas the customer engagement perspective is shaped by the parent’s 

experience in the program. The parent’s experience is different than the child’s experience 

(the player) in that the parent has a set of expectations or practices that are independent of 

their child.  

In the engagement role, parents have a base level of expectations set out by the 

organization. These include taking their children to practices and games, making sure their 

children have their uniform and equipment, making sure their children do not have 

behavior issues and so forth. Above and beyond this expectation, parents can further 

engage by investing in additional forms of training, providing their children disciplined 

feedback for their game performance, watching other teams play, learning all there is to 

know about the sport and so forth. With these additional behaviors, parents can form a 

deeper level of engagement which can help an organization achieve success. While the 

parent is focused on success of their child, they are providing an asset to the organization. 

In doing so, strategically we must consider how and when organizations shift more parents 

towards a higher level of engagement. Does this strategy have risks associated with it and 

how far does engagement have to go to become over-engagement?  

The culture and communication style of the organization shapes how players 

develop and forms their sports career experiences. In shaping these athletes, the coach 

cannot be alone. The coach must educate the parent in a consistent manner and the parent 

must share in the education experience. Leaders of organizations must ensure that their 

philosophies ensure parent involvement and an open and honest feedback system. When 
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creating such an environment, parents and coaches will have a better chance of working 

together and supporting the goals of the organization. One of the pathways to having 

optimal asset management in youth sports is the role of the parent as being highly engaged 

(high commitment to the organization and to the player). The ultimate success is when a 

parent has high satisfaction (derived from the positive sense of the overall program and the 

organization while also experience significant value) and high levels of engagement. The 

follow-up studies will determine qualitatively what are the characteristics of those parents 

and identify strategies that can be formed to create and develop better relationships with 

parents.  

1.6 Objective and Goals of Research 

I propose 4 objectives that this research will support as a greater body of work to 

develop a full stakeholder model incorporating results from the development of the Parent 

Satisfaction theory, with a focus on the youth soccer industry in the US. The Parent 

Satisfaction theory will be further developed over the course of multiple studies testing 

different populations. The research measures the attitudes of parents in the US Youth 

Soccer population as a starting point but will expand to include all youth sports (team). The 

four objectives of this body of work will lead to the development of a:  

• #1: Stakeholder Assessment for US Youth Soccer programs (and other team 

sports) 

• #2: New Theory: US Youth Sports Stakeholder Management Theory  

• #3: Parent Engagement Strategy for all of youth sports 

• #4: Balanced Scorecard for US Youth Sports 
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The proposed model in this study is an original youth sports business theory which 

encompasses the work of various researchers who have studied youth sports, youth soccer, 

elite youth soccer in Europe, professional soccer in Europe while leveraging well known 

business management practices of incorporating customer experience framework. From 

the data and study of US Youth Soccer, we will be able to (1) measure customer 

experiences of Players and Parents in US Youth Soccer across programs with 

recommendations on how the clubs and industry can do better (2) develop a framework for 

organizational success measurement that can be used for any youth sports organization 

operating within the three different models; Recreational, Competitive, Elite Athlete (3) 

identify recommendations to improve parent engagement which will drive improved 

organizational performance. (4) develop a balanced scorecard where each club in the study 

could be evaluated based on an index system and be given a health score which will be 

benchmarked against their peers (assume adequate sample size by organization).   

The model will also be able to identify significant trends between various models 

of operation (Recreation, Club, Elite), demographic factors (socio-economic status), 

geographic factors and within age group of players. For example, the model will be able to 

determine which organizational model delivers the highest levels of parent engagement 

and which has the highest success factor rate based on parent satisfaction. 

 Another outcome of the research will be to identify levels of parent attitudes on a 

Parent Satisfaction (Customer Experience) and Parent Engagement (Customer 

Engagement) matrix whereby the matrix will measure Satisfaction – Engagement levels 

(High-Med-Low) for the potential moderators. From the data, I will identify (1) how the 
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matrix influences key outcomes such as Win Rates, Intention Behaviors, Net Promoter 

Scores (2) identify types of parents and their attitudes based on engagement levels (3) 

identify child happiness in the sport from the parent’s behavior (4) identify areas of high 

risk for a successful youth sports organization (5) compare attitudes of parents in 

recreational vs. club and elite programs. 

The model has been derived not just from previous research described in the 

literature review, but it is largely grounded by my own experiences as a parent of children 

involved in youth soccer and my understanding of the role that customer experience plays 

in shaping a brand. Bringing these two aspects together is a natural conclusion for the 

conflicting emotions of angst and enthusiasm, we as soccer parents often feel. 

1.7 Research Question 

The purpose of the study is to create a simple approach to understanding how the 

parent stakeholder influences the organizational outcomes of youth sports program 

(context of US youth soccer) and to use this approach to address concerns in the US Youth 

Sports industry. The Youth Sports industry has moved towards privatization models which 

have changed the way that children are involved in youth sports. As the cost and time 

investment has increased, parents and coaches have a greater stake in the way that these 

organizations operate. Youth players are more committed to these sports and therefore 

there are both physical and psychological impacts of these shifts in the type of sports 

models operating in the US. From this research we can identify the relationship between 

player happiness and parent satisfaction with outcomes such as % of wins in a season, 

intention to stay with the organization, intention to attend training opportunities and the net 
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promoter scores regarding parent’s attitudes towards the soccer organization. Organization 

leaders can use this model to take a pulse of their organization throughout a season or on 

an annual basis with the goal of establishing strategies that will seek to improve their 

operations and drive towards a higher level of success. 

Parents play a role across a Customer Satisfaction-Customer Engagement matrix 

which has implications on strategies that youth soccer (sports) organizations can leverage 

to manage the parent asset to influence desired outcomes, such as Win Rates, RTF and 

Player Retention. The research question is, “What are the factors of Parent Satisfaction 

in US Youth Soccer programs that drive Club Success Outcomes from the Parent’s 

Perception?”. 

1.8 Theoretical and Practical Foundation 

Customer Experience and Customer Engagement 

The model, Parent Satisfaction within US Youth Soccer, is influenced by customer 

experience and customer engagement theories. Parental satisfaction is often identified in 

sports management research and is defined by the attitudes parents have towards the basic 

program structure, the coaching, and the development of their child. In the model, I define 

this consistently as Parent Satisfaction. In addition, I have created a Net Promoter Score 

approach to measure the overall Parent Satisfaction of the Organization (Program) which 

is a well-used scale for US service and consumer goods organizations. By applying this 

measure, organizations can assess their reputation and ability to attract new customers. 
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The parent engagement model evaluates how parents act with the service being 

provided (behavior) and to what level of involvement they become engaged in 

(consumption). The outcome is loyalty to the organization influenced by their customer 

experience levels. (Parent Satisfaction). The matrix of Satisfaction with Engagement 

(Behavior-Consumption level) provides a consumer-driven definition of the role of the 

parent compared to the psychological definitions defined by prior research.  

The literature review on this topic connects the importance of parent satisfaction 

and the influence of parents in youth sports but the data analysis does not connect the 

outcomes of the organization with the Behavior-Consumption-Satisfaction model. For 

example, we understand that the more the parent pays for a program, the more involved 

they and this tend to be and this involvement leads to greater overall program satisfaction. 

Involvement, or the engagement level, provides parents visibility and understanding that 

they may otherwise not have and that can cause a level of dissatisfaction. What we do not 

understand is how the differences in parent satisfaction lead to different organizational 

desired outcomes. Therefore, engagement drives desired team (organizational) outcomes 

mediated through program satisfaction. 

Alternatively, while prior research indicated that there is more satisfaction of a 

program when there is more financial investment, I argue that this is not true because of 

the traditional market influences when operating a capitalist-style youth sports program; 

pay-for-play. The complexity of having a set of competitors in the market, increased 

expectations on the organization as children age, changing perceptions of player happiness, 

and changing leaders (coaches) are some of the challenges that youth sports programs face 
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today. Parents have increased their expectations of the pay-for-play model and with that, 

are willing to invest both financially and temporally with the best service in their market. 

This leads to the constant market pressures that sports programs face.  Given this, the role 

of the parent, therefore, has become complicated and this research seeks to show how 

parents have an influence on the outcomes of the organization like that of any consumer in 

a business model.  

1.9 Contribution to Business 

There are several contributions to business that the research can provide which 

includes (1) development of an application for a tool to be used by youth sports teams to 

evaluate their stakeholder assessments on an ongoing basis (2) publish literature in support 

of a balanced youth sports business approach with focus on managing for all stakeholders 

and not for the super-star approach and (3) develop literature that helps parents better 

navigate the world of youth sports based on their specific roles and how they can support 

a best in class youth organization.  

The main contribution is to empower parents to have a more successful relationship 

with their children in a youth sports environment which can be developed by the youth 

sports organization’s culture and communication. The role of the youth sports organization 

can shape and influence how parents participate in these programs. By encouraging a 

productive working relationship and encouraging parent education as an ongoing practice, 

youth sports organizations will see higher levels of engagement from their players and 

higher levels of program retention. As such, this research can help shape existing parent 

education programs and create communities of parents who are interested in advancing 
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their knowledge and skills. Furthermore, youth sports organizations should partner with 

parents at a team level such that coaches and trainers have the skills to identify how to 

transform the parent-coach-player dynamic.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The study of the role of the parent in youth sports touches on the reason why parents 

select a sport for their child to the role they play in their sports relationship with their child 

to the role they play within a youth sports organization. The goal of the literature review is 

to map out the various influences that parents have on a youth sports organization and then 

identify potential sports management theories to help address what factors of parent 

satisfaction lead to organization success (in the context of youth sports organizations). The 

literature review suggests that sports management theorists are focused primarily on the 

role that parents have specific to their children, but they have not shown how this influence 

extends to the benefits of the organization, beyond implying a purchase decision or 

retention factor.  

The literature review addresses the parental role in youth sports as a) making the 

purchase decision, b) being a social member of the program, c) being a volunteer or 

employee within the program, d) the dynamics in their interactions between the players 

and coaches, f) the evolving motivations they encounter of the lifespan of their child’s 

participation and g) their influence beyond that of the organization. In addition, the 

literature extends to a review of business model considerations in youth sport, and customer 

experience and marketing theories. 

2.1 The Role of the Parent in the Purchase Decision 

Several studies have evaluated the parental purchase decision in youth sports, 

whereby the role of parents goes beyond that of a spectator. A study found to be most 
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relevant to the purpose of this research is, “Antecedents and consequences of parental 

purchase decision involvement in youth sport” (Green & Chalip, 1998), whereby the model 

predicts that when there was a high purchase decision involvement and higher satisfaction, 

there was a higher level of organizational commitment and further the subsequent analysis 

showed that higher purchase decision involvement led to great levels of satisfaction. They 

found that parental satisfaction with their child’s sport program led to higher levels of 

parental commitment to the organization which, argued by Green and Chalip, is the core 

socializing agent for parents and not the child (player). This finding supports the rationale 

for parents as volunteers of youth sports organizations, parents will have a higher 

commitment to the sport and will influence others to try it. Therefore, parental commitment 

to the organization is an essential outcome. Furthermore, the commitment comes from 

satisfaction with the service that was purchased and the parental purchase decision 

involvement. This relationship can be both positive or negative for an organization and the 

research suggests that the outcome derives from the organization’s performance, like any 

other service purchase decision. The purpose of the study was to understand the 

psychological involvement in the purchase decision for the sport experience for the child 

which leads to organization commitment if there is a positive level of satisfaction. 

Extend Research Opportunity: Parent Satisfaction is Driven by Parent Engagement 

Given this study and subsequent studies that build upon parental motivations and 

parental involvement, I provide a different perspective. The parent commitment and 

motivation leads to higher levels of engagement which supports a stronger parent 

satisfaction score, rather than the other way around. This implies that the stronger the 
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engagement the stronger the satisfaction or dis-satisfaction and that therefore leads to 

desirable organizational outcomes.  

2.2 The Parental Role in Youth Sports 

In the study, “Parental involvement in competitive youth sport settings”, (Holt et 

al., 2008) the authors define various types of parent roles in the youth sports setting 

suggesting that organizations should not treat parents as one type of sports parent but rather 

identify the various sports proficiency and commitment roles they play. The organization 

should then tailor the education and communication of their programs to various parent 

roles.  

The relationship between the Coach-Athlete-Parent is known as C-A-P or the 

athletic triangle which can have a significant impact on the development of the athlete. In 

the article, “Quantifying the Coach-Athlete-Parent (C-A-P) Relationship in Youth Sport: 

Initial Development of the Positive and Negative Processes in the C-A-P Questionnaire 

(PNPCAP)”(Lisinskiene et al., 2019), the development of a 48 item questionnaire is 

discussed and suggests use for evaluating the complicated triad relationship. The 

attachment theory, early experiences with primary caregivers influence a child’s future 

development of close relationships, is the basis of this research design. The survey 

instrument suggests the importance of the triad role and the rationale for a balanced 

stakeholder model. 

In the article, “The Essential Role of Sense of Community in a Youth Sport 

Program” (Lin et al., 2016) the sense of community played the most important role in the 

repeat purchase decision following a post-season survey that measured coaching quality, 
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friendships, communication, sport skills, life skills and parent satisfaction. The sense of 

community describes how the coaches engage with the children and how the parents 

socialize by volunteering which helped to strengthen the commitment to the organization. 

In effect, a supportive social environment is important for parents in their purchase decision. 

An important perspective to have in the discussion of parent engagement is 

identifying what levels of engagement are typical in athletic family dynamics. In the article, 

“Parental Involvement, Pressure, and Support in Youth Sport’, (Lindstrom Bremer, 2012), 

the author identified 4 types of engagement; under involved, moderately involved and 

overinvolved with themes of involvement, pressure, support and family issues as driving 

these levels of engagement. (Hellstedt, 1987) adapted family systems theory to include the 

sports context which resulted in this descriptive model of involvement of parents. In this 

narrative literature review, the author points to the stressors that families have and the 

motivations of parents which can drive their involvement levels. Given this, it is important 

to identify the different ways parents engage in their child’s sports experiences and 

recognize the lens by which they view the sports program experience. 

 

Extend Research Opportunity: Parent Engagement  

Recognizing that parent involvement can evolve from parents being under-involved 

to extreme involvement, the lens by which parent satisfaction is evaluated can therefore 

vary. The parent’s behavior toward the player’s commitment levels can be driven by their 

formal role within the organization, their sports savviness, and their past experiences with 

sports as players and/or leaders. Combining these concepts under a larger context of parent 
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engagement helps to shape the lens of the parent satisfaction score. In addition, it builds on 

the practical argument that organizations should understand the parents at the early start of 

a season to provide a customized parent-coach management approach. This is an important 

strategy for coaches to foster high levels of support, development, and performance for 

their teams. 

2.3 The Motivations of Parents 

 While we know that the primary reasons for children to participate in organized 

sports are driven by the enjoyment of participating in physical activity (Woods, 2011) and 

over time the socialization aspect that they develop given their participation (Barber et al., 

1999). Parents can influence their child’s participation levels and ultimately become the 

purchase decision-makers but the motivations that drive them towards seeking a sports 

program must be considered. In a recent study by Pracht et al., 2020, the expectancy-value 

model was proposed to show that as levels of support increase over time, children will 

assume similar beliefs and values of their parents. (Barber et al., 1999) The study found 

that parents' motivations for enrolling their child in a sport (recreational) were driven by 

the motivation to impart a value or belief system that would benefit their child in the future. 

Key to this was the life skills children gain from sports participation therefore they held 

little extrinsic value for their purchase decision (examples include sports scholarships). 

Extend Research Opportunity: Parent Motivations (Goals) 

 Parent motivations will differ depending on the type of program (recreational, 

competitive, or elite competitive model) and based on the experience their child has. When 

parents address motivation survey questions in the context of a full satisfaction reflection, 
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they will have a more extrinsic view of their motivations. Therefore, I expect that parent 

motivations vary by programming and experience and must be evaluated in the context of 

parent engagement within a parent satisfaction assessment.  

2.4 The Comparisons of Parent and Child in Youth Sports Satisfaction 

A perspective that has been well studied is the differences in the perception of the 

youth sports experience between the parent and the player. (Schwab et al., 2010a). The 

purpose is to define programs that meet the needs of both stakeholders understanding that 

the player will have a more positive perspective than the parent, who is the purchase 

decision maker. Given this, organizations may tend to discount the parent satisfaction in 

lieu of a more positive assessment from the player. Therefore, it should be considered 

that a true customer experience assessment must be from both the player and the parent 

perspective. 

The psychology of the parent-child role has been well developed but in the youth 

sports model, the research points to differentiation in expectations of both the parent and 

player leading to positive or negative influences on the enjoyment of the sport. The 

influence of the parent on the child (player)’s attitude to the sport is a key tenet in the 

discipline of Sports Management. In the study, “Experiences in Youth Sports: A 

Comparison Between Players’ and Parents’ Perspectives” (Schwab et al., 2010b), the focus 

was to understand what are the key differences between what matters to a child compared 

to the parent when it comes to the program that the child is involved in. The areas that were 

measured were skill development, teamwork development, character development, 
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sportsmanship and fun and results found that children have a higher positive perception of 

these areas achieved throughout their season than their parents.  

Similarly, the article, “Enduring Involvement in Youth Soccer: The Socialization 

of Parent and Child” (Green & Chalip, 1997) touches on the satisfaction that both the parent 

and child had with their soccer program. More specifically, the measurements were based 

on satisfaction, involvement, children’s perceived skill, parental expectations for their 

child, parental encouragement for their child, and the parent’s commitment to their child’s 

soccer program.  

The issue of course is that both parents and children have different experiences 

when it comes to the sports program therefore the alignment between these two 

stakeholders is important for the administrator (organizational leadership) when designing 

programs. Furthermore, increased levels of parental encouragement lead to higher 

performance by children (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968) and parents have an influence in 

the perceived skills of their child such that it leads to a greater level of learning new skills 

and enjoying the participation on a team. (Bloom, 1985) The dynamics of enduring 

involvement, level of perceived personal importance and or interest evoked by a “stimulus”, 

were used to measure the relative importance that soccer has attained in parents’ and 

children’s lives. (Green & Chalip, 1997). 

The results of the study found that the children’s satisfaction of the program did not 

influence the parent’s satisfaction of the program. This finding was a surprise to the 

researchers but given the high-level context of the questions, the opportunity to create a 

study that more specifically addresses reasons for satisfaction will potentially close this 
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gap. The study focused on the psychological relationships and not the quality of the specific 

program that the parent and child were experiencing. Furthermore, the research suggests 

that future studies need to measure parent satisfaction and children’s satisfaction separately 

as one does not necessarily fully influence the other. The satisfaction that children have 

with the program is what generates the high levels of enduring involvement. Lastly, the 

overall parent experience research focus has not been well developed in sports management 

and it is a key opportunity for future research. The suggestion is that organizations need to 

do a better job at training parents in the sport.  

Extend Research Opportunity: Player Happiness 

While purchase decisions initially are driven primarily by parents, over time, the 

player’s happiness (satisfaction) becomes a critical input in the parental satisfaction of the 

program. Player Engagement must similarly follow Parent Engagement such that their 

assessment of their experience over the season, their sport and academic involvement, and 

their personal goals influence the level of satisfaction parents have of a given program. 

This conflicts with the current research such that parents do not consider their child’s 

happiness with the program and it extends the child’s happiness rationale by recognizing 

that children have developed their own sports experience, other outside influences and 

motivations which differs from their parents. Given this, the engagement players have with 

a program is more complicated than indicated by research suggests on player satisfaction.  
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2.5 Parents as Opinion Leaders (Influencers) vs. Opinion Seekers 

Extend Research Opportunity: Parent Word of Mouth Influence 

 Beyond the study by Green and Chalip which links the parent satisfaction to 

recommendations of a sport, I did not find additional research of parent recommendations 

of youth sports or of the specific program that their child is involved in. While the study 

will build upon the balanced scorecard methodology and the net promoter score, as 

outcomes of parent satisfaction of youth sports, it should be noted that this is an area that 

currently is a research gap in the existing literature. Furthermore, we extend the discussion 

of parents as influencers in the context of opinion leaders and opinion seekers. 

 Opinion Leaders play an important role in the marketing strategy of an organization 

and they are key contributors in the purchase decision-making decision (Flynn et al., 1996). 

According to Rogers and Cartano (Rogers & Cartano, 1962), opinion leaders are 

"individuals who exert an unequal amount of influence on the decisions of others". Given 

this, parents involved in a given activity are seen as experts given their experience will 

have an influence in their community. Parents who seek information, therefore are 

considered Opinion Seekers and seek feedback from Opinion Leaders. Opinion leadership 

can be subtle or overt such that it can evolve from a neutral positive (negative) towards a 

strong positive (negative) recommendation. Opinion leaders therefore can drive 

recommendations or a word-of-mouth reaction.  

2.6 Customer Experience, Customer Engagement and Marketing 

Youth sports research is traditionally focused on the psychology (behaviors) and, 

of coaches, parents, and players as well as the physiology of players. Little attention has 
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been spent on the business of modern-day youth sports programming itself. While Green 

and Chalip (Green & Chalip, 1998) lay down a foundation for thinking of the parental 

satisfaction impact on the organization, there is a gap in the literature to consider marketing 

and strategy theories that link the psychology (behaviors) to the organizational motivations 

for any youth sports program. Therefore, the academic endeavor of this study is to build a 

theoretical basis for success for youth sports programming built upon the advancements of 

research of the direct-individual stakeholders (coaches, parents, and players). Furthermore, 

the model contributes to drawing clear distinctions and similarities between different types 

of programming; recreational, competitive, and elite competitive. 

Below are core marketing theories that are considered in developing the baseline 

for the advancement of this theoretical position. 

2.7 Customer Experience 

Customer experience theory is limited while management publications have rich 

content on the subject. In reviewing the article “Customer Experience Creation: 

Determinants, Dynamics and Management Strategies” (Verhoef et al., 2009), the author 

points out interesting findings from the basis of prior literature written on the subject. I 

focus on a few of these as having relevance to the Parent Satisfaction model. Given these 

points, it is important that youth sports leaders consider the customer experience 

relationship with those making the purchase decision. (1) Experience is personal and 

customer's involvement is at different levels (rational, emotional, sensorial, physical, and 

spiritual)” (Gentile et al., 2007) (2) Customer Experience is the internal and subjective 

response customers have to any direct or indirect contact with a company. Direct contact 
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generally occurs in the course of purchase, use, and service and is usually initiated by the 

customer. Indirect contact most often involves unplanned encounters with representatives 

of a company's products, service or brands and takes the form of word-of-mouth 

recommendations or criticisms, advertising, news reports, reviews and so forth. (Meyer et 

al., n.d.) 

Customer experience has been described as the “fourth wave in the economic 

progress has been described as “experiences” and the emergence of a new economy as the 

“experience economy” (Pine and Gilmore (1998, 1999). “Customer Value is not created 

by one element alone but by the total experiences of all elements” (Gronroos (2006)). 

Managing each customer’s experience is perhaps the most important ingredient in building 

customer loyalty (Crosby and Johnson, 2007). 

Customer Experience theories include SDL Theory (Service Dominant Logic) 

“value in use” where the customer is always a co-creator of value” (Vargo and Lusch, 

2008). In addition, customer experience is expressed as “service is theatre”; (Grove and 

Frisk, 1992); customers always have an experience when they interact with an organization. 

Service experiences are explained as a combination of rational and functional and affective 

or emotional customer responses or assessments (Berry et al., 2006; Sandstrom et al,. 2008; 

Olsson et al., 2012; Jaakkola et al., 2015). Service Experience has a significant impact on 

customer satisfaction, loyalty, and word-of-mouth intentions (Klaus and Maklan, 2012). 

In the studies focused on parent satisfaction of youth sports two theories were used 

to explain satisfaction. First, enduring involvement (level of perceived personal importance 

and or interest evoked by a stimulus) which represents the relative importance that youth 
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sports play in the lives of parents and their children. The authors looked at consumer 

behavior and leisure choice suggesting that the ongoing interest of the sport is better 

explained by enduring involvement than by hedonic outcomes. (Green & Chalip, 1998). 

Parents act as interpreters of experience and influence children’s sport participation 

through their beliefs and values (Fredricks & Eccles, 2004). Parents play central roles in 

children’s sport experiences with encouragement, opportunities, resources, and financial 

support they provide (Green & Chalip, 1997, 1998; Kalinowski, 1985).  

Second, the Expectancy Theory was used in the follow-up study to measure parent 

satisfaction.  (Green & Chalip, 1998). Expectancy Theory is linked to the outcomes that 

occur as a result of performing any activity or event, whereas value relates to the evaluation 

of these outcomes. The combination of expectancy and value leads to the motivation for 

performing the behavior. 

2.8 Customer Engagement 

Customer Engagement is a more difficult term to navigate as there are many 

different interpretations of what this means. In the article, “The Customer Engagement 

Ecosystem” (Maslowska et al., 2016), a new engagement model is proposed which includes 

four components of customer engagement: customer brand experience, brand dialogue 

behaviors, brand consumption, and shopping behaviors. This model assumes that all actors 

are involved in determining a customer engagement model; the brand, customers, and other 

actors (for example, social media). It is a complicated model with four components 

influencing each to generate an outcome of brand loyalty. I use this model as a starting 
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point to define what customer engagement means for the role of the parent and therefore 

create a set of factors, Parent Engagement and Parent Sports Personality (Holt et al., 2008). 

2.9 Word of Mouth, Net Promoter and Acquisition 

Word of Mouth is a marketing theory that explains how consumers share their 

experiences with a brand, service, or product in an omnichannel environment (for example 

online and offline) with others. The idea is that potential customers will trust consumers 

who had an experience over a traditional marketing message. In an online market, 

consumers read customer reviews, social media sites, and blogs to learn when they are 

evaluating a purchase decision. In an offline environment, consumers will get advice from 

friends and family as an example, either solicited or unsolicited, and companies view this 

as a powerful marketing strategy. One way to evaluate the power of a brand’s reputation is 

to be able to measure the Recommend to a Friend score (as an example “would you 

recommend this club to another parent”). For youth sports organizations, this is a powerful 

question that indicates the reputational score in the community however they can also 

monitor online content and organize small focus groups to evaluate their reputation.  

Positive reputations lead to new customers or acquisitions while a negative 

reputation will lead to lower levels of loyalty and lower new customer metrics. The positive 

reputation that youth sports organizations can exhibit is linked to an increase in interest 

from prospective parents and players. Typically, the successful outcome is recognized as 

signups for try-outs (for competitive teams) or sign-ups for recreational teams where no 

try-outs are needed.  
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Organizations who have a strong customer experience strategy manage their 

program using The Net Promoter Score; it measures customer loyalty typically along a 10-

point scale where the Promoters will answer 9-10, The Passives will answer 7-8 and the 

Detractors will answer 0-6. The Scale, NPS was created by Fred Reichheld in 2003, a 

partner at Bain & Company to measure how well an organization treats the people whose 

lives it affects – how well it generates relationships worthy of loyalty. (About the Net 

Promoter System, n.d.) The use of this score is an indicator of what customers value as 

important in sharing their experiences with others and how certain processes or experiences 

impact their overall relationship with the brand. For the model, the RTF outcome 

(recommend to a friend) is a Net Promoter Score outcome given what Parents will be 

Promoters, Detractors or Passives. 

2.10 Loyalty 

 As an outcome of a strong customer experience, success for an organization is 

achieving a high level of customer loyalty. In the youth sports model, a positive re-purchase 

decision is the expected outcome as well as the intention to further commit to additional 

opportunities offered by the sports program. There are three theories building on this 

connection (1) the commitment trust model (2) the expectation-confirmation theory (3) the 

value-based model.  

The commitment trust model is driven by the level of commitment the customer is 

willing to invest in the relationship with the organization while forming an opinion in the 

trust for that organization (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In the youth sports model, this is very 

important, and we can see a circular mode back to the commitment the parent has towards 
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the organization while doing this under the premise that they trust that the organization will 

meet their goals. If the goals are not met, this will lead to a poor parent satisfaction 

assessment and a reduction in loyalty (intention to return to the organization will be 

diminished). 

In the expectation-confirmation model, customers have defined what level of 

experience they want from the purchase decision and will evaluate this before determining 

their loyalty (Bhattacherjee, 2001). In the youth sports model, the parent satisfaction score 

depicts how they interpret the experience their child had and based on this, their intention 

to stay or leave is an outcome. Similarly, the value-based model suggests that loyalty 

derives from the value defined by price and quality (De Ruyter et al., 1997). The parent 

satisfaction score supports the antecedent to loyalty as it depicts both expectation-

confirmation and value-based theories. 

2.11 Business Framework Success Factors for Youth Soccer 

The theory of sports management is complex and requires a thoughtful literature 

review to connect the Parent Satisfaction model to the existing sports management set of 

theories. The maturation of youth sports organizations and the exploitation of youth sports 

for privatization purposes requires a deeper understanding by the academics in sport 

management. In addition, the opportunity exists for a more strategic vision amongst leaders 

in youth sports to address the best practices laid out in this section of the literature review. 

The goal of the study is to blend the parent stakeholder model into these best practices. 

In the book, “The Routledge Handbook of Sports Management Theory”,  

(Cunningham et al., n.d.) there are 33 chapters representing a collection of theory and 
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theory development in this field. In the book, “Managing Sports Organizations: 

Responsibility for Performance (2nd Edition)”, (Covell, 2007), the authors lays out a 

system for developing organizational goals and review business core competencies that all 

sports organizations need to consider. There have been linear new editions of this book.  

In the thesis written by Nathan Bell, “Official youth soccer club philosophies: 

experiences of coaches, players, and parents” (Bell, 2014), the author explores how club 

soccer philosophy compares to the implementation of that philosophy by coaches and what 

the experiences are of the players and parents. The study was done with a very small sample 

size and was implemented by interviewing coaches, players and parents focusing on their 

perspective of the variance from their actual experience to that of the club’s philosophy. 

While the article was written 8 years ago, what is relevant to the research is the notion of 

themes that are important in assessing the success of a youth soccer organization. Themes 

with more weight on perceived value include professional coaching, soccer-specific 

training, and professional organization whereas lower-level themes emerged but with less 

impact on the study; club’s physical environment, atmosphere, administration, style of play, 

practice characteristics, coaching development, coaching climate, and coach characteristics. 

This body of work is very relevant to the research model in that it highlights factors that 

can impact the success of a youth soccer organization. These factors can vary in importance 

to various stakeholders, but the article does serve the purpose of laying out the major areas 

to measure in a more detailed assessment of youth soccer organizations.  

In the book, “International Sport Business Management: Issues and New Ideas” 

(Zhang et al., 2021), Chapter 6, “Issues, Challenges, and Suggestions for youth sport in 
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America, Who is really Winning” by Zachary Beldon, the story of youth sports in America 

explains the path that American society has taken and where we are today with youth sports 

as an industry. It is a reflection on current trends such as recreational vs. competitive teams, 

financial success of the industry, parent involvement and parent desires, coaching 

behaviors and influence on motivation of players. The result or end game is defining what 

does development mean for a youth athlete and perhaps how does that differ in definition 

between the various stakeholders. The author lays out his thinking on the philosophy of 

what winning means for youth sports success. The history of youth sports is relevant to 

today’s US view on soccer as one of the most popular sports and youth sports as an industry 

has a significant impact on our economic and social way of life. The industry financially 

has surpassed the NFL as a whole and therefore there is a business case in defining what 

factors can be easily identified and analyzed whereby the literature does not delve deeper 

into specific business aspects and customer experience concerns affecting youth sports.  

The management theory focus, with the research, “Managing the business of soccer. 

A conceptual framework” (Pitts & Zhang, 2019) is to provide a framework for how 

professional clubs should be managed and compared soccer clubs using a matrix system. 

The PIMS model (Profit Impact of Marketing Strategy) is the underlying theory which 

states that “do the right thing” equals “operational excellence”. The model provides 

managers with a balanced approach of “do-the-right thing” and “out-of-the-box thinking”. 

While the article did not focus on youth soccer, the framework is adaptable to any club 

model which would support a baseline for various operational models found in soccer 

(youth to professional).   
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CHAPTER 3: THEORY 

3.1 Measurement Model 

The proposed framework to address the impact of the parental customer experience 

assessment on the outcomes of the organizational success metrics includes 6 independent 

variables mediated by Parent Satisfaction which influences the organization's success, the 

dependent variable. The purpose of this research model is to lay down a baseline for 

understanding how parents influence organizational outcomes. The model also reflects 

prior work on evaluating the role of parents in youth sports, but it reflects a more practical 

definition that meets today’s youth sports environment. 

Below is a conceptual discussion on how this framework is defined with the full model 

depicted in Figure 3a. A detailed description of the constructs is provided in Figure 3b. As 

discussed in section 3.2, Hypothesis, the relationships between parent and player 

engagement influence parent satisfaction which leads to desired success outcomes (team 

outcomes), therefore parent satisfaction acts as a mediation of team success. The constructs 

described in this model can measure both a recreational and pay-for-play model of youth 

sports. The instrumentation later discussed is specific to youth soccer but can be adjusted 

to reflect any sport.  

Proposed Research Model Description 

1. Parent Engagement – measures the pulse of the parents’ satisfaction of the program 

from the perspective of their level of engagement with the organization and child. It 
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takes into account their personal goals (or motivation) for their child’s participation in 

the sport and their personal level of sports engagement. 

2. Player Engagement – measures the player’s happiness along with the player’s 

experience and the player’s goals for the sport as an influence on Parent Satisfaction.  

3. Parent Satisfaction – assesses the Parent’s attitudes towards the Team and the entire 

Organization given the current season of the sport. 

4. The Success Constructs –provide a correlation between Parent Satisfaction and desired 

organization outcomes with an emphasis on marketing concepts such as word of mouth 

behavior, retention and loyalty and brand perception.  

5. Causal Factors - the model does not suggest that parent satisfaction is the only 

influence driving the success outcomes, but it suggests that it plays an important role. 

More specifically, parent satisfaction which is driven by parent engagement and player 

happiness will have an influence. The causal factor sentiment is addressed with player 

happiness, coach and staff engagement, financial stability, and market risks known to 

the parent.  

6. Moderators – The role of moderators in this study suggests that factors such as the type 

of organization and geographic location have an impact on Parent Satisfaction and 

Success Outcomes while demographics and player background also contribute to 

dynamics between engagement and satisfaction. 

In Figures 3a, 3b and 3c, is the model, the description of the constructs given the 

subconstruct explanation and the hypothesis.  
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Figure 3a The Conceptual Research Model 
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Figure 3b Construct Description 

Definitions

Success O
utcom

es

W
ord of M

outh (R
TF) m

easures the w
illingness to recom

m
end the club, team

, coach and perceptions of how
 others w

ould recom
m

end.

Loyalty m
easures the w

illingness to m
ove to another organization and play soccer for school in addition to their club.

Player com
m

itm
ent m

easures the w
illingness to w

ork on sport skills in different environm
ents.

Team
 Perform

ance m
easures the reputation of the team

 including perceptions of difficulty to m
ake the team

 and w
in-rate.

Definitions

Parent Engagem
ent

Parent Involvem
ent (Team

 Engagem
ent) includes supporting player developm

ent and w
illingness to volunteer 

Parent Sports Engagem
ent includes personal sports experience and know

ledge about the gam
e.

Parent M
otivation (extrinsic goals) includes their ow

n goals for their child for the sport and their skills.

Parental attitudes tow
ards player’s sport experience includes attending training and gam

es, m
eets parental expectations of team

, positive feedback and interactions w
ith 

the theirchild’s sport experience.

Player Engagem
ent

Player Satisfaction w
ith the team

 (Player Happiness Team
) includes elem

ents of the team
 and coach experience. 

Players have m
ore experience in the sport team

 (Player Happiness Sport) includes personal goals and positive habits tow
ards the sport. 

Player Satisfaction w
ith the parental sport experience increases (Player Happiness Parent) includes perceptions players have of their parent’s behaviors. (from

 the 
perspective of the parents).

Player Com
m

itm
ent includes player’s attendance at gam

es/practices.

Parent Satisfaction

Coach driven satisfaction levels are m
easured by the player’s relationship w

ith the coach and how
 the players and parents feel about the coach’s skills, behaviors and overall 

m
anagem

ent of the team
.

Team
 m

anagem
ent satisfaction levels are m

easured by the parental culture on team
, sideline behavior, quality of referees, practice location and travel accom

m
odations.

Club driven satisfaction levels are m
easured by perceptions of organizational leadership, com

m
unication and overall player developm

ent.

Program
 structure satisfaction levels are m

easured by perceptions of cost, league quality, schedules and tim
e fam

ily is com
m

itted to the program
.
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3.2 Hypotheses Parent Engagement 

Parent engagement as defined by this model incorporates three variables; (1) The level 

of commitment the parent makes towards their child’s participation in the sport per the 

organization’s requirements (2) The parent’s sports experience, “sports personality” and 

(3) The motivations and goals the parent has pertaining to their child’s sport participation.  

 

 

Figure 3c Hypothesis Overview 

Primary SupportHypothesis

As Parent Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase.H1

(Green & Chalip, 1998)As Parent Involvement (Team Engagement) reaches appropriate involvement status, Parent Satisfaction will increase.H1a

(Holt et al., 1997)As Parent Sports Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease.H1b

(Schwab et al., 2010) 
(Green & Chalip, 1998)

As Parent Motivation (extrinsic goals) increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease.H1c

As Parental attitudes towards player’s sport experience becomes more positive, Parent Satisfaction will increase.H1d

As Player Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase.H2

(Bloom, 1985)

As Player Satisfaction with the team increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase.H2a

As Players have more experience in the sport, Parent Satisfaction will increaseH2b

As Player Satisfaction with the parental sport experience increases, Parent Satisfaction will increaseH2c

As Player Commitment to the sport increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease.H2d

As Parent Satisfaction increases, Club Success Outcomes will increase.H3

(Klaus and Maklan, 
2012)

As Parent Satisfaction increases, Positive Word of Mouth will increase (RTF Scores)H3a

As Parent Satisfaction increases, Club retention will increase (Loyalty)(Plans for Next Season)H3b

As Parent Satisfaction increases, Player commitment to development increases.H3c

(Oliver & DeSarbo, 1998; 
Tse & Wilton, 1988)As Parent Satisfaction increases, Teams will have increased Team Performance leading to better reputation.H3d

Hypothesis Moderators

The gender of the player will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H4

The age of the player will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H5

The HH income will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H6

The cost of the program will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H7

The parent perception of player skills will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H8

The player academics will modify the player engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H9

The other sports/activities will modify the player engagement and parent satisfaction relationship.H10

The geographic presence of the club (organization) will modify the parent satisfaction and team outcomes relationship.H11

The type of soccer organization (recreational vs. competitive) will modify the parent satisfaction and team outcomes relationship.H12
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Parent’s commitment to a sports program involves their level of involvement from 

under-involved to extreme involvement. Involvement also implies that they meet the basic 

demands of the program which can be described as ensuring their child attends most 

practices, gets to the practices and games on time, their child is well-behaved or is not a 

distraction, they meet the financial requirements and other duties that come from parental 

involvement. More involvement may require taking on a team role like fundraising chair 

or team manager and extreme involvement may mean coaching or an organizational 

leadership role. Involvement also can be defined by the attendance of games and studying 

and discussing the games with their child. Under-involved parents who are not committed 

to the team’s needs can still ensure all of the child’s obligations are met however their lack 

of involvement may lead to a parent satisfaction score that does not have as an extreme 

opinion given their limited attention to the team. Another parent can take on a more 

involved role within the family unit and therefore their opinion of the program may lead to 

more strength.  

The proposed relationship between involvement in the program and parent satisfaction 

assumes that parents who have made greater levels of investment in time and money, will 

seek meaning from this level of commitment which will lead them to have a more favorable 

view of the overall program. While dynamics such as poor coaching or poor 

communication can shape satisfaction, other components of the program will be assessed 

more positively. Alternatively, the parent’s direct involvement in the player’s development 

is an important component of involvement in the program such that the parent spends more 

time providing feedback, reviewing performance and identifying development 

opportunities, driving a more critical assessment of the sports program. Therefore;  
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H1: As parent engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

H1a: As parent involvement (Team Engagement) reaches appropriate involvement 

status, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

 

Parental involvement in their child’s sports activity can also be defined based on the 

parent’s own sports experience and their interest in sports in general. While past studies 

have identified the different roles parents can play in a youth sports organization, (Holt et 

al., 2008), we also understand they bring their own sports knowledge and experience to the 

team. Parents who consume sports content either by watching sports news and sports event 

(in media or live) may engage in deeper discussions about their child’s sport with them or 

with other like-minded parents. This relationship builds a level of knowledge that also 

supports an opinion-leader role. The relationship the parent has with the player in terms of 

the feedback they provide or the intensity by which they consume information from the 

coach can also influence their view of how the program meets their satisfaction levels. 

While prior research has not identified this relationship, I propose that as parents have a 

broader level of sports knowledge and experience, they may have a more critical view of 

the program and this critical view is shaped by their own athletic experiences. In 

comparison, when parents have less sports experience, they are more open to the sports 

program their child is participating in. 

Alternatively, as parents' internal knowledge of the sport (program) increases, they will 

have a better understanding of the sport rules, coaching decisions, the challenges of the 
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program, and the challenges of the sport which will lead to a more empathetic 

understanding. Therefore;  

H1b: As parent sports engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease. 

Parents’ motivations are well studied and defined for reasons that they seek a sports 

program however as the parent experiences more sports programming and their child has 

more sports experiences, their initial motivations may evolve. Given the perspective that 

the organizations must consider, they must understand what goals the parent has formed 

which develops a set of expectations that the parent is working from in their assessment of 

the program. Given this, parent motivation is a behavioral variable while parent goal is a 

specific goal that would be communicated realistically to a coach or other parents on a 

team. Prior research has evaluated both the intrinsic and extrinsic value that parents seek 

and player goals is more extrinsically defined. As such, the goals for the player go beyond 

enjoyment or developing life skills, the set of expectations a parent has on a program will 

increase. This creates a level of strength in the parent satisfaction score such that high 

expectations (the player will become an elite athlete, a collegiate player, or have a 

professional career) will lead to high levels of strength in the parent satisfaction score. This 

strength translates to a more critical assessment of the program. Therefore;  

H1c: As parent motivation (extrinsic goals) increases, Parent Satisfaction will 

decrease. 

H1d: As parental attitudes towards player’s sport experience becomes more positive, 

Parent Satisfaction will increase. 
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3.3 Hypotheses Player Engagement 

Player engagement as defined by this model incorporates three variables; (1) The 

attitude the player has towards their program experience (2) The other influences that they 

player has in their life as well as the overall sports-specific experience that has and (3) their 

sports goals. 

Based on prior research, youth athletes prioritize fun with the sport and fun with their 

teammates more than other aspects of a program which is why Parents take on more of the 

purchase decision-making role than players. Parents are supportive of their children and 

will reflect the child’s experience when evaluating their attitudes towards parent 

satisfaction. While the research has indicated that parents do not prioritize the child’s 

experience in the decision-making process, I offer a different take on this relationship. The 

hypothesis considers that a player’s experience will evolve as they endure more experience 

in a sport, making the player play a role as the opinion leader in the relationship between 

parent and child. The role of player opinion leader becomes stronger as players age which 

can be a reason why there are certain drop-rate increases during teen years. The influence 

of the player will change over time but, parents will consider to a certain level, the player’s 

personal experience. Therefore; 

H2: As player Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

H2a: As player Satisfaction with the team increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

H2c. As player Satisfaction with the parental sport experience increases, Parent 

Satisfaction will increase. 
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Today, the notion of sports specialization is a concern in sports medicine and in sports 

psychology, but it is an outcome of a complicated youth sports market that is driven in part 

by the sports organizations themselves, private coaching and the various training and 

development programs that have become popular by players and parents. As such, young 

athletes have consolidated their sports experience to 1-2 sports driving their level of 

engagement within an organization to larger levels than in the past. This vantage point also 

drives a set of expectations and shifts attitudinal perspectives on player satisfaction to more 

extreme levels. It is also contributing to the trend of burnout that is being seen in younger-

aged athletes. Players are also students and must balance their academic requirements with 

their athletic and extra-curricular commitments. Studies have shown that students with 

extra-curricular activities perform better academically, and parents encourage this 

participation as a motivation (Darling et al., 2005). 

Similarly, players who have more years of experience in a sport will shift their set of 

expectations as well which impacts a parent’s perception of parent satisfaction. For 

example, players will focus more on their development and training quality as their 

experience grows rather than just having fun. This level of engagement in the sport coupled 

with the overall goals will influence their parent’s perceptions of parent satisfaction. As 

they achieve more experience, they also become opinion leaders for their peers within and 

outside of the organization. While the model does not capture this relationship, the opinion 

leadership can be seen in their relationship with their parent. This will influence the parent 

satisfaction score and becomes more emphasized in the parent purchase decision process.  
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These relationships have an impact on how parents view a sports program, and they 

must consider their child’s experiences off and on the field. Given this, it is important to 

acknowledge that parents become more familiar with how sports programs operate over 

time and recognize that a level of commitment is needed to yield the results that drive their 

child’s happiness. This lens is shaped by various factors; (1) the commitment to the 

program (2) the length of the player’s sport (soccer) experience (3) academic performance 

(4) other sports/activities the player is committed to (5) outside training, and (6) the 

player’s goal for the sport. 

As such, we know that players will benefit when they attend practice and games (high 

participation) (a). As players' overall experience in the sport increases, they will have 

identified a clearer role for themselves which yields a higher connection to the team(b-c). 

Studies have also shown that there is a positive correlation between academics and sports 

participation such that parents will have a more positive view if their child’s academic 

performance does not suffer given their commitment to the team (d). Alternatively, as 

players broaden their sports experience and other areas of interest, their commitment to the 

sport will decrease, influencing their parent’s attitudes towards the program. (e). In addition, 

as parents seek additional outside training and development programs, their lens may 

become more critical leading to a decrease in parent satisfaction. (f). Lastly, like parental 

motivations, as players' goals move from intrinsic desires (i.e., having fun) towards 

extrinsic desires (i.e., to be promoted to an A team), this will influence the parent’s critical 

lens on a program. (H6). 

H2b: As players have more experience in the sport, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 
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H2d: As player commitment to the sport increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease. 

3.4 Hypotheses Parent Satisfaction 

This research model is driven by the notion that Parent Satisfaction drives marketing 

behavior and therefore a given youth sports organization must consider that parents have a 

significant impact and level of influence. Players also contribute to these outcomes from a 

marketing behavior viewpoint as they both evolve into opinion leaders. The opinion leader 

role of parents and players is critical for an organization to thrive within a community and 

can ultimately be the one marketing strategy that when neglected, will have a direct 

influence on the loyalty and acquisition results in the short term. Over time, organizations 

will see ebbs and flows of these numbers based on the changing population that they 

encounter but if it is neglected over a period, it can lead to the demise of the organization’s 

reputation.  As discussed in the literature review, the success outcomes derive from various 

marketing theories and therefore customer experience is understood based on the attitudes 

shared by customers towards aspects of the product or service experience. This experience 

can be temporal in nature and can be driven by variances in the customer’s engagement, 

motivations, and prior experience lens.  

Given the customer’s own attitudes towards the service, they have an opinion to share 

when prompted or when they have the desire to do so. Word-of-mouth behavior and 

opinion leadership are important frameworks for considering how a customer experience 

will be interpreted and then impact an organization’s reputation. Word-of-mouth behavior 

can be offline (in-person conversation) or online (social media, blogs). In the study, it is 

captured by questions such as “Would you or have you recommended the program?”. Like 



 
 

54 

the net promoter score, the intent is to identify extremes (both positive and negative) while 

also recognizing passive results as a potential reflection on the parent’s personality and/or 

their lack of involvement in the organization (About the Net Promoter System, n.d.). The 

result of a positive word-of-mouth reputation contributes to an increase in interest from 

purchase seekers such that in youth sports, there is an increase in tryouts or increase in 

registrations. 

H3: As parent satisfaction increases, Success Outcomes will increase. 

H3a: As Parent Satisfaction increases, Positive Word of Mouth will increase (RTF 
Scores) 

 Aside from the reputation that an organization has by members of their customer 

base, an organization must consider the intentions their customers have regarding loyalty 

(retention). As customer satisfaction increases, it is expected that retention will also 

increase. Retention in youth sports is defined by organization retention and sport retention. 

Therefore: 

H3b: As Parent Satisfaction increases, Club retention will increase (Loyalty) 

While shareholder value is one of the most important aspects of any business, in youth 

sports, the performance of the teams takes center stage. When teams under-perform, this 

signals a flaw in the organization which carries reputational risk. Parents and players are 

motivated by successful teams such that when there are low-performing teams, there is an 

increase in negative reputation which drives lower interest in tryouts both from outside and 

within the organization. Therefore, the win-rate of an organization is an important success 

outcome for an organization. Parents satisfaction of their child’s win-rate contributes to 
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their willingness to promote an organization. Parents also contribute to the win-rate given 

their commitment level to the organization. Therefore, as parents support higher levels of 

commitment to the organization, they will have a better understanding of the organization’s 

strengths (and weaknesses). This relationship supports team performance. Team 

performance is driven by the commitment levels of the players beyond the team practices. 

Players who commit to additional training opportunities both within the club or outside 

will be better able to contribute to the success of their team. It is advantageous for clubs to 

recruit players who are committed to the sport and are willing to help the team improve 

their overall performance. Thus, leading to stronger likelihood that team reputation will 

also improve. Parent satisfaction of the organization and the team can predict the likelihood 

that their child will look to further develop in the sport, therefore contributing to team 

success. 

H3c: As Parent Satisfaction increases, player commitment to development increases. 

H3d: As Parent Satisfaction increases, teams will have increased team performance 

leading to better reputation. 

3.5 Hypotheses Moderators 

The research model as designed considers a holistic view for evaluating 

engagement and satisfaction. In reality, there are more complex factors that can drive these 

relationships that depend on the demographics of the parents, players, and the community 

that the organization is supporting as well as the type of organization that is being evaluated. 

In youth sports, organizations can be recreational, competitive, travel competitive, elite and 

premier. Each of these organizations has a target customer base and different pricing 
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models associated with them. Therefore, the expectations of the customers may vary which 

can influence the engagement and satisfaction dynamics. In this study, a set of moderators 

is identified to consider whether these differences contribute to strength levels between the 

key constructs. In addition to understanding the market forces that can contribute to these 

variances, it is important to understand the role of gender and age of the players as well as 

how household income and the relationship between parental perspective of their child’s 

skill levels, how parents engage in sport and how they view satisfaction. Therefore, a set 

of moderators that can influence the relationship between Parent Engagement and 

Satisfaction are: 

H4: The gender of the player will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction 

relationship. 

H5: The age of the player will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction 

relationship. 

H6: The HH income will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction 

relationship. 

H7: The cost of the program will modify the parent engagement and parent satisfaction 

relationship. 

Furthermore, players who have varied academic and sport experiences may carry a 

different lens on satisfaction or better said, with more diverse experiences and a lower level 

of importance, does the satisfaction of the sport increase compared to players who are fully 

concentrated in the sport differ? Therefore, 
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H8: The parent perception of player skills will modify the parent engagement and parent 

satisfaction relationship. 

H9: The player academics will modify the player engagement and parent satisfaction 

relationship. 

H10: The other sports/activities will modify the player engagement and parent satisfaction 

relationship. 

Lastly, as discussed above, the type of organization and the geographic location of 

the organization can drive differences due to varied customer makeup; Therefore, 

H11: The geographic presence of the club (organization) will modify the parent 

satisfaction and team outcomes relationship. 

H12: The type of soccer organization (recreational vs. competitive) will modify the parent 

satisfaction and team outcomes relationship. 

CHAPTER 4: Research Methodology 

4.1 Introduction to Research Methodology 

The study encompassed a Parent Stakeholder Assessment that is open to parents of 

youth soccer players during the Fall 2023 Season, ages 7-19 in currently enrolled in a 

soccer program in Naples, FL. The goal of this study is to identify a sound research model 

and to establish further studies focusing on developing a national perspective of Parent 

Satisfaction across youth sports. The survey was completed for one player in mind, but 

multiple parents were able submit the survey for one player such that one player could have 
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multiple surveys representing multiple perspectives about the same player. The survey was 

expected to be completed in 30 minutes or less; 75% of respondents in this study took 45 

minutes or less and 60% took 30 minutes or less to respond. 

The online survey was shared via an email explaining the purpose of the study by 

the club administrator of the Azzurri Storm Soccer Club in Naples, FL during the late fall 

2023 (October through November). In addition, the club included the survey in their online 

newsletter and social media channel. In total, 160 parents attempted the survey with at least 

a 30% completion rate (parents who did not consent or did not identify as a parent(guardian) 

of a player were excluded from the completion rate). Parents selected the appropriate team 

(from a pre-loaded list). The original intention of the study was to have a mix of different 

types of clubs (recreational, competitive, and elite) represented in the sample size however 

it was determined that the initial set of data from one club would provide sufficient support 

for the research model given that the survey instrument was original to this study. The data 

collected provides a valid representation of the organizational experience for parent 

satisfaction. Future studies will determine various moderating behaviors given geographic 

and organizational differences as well as different perspectives on what success looks like 

for these various programs. 

Upon completion of the study, a full report was provided to the club administrator 

along with a summary of the commentary that was collected. The comments were further 

analyzed as Study 2 for this study and reflects a deeper understanding of the organization’s 

opportunities for improvement from the perspective of the parents. Lastly, a scorecard for 

parent satisfaction was created based off of this study and the survey instrument design. 
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The scorecard reflects the grades that parents gave the club, coach and team while also 

explaining parental motivations, behaviors and other self-assessments. This scorecard is 

provided as an easy analytical representation of the survey assessment. As coaches and 

leaders of youth sports organizations, customer satisfaction is not a common assessment 

that is performed and therefore the scorecard designed as an output of this survey, provides 

an initial view for these business leaders.  There was no compensation exchanged for 

participating in this study however organization leaders were promised a review of the data 

and assessment of their parent’s customer satisfaction levels. 

4.2 Population 

The population of interest is identified based on Parents of Players who meet these 

criteria: 

• Players are associated with the three major age groups and actively play for an 

organization in the Fall 2023 season.  

• Players are children in age groups 7 through 19.  

• All players in a US program are part of this population. US players in international 

programs do not qualify. The Azzurri Storm Soccer Club is located in Naples, Florida. 

• US Programs include Recreational (Parks and Recreational programs), Private Club or 

Private Elite. School teams are not part of the model. The Azzurri Storm Soccer Club 

is a private club that competes in various competitive soccer leagues throughout Florida 

and the Southeast US region. 
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• Based on online research, this population is approximately 3 million US Youth Soccer 

Players. (Largest Youth Sports Organization Celebrates 35th Anniversary | US Youth 

Soccer, n.d.). The Azzurri Storm Soccer Club has 617 players. 

• Parents must have a child in the current season. Parents with more than one child in the 

program will fill out a separate survey for each child.  

The target sample size for a full study of parents not associated with an organization is 

approximately 360 based on a US population of 3 million US Youth Soccer players. 

However, it was determined that with a 25% participation rate for the Azzurri Storm Soccer 

Club, the data received would be sufficient for supporting the current research model. The 

goal for the next study which is to expand Study 1 across the US to other US soccer clubs 

would be to reach 5,000 surveys across 50 organizations at a minimum but there is potential 

for a larger survey response if organization buy-in is high. 

There are several risks associated with the sampling of the population. The risk of 

representativeness is a concern in that the survey response should represent a balanced 

demographic population, including players of all age groups and gender of the players. 

There was an appropriate amount of dispersion by age and gender from the data collected 

however, the key age groups represented were comprised of players aged 11 – 14 , 

representing 62% of the players. In addition, 54% of players were girls while 45% were 

boys and 1% preferred not to say. One of the initial concerns were that many parents of 

13+ players may be more inclined to respond to a survey based on their years of experience 

and based on the tumultuous nature of sports at this age. This was not a concern given the 

age dispersion that was seen as this age group was 47% of the total population. Players 
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may be part of multiple teams including their club and school teams which can create a 

level of complexity. For purposes of the research, we will not consider school teams as a 

model that will be evaluated because parents are not making a purchase decision. Players 

try out for the school team and the parent does not have a role unless they volunteer or 

coach for the school. In the study, 58% of players identified planning to play for the school 

team during the Fall 2023 survey period. Another concern is the representation of surveys 

from a particular part of the country such that 70% or more from one region would not be 

generalizable to all the US. Given that only one soccer organization was included, this is a 

concern which will be addressed in Study 3 as a follow-up study. Therefore, moderators 

addressing geography and type of organization were not tested in Study 1. 

Bias of the responders is a concern based on attitudes towards youth sports in 

general. Parents who have had poor to average experiences over the course of their child’s 

sports career, may impose harsher responses and perspectives on the latest season based on 

influences over time. An example would be a player who has been with a coach for linear 

seasons. The parent may address the survey from the viewpoint of the entire tenure with 

the coach or team rather than consider the last season as a stand-alone time period. Another 

consideration is how the parent’s role in the Organization influences the Parent 

Satisfaction such that the parent’s more active role in the organization (i.e., coach or team 

manager) may alter the true depiction of their child’s experience in the sport. In this study, 

11% of parents indicated that they are the team manager of their child’s soccer team and 

another 9% indicated that they were the coach for their child’s soccer team. When the 

parent answers the survey, the main point of view should be how the experiences and 

engagement levels shape their child’s own experience. When a parent has an additional 
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commitment to the organization, this can influence how they address the questions such 

that they are considering the entire team of players and not just their own individual child. 

The Attrition Risk of the survey completion will be reduced by limiting survey time 

to under 30 minutes and engaging in survey methods appropriate for the population. There 

will also be an opportunity for parents to provide feedback specific to their experience that 

will be used for later analysis, but this will be completed as a post analysis discussion with 

the club administrator. The important aspect of reducing Attrition Risk is to make questions 

simple to understand, creating clear scales, and encouraging individual commentary to 

create more color for the attitudes described in the survey instrument. In this study, 166 

responses represented 30% completion or greater. (291 survey attempts in total whereby 

104 attempts were abandoned after the consent question and 19 were abandoned before the 

30% completion rate). Of the 166 responses, most questions received in the range of 140 – 

150 responses. This suggests that when parents received the email to complete the survey, 

they clicked on the link as a preview but did not plan to complete at that time. As an area 

for improvement, it would be best to explain that this study will take 30 – 45 minutes and 

questions cannot be previewed until they are in the survey process. In terms of the questions 

and simplicity of understanding, parents provided feedback in the initial pilot and early 

pilot stages which helped to address concerns for the larger distribution. 

4.3 Instrumentation 

The survey instrument was developed without leveraging prior research models but 

did take into consideration the prior research reviewed in Chapter 2. This new instrument 

has a more detailed and robust set of items that is designed with (1) the ability to identify 
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organizational characteristics of the soccer program (2) to understand the parent’s 

perspective of the organizational characteristics with a focus on satisfaction (3) to identify 

engagement of the parent (4) to identify child satisfaction and child’s sport experience.  

The key challenge of identifying the appropriate items for the survey constructs 

was consistent in that the prior research focused on a high-level approach to the attitudes 

of parents and players concerning their experience whereas the instrument created for this 

research is more in line with the clear organizational definitions and structures. This 

approach follows what is most often used in a traditional customer experience process and 

is in line with an applied research approach.  

The survey instrument has approximately 150 questions and took on average 30 – 

45 minutes to complete. The questions use a mix of scales with satisfaction questions and 

attitude questions using a 5-scale Likert structure. The other items require the user to select 

from a set of answers to help define the organizational structure, description items, or 

outcomes. There are two optional questions that allow the parent to address more specific 

feedback regarding the organization and Youth Soccer in general.  To view the full list of 

items in the Survey Instrument and changes to the Survey post the informal pilot review go 

to Appendix. 

4.4 Data Collection Procedures 

The data collection process entails alignment with the organization's leadership to 

get buy-in and manage the distribution. The club administrator at Azzurri Storm Soccer 

club organized the distribution for the pilot and full study. Post the survey process, there 

will also be a discussion session to review the results and evaluate strategic opportunities. 
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An initial assessment was provided 2 weeks after final data was collected and a deep dive 

discussion with coaches will be conducted by the club administrator. During the final study 

which included an initial early pilot set of data yielded 166 responses whereby 140 – 150 

were the average responses received per question.  

As a comparison to Study 1, the pilot study conducted during June – July 2023, 

comprised of a targeted survey distribution to only a few teams within the club. This 

yielded 30 valid responses which supported the survey validation process. The pilot study 

did not include compensation and the data set was not included in the Study 1 results. 

Review of the sample size based on current Study 1 and Study 2 discussions which are 

currently underway, is listed in Figure 4a below. 

Current discussions underway: 

a) Azzurri Club, Naples, FL: 1) informed pilot with leaders 2) a pilot study with a select 

group of coaches, 3) launch pilot survey June 2023 4) launch full study in October 

2023. 

b) US Youth Soccer Organization: 1) informed pilot with leaders was completed in Spring 

2023 2) launch survey January 2024 to select organizations. 

c) Potential nationwide distribution not at the Organization level: 1) launch parent survey 

Spring 2024 
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Figure 4a Target Response and Survey Distribution 
 

4.5 Data Analysis Approach 

The research model is an inferential analysis aimed at understanding the linkages 

of stakeholders to organizational success. In this study, the research goal is to determine 

what type of influence parents have in a youth soccer organization and outcomes are shaped 

by their attitudes towards the program structure, the organization’s culture/communication 

channel, the parent’s commitment to the organization and their commitment to their child’s 

success in the sport. This influence can have a direct and indirect impact on the success of 

a youth sports organization and influence may differ depending on the type of business 

model the organization operates under. As previously discussed, one stakeholder does not 

have 100% direct influence on any outcome in in the youth sports model. Coaches, Parents, 

Players and Leaders all have varying levels of influence on outcomes. As discussed, I 

propose the parents will have the greatest impact on the positive intention and RTF rates.  

Response
(Response Rate)DescriptionPhase

31 Parents

July - August: 1 month
Bias: Limited Team (2014P, 2014W, 2008P)
Unit of Analysis: Parent, Player, Coach
Unit of Analysis: Parent

Pilot Study Summer 2023

Assess 2022-2023 Season

617 Players
25% Response Rate
155 Parent Surveys

August: 3 weeks
Bias: Coaching Conflicts
Unit of Analysis: Parent
Unit of Analysis: Parent

Club: Azzurri
Study 1

Assess 2023 Fall Season

30 Parents *100 Teams
1.0 Survey per Player
3,000 Parent Surveys

Spring 2024: 3 Months
Bias: Organizational Language
Unit of Analysis: Parent, Player, Coach
Unit of Analysis: Team
Unit of Analysis: Organization

US Youth Soccer
Study 2

Assess 2023-2024 Season
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Inferring from the Youth Soccer industry and parents within the community (online 

and in person), the research will propose a methodology for all youth sports organizations 

to measure the pulse of their parent stakeholders (Parent Satisfaction) to understand where 

improvements can be made. The results are supported by data analysis including Statistical 

Significance, Factor Analysis, ANOVA, and Demographic Analysis. Review of the Data 

Considerations can be found in Figure 4b below. 

 

Figure 4b Data Considerations 
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4.7 Introduction to Procedures 

The purpose of the study is to establish the feasibility of the research model by 

correctly defining the major factors and their correlation to organizational success. The 

study will support the data collection instruments and provide adequate levels of the data 

analysis procedures. During the summer study (2022) this was achieved with the inclusion 

of Industry Expert discussions (4 soccer parents, 1 coach and a customer experience 

professional.) As part of the informed pilot the Pilot Survey was distributed, and data 

analysis was reviewed along with the description of the constructs to ensure validity risk 

is low. For the full study, additional informed pilots were conducted with Azzurri Storm 

Soccer Club leaders and coaches during Spring 2023.  

An initial study was defined as a summer research project in June 2022. This study 

required the development of an initial survey instrument and research model. The initial 

informed pilot validated the model and the instrument at that time. Post the summer 

research study, in Spring 2023, the survey instrument was updated to reflect an updated 

model. 

a) The pilot study for Study 1 was be conducted in June – July 2023 by providing the 

survey to select teams within Azzurri organization. These teams included 2012 Girls 

and 2008 Boys teams. 30 valid responses were generated as part of a pre-season 

assessment. The pilot was deemed validated; however, there were some minor changes 

to the existing survey questions which included an update to the survey language, 

reflecting a Fall 2023 season assessment and the inclusion of a parent assessment of 

their child’s development and skill levels during the season. 
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b) In October 2023, all other teams within the Azzurri Storm Soccer Club were asked to 

participate. The survey is still currently active however data collection for this study is 

represented through December 24, 2023. 

c) It is feasible to continue to collect data for purposes of organizational effectiveness 

assessment. In this case, the club administrator may request to continue to collect and 

monitor the data. It is also feasible that the survey constructs that are assessed be limited 

to Player Happiness, Parent Assessment of Development, Parent Satisfaction, Parent 

RTF, Intention and Team Performance. In doing this, the survey length will be reduced 

and therefore the time to take the survey can be reduced which would yield a greater 

participation rate. In addition, the organization may want to assess team level 

performance and therefore seek to encourage more participation so they can monitor 

for planning purposes. 

d) Study 2 addresses a commentary analysis, or rich text analysis for 2 optional open-

ended questions provided at the end of the survey. The analysis includes analysis of 

themes which are supported through the instrumentation process. In addition, a team 

level analysis is conducted to provide further context of the commentary analysis. 

The Azzurri Storm Survey is unique to their organization in that it is customized 

based on the use of a drop-down list of teams to ensure team level accuracy. The leadership 

also provided some key demographic data such as players by team and we will also work 

together to assess a team level win-rate to see if there are further trends to assess. This will 

be part of the alignment discussions that take place in the follow-up sessions. Moving 

forward, the survey collection timeline should be 2-3 weeks per organization and a full set 

of documents has been created to help in the communication and distribution of the study 
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at an organizational level. Figure 4c explains the process starting for Study 1 to the post 

Assessment process and the main study and post assessment process will be replicated for 

organizations wishing to participate in Study 3 (future research).  

 

Figure 4c Study Procedures 

 

4.8 Pilot (Informal and Formal) 

The Azzurri Storm Soccer Club launched the formal pilot in June and July 2023 to 

two different age and gender groups; Girls 2012 and Boys 2008, netting 31 complete survey 
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responses. Post the informal Pilot EFA, changes were made to items to clarify and to simply 

the scale descriptions (7 Likert to 5 Likert Scale) as well as to add to the items reflecting 

the interests of the organizations represented. The Azzurri club leadership has provided 

support for this survey instrument several times since the spring of 2022. The USYS 

leadership meetings during the spring of 2023, involved the CEO, marketing team, E64 

and ODP leadership teams. During these meetings, they provided perspective on challenges 

of a pay for play model, diversity of players from an economic standpoint and geographic 

differences given attitudes towards club and recreational soccer. As a result of these 

conversations, several survey items were edited and enhanced to provide more scope.   

In the formal pilot, an EFA was performed suggesting that the constructs were 

reliable however there were several opportunities to define the subcontracts further, which 

would strengthen the hypothesis testing during the analysis phase. Constructs under 

concern were Parent Engagement; negative behavior and Player Happiness, whereby 

additional items were added after further discussion with the Azzurri leadership team. In 

addition, additional items under a new construct, Player Development, was introduced to 

further evaluate parental perceptions of player development. These items were not part of 

the initial model or formal pilot but were evaluated during the study 1 rollout phase. The 

items, Player Development is introduced to the research model post the formal pilot and is 

part of the hypothesis testing. Overall, the constructs were deemed to be reliable therefore 

the full roll out of the survey to the Azzurri club parents commenced in late October 2023. 

The Table 2, EFA Analysis, summarizes the initial outcomes of the Formal Pilot analysis. 

As such, the independent variables and the subconstructs were further assessed for 

reliability. Upon completion of Study 1, the EFA was evaluated once more with no changes 
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to the survey instrument but the definition of the sub constructs were more clearly defined, 

leading to changes in the EFA results. Section 4.10 provides a discussion of the EFA after 

Study 1 data collection was complete. 

4.9 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

The following table, Table 3, provides the results of the EFA (Principal 

Components Analysis extraction with Varimax orthogonal rotation). The constructs for 

both the Independent and Dependent Scales were assessed to determine the appropriateness 

of the scale. Bartlett’s test of sphericity (BTS) and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s (KMO) measure 

the sampling adequacy. The targets for BTS must have p<.05 to confirm correlations 

between variables within each factor and KMO must be greater than .50 to be acceptable. 

Furthermore, the EFA will include Eigenvalues of 1 or greater which will explain 50% or 

more of the variance after rotation (post Varimax rotation) to ensure that each factor was 

sized appropriately to the associated explained variance. The analysis began by grouping 

items by theme and determining the sub-constructs (sub-factors) using the EFA approach. 

The data provided will show the reliability of the sub-factors within the scales (Cronbach 

Alpha target of .60 or greater) as well as the total reliability of the full scale.  

The EFA analysis indicated that there are 4 Independent Variables (Parent 

Satisfaction, Player Happiness, Player Development, Parent Engagement). Each scale 

achieved the targets (or were within acceptable range) for KMO, BTS, Eigenvalue (post 

rotation) and Target Variance % (post rotation). One of the opportunities was the Target 

Variance % for Parent Engagement, Player Engagement and Player Development as they 

feel below the target of 50%. These results were accepted despite the target not being met 
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and one of the contributing factors is the potential for reverse coding of some of the 

questions. These questions will most likely be answered from a more positive perspective 

and therefore this may contribute to the variance target issues. Each of the scales achieved 

the Relibilty target of >.60 however several sub-constructs fell below this range. (Next 

Season’s plans and Parent Perceptions of Field Action). 
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 The detailed analysis of each scale can be found in the Appendix, section 2, along 

with the Factor Analysis and a Reliability Analysis per Scale. Per the discussion above, 

several types of questions are causing factor analysis inconsistencies therefore some of the 

items (sub-contracts) required thoughtful assessment as to how to be grouped and therefore 

it may not be reflected per the factor methods used by the software.  Most of the items 

provide adequate support for ongoing use in this study and in study 3 (larger scale data 

collection). 

 

Figure 4d EFA Analysis Study 1 

# of Items # Factors Bartlet’s 
Test KMO Eigenvalue 

(Rotation)
CUM Initial 

Variance Reliability

Targets 0 >.60 >1 >.50 >.60

Parent Engagement 43 4 <.001 0.645 3.18 30.16 0.784

Parent Sport Engagement 7 0.701

Healthy Attitudes Towards Player Sport Experience 17 0.617

Player Extrinsic Motivation 8 0.726

Parent - Team Engagement 6 0.738

Player Engagement 39 4 <.001 0.774 4.32 38.89 0.859

Player Happiness - Team 19 0.882

Player Happiness - Sport 10 0.774

Player Happiness - Parent Sport Relationship 7 0.701

Player Commitment Team 3 0.636

Player Development 29 2 <.001 0.552 8.21 41.91 0.786

Parent Scorecard of Player 17 0.852

Parent Perception of Field Actions 12 0.439

Parent Satisfaction 37 4 <.001 0.915 2.81 55.92 0.957

Coach Driven 17 0.958

Club Driven 7 0.768

Program Structure 7 0.824

Team Management 7 0.843

Success Outcomes 23 4 <.001 0.83 6.78 48.94 0.847

RTF 8 0.847

Next Season Plans 4 0.427

Team Performance 7 0.795

Player Commitment 4 0.635
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CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS 

5.1 Overview 

The results of the analysis suggest that there is a positive relationship between 

Parent and Player Engagement and Parent Satisfaction as well as a strong positive 

relationship between Parent Satisfaction and Success Outcomes. Moderators were tested 

on the relationships of Engagement and Satisfaction whereby the role of HH Income and 

Perceptions of Financial value had the greatest impact on parental engagement to 

satisfaction and diversity of activity had an impact on the player engagement to 

satisfaction. 

The research model was tested using a linear regression methodology and using the 

survey instrument designed by the researcher over the course of the period from Spring 

2022 to Fall 2023. As discussed below, this body of work began as a summer research 

project for the Florida International University D.B.A. program and it involved designing 

a research question, research model and a survey instrument. The survey instrument has 

evolved over the research time period and is discussed in greater detail below. The results 

of this study will inform a more robust survey instrument that will be used for further 

analysis of the topic Parent Satisfaction of Youth Sports. Therefore, this study provides a 

baseline for expanding this research question to other youth sports programs across the 

country and potentially globally.  The Study 1 and Study 2 were completed with only one 

club, Azzurri Storm Soccer Club in Naples, FL, and a full discussion of the implications 

of the study and the results will be further discussed in Chapter 6.  
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5.2 Study 1 Survey Instrument and Exploratory Factor Analysis 

As discussed in the Research Methodologies, the survey instrument used for this 

study was developed over the period of Spring 2022 to Fall 2023 with various informal 

pilot sessions with subject matter experts, testing of data from an population (Summer 

Research 2022) and informal pilots with the Azzurri Storm Soccer Club (Summer 2023). 

The survey instrument was rewritten in the Spring of 2023 however the results of the prior 

study provided data to support the newer instrument. The survey instrument was reduced 

from incorporating 250 items to approximately 150 items over this period. Further analysis 

was conducted on the informal pilot to produce an initial EFA in the early fall of 2023; 

post implementation of the formal study, a new EFA was conducted. The EFA suggested 

a revised regrouping of items and potential elimination of a few items. In addition, new 

items were added to measure a new construct, Parent Perception of Player Skills. This 

construct was added to the theoretical model as a modifier. 

Upon completion of Study 1, there are several opportunities to further reduce the 

survey instrument to remove items that did not have a significant impact on the 

relationships being measure. This is further explored in the discussion of results in Chapter 

6. The full details of the survey instrument and the EFA can be found in the Appendix with 

an analysis provided in the Research Methodology section. 
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5.3 Study 1 Descriptive of Independent Variables 

The independent variables: Parent Satisfaction, Parent Engagement, Player 

Engagement, and the Parent Scorecard for Player Development were assessed at a sub-

construct level to determine tests for normality and means based on the data collected for 

Study 1. For each independent variable and sub-construct, the data was assessed along a 5 

Likert Scale where items identified agreement levels, satisfaction levels, levels of good-

bad or frequency measures. For the Player Development Scorecard, the scales measure 

parental perception of skills based on the frequency the parent witnessed skills during 

games and their overall perception of their child’s skill level. The higher the score, the 

higher the frequency and skill level.  

Below is a summary of the different scales used (1) – (5) which varied by variable. 

• Strong Agree – Strong Disagree 
• Extremely Good – Extremely Bad 
• Extremely Satisfied – Extremely Dissatisfied 
• Always – Never (or Multiple Times per Week – Never) 

 
The tests of normality for the independent variables overall measured within 

acceptable levels. For each variable, a box plot analysis was assessed to understand the 

outliers while the Kolmogrov-Smirnov tests, which is appropriate for this sample size, 

indicated that the data is normally distributed across all the variables tested. There are some 

minor areas of concern within the sub-constructs for PSAT: Club-Program Assessment 

which does not have an impact on the total scale, PSAT.   

An assessment of the mean data and standard deviation provides a general 

assessment of how parents view the Azzurri Storm Soccer Club in terms of satisfaction, 
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their child’s happiness, their child’s development, and their own parental influences on the 

soccer program. The Parent Satisfaction scale had a very strong Mean average across each 

of the subconstructs whereby the scores were along a “2”, in the ranges of 2.2 – 2.7 with 

an overall standard deviation of .77, indicating the Parent Satisfaction was considered 

“Satisfactory” as compared to a “1” or Extreme Satisfaction. When parents reflected about 

their child’s happiness regarding the team or coach, it was in line with their own Parent 

Satisfaction levels, whereby the score of 2.13 was consistent with the 2.37 overall PSAT 

score. However, when parents assessed their child’s happiness with the sport (1.7), 

commitment to the sport (1.1) or the parent’s sport relationship (1.9), they were more 

positive with the average of “1” scores. Parents assessed their child’s development and 

skills along 3 types of questions: tactical skills, physical skills and personal/coachability; 

they scored their child’s skill highly positive, almost a “4” where a “5” is considered 

exceptional skills. When asked about the frequency of these skills seen in a game, they 

scored these skills in the middle, “3”, however some of the items asked have a negative 

connotation therefore further data analysis is needed. Lastly, parents’ self-reflection items 

indicated that they feel that they are generally in line with the healthy attitudes of a sport 

parent and are adequately engaged in the team (scores of a “2”). Parents were in the middle 

(“3”) with their own sports knowledge and their perceptions of their child’s motivations 

for the sport. This indicates that parents were mostly modest and perhaps this is influenced 

by the parent that takes the survey. As indicated, mothers were more likely to take the 

survey and compared to the fathers, these answers could differ. There needs to be 

consideration for the halo effect when parents take the survey; answering the questions 
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based on socially accepted responses compared to what they feel. Below in Figure 5a and 

5b, are tables and the box plot analysis related to the discussion above.  

 

 

 

Figure 5a: Box Plot Analysis of Independent Variable Data 
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5.4 Study 1 Dependent Variable Analysis 

The Dependent Variable, Success Outcomes, is comprised of 4 subconstructs (1) 

RTF: Recommend to a Friend (2) TP: Team Performance (3) NS: Next Season (4) PC: 

Player Commitment. The questions were based on a 5 Likert Scale where a 1 indicated 

Strong Agreement and 5 Strong Disagreement. The data normality tests and descriptive 

indicate that the data falls within acceptable ranges as indicated by the targets of >.05 for 

the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and the Shapiro-Wilk statistics, Skewness and Kurtosis numbers. 

The mean score of 2.56 as an average of the success outcome items suggests that the parent 

 

Figure 5b: Independent Variable Statistics 

Kolmogrov-
Smirnov Stat P-Value Shapiro-Wilk P-Value Skewness Kurtosis Mean Standard 

Deviation
>.05 <.05 >.05 <.05 (3) - 3 (3) - 3

PSAT 0.11 <.001 0.90 <.001 0.45 -0.67 2.37 0.77

Coach 0.14 <.001 0.90 <.001 0.76 -0.46 2.16 1.02

Team Management 0.09 0.00 0.96 <.001 0.45 -0.59 2.20 0.76

Club 0.06 0.20 0.98 0.07 0.02 -0.58 2.69 0.83

Program 0.06 0.20 0.98 0.03 0.25 -0.53 2.58 0.88

Parent Engagement 0.06 0.20 0.97 0.00 -0.77 1.61 2.48 0.31

Parent Sport Engagement 0.08 0.03 0.99 0.49 0.18 -0.69 2.85 0.64

Healthy Attitudes Towards 
Player Sport Experience 0.09 0.01 0.98 0.06 0.40 0.67 1.98 0.26

Extrinsic Motivation 0.08 0.03 0.98 0.04 -0.36 0.56 3.25 0.70

Parent - Team Engagement 0.09 0.01 0.96 <.001 0.67 0.74 2.17 0.71

Player Engagement 0.10 0.00 0.97 0.00 0.43 -0.56 1.89 0.39

Player Happiness - Team / 
Coach 0.16 <.001 0.93 <.001 0.78 -0.16 2.13 0.62

Player Happiness - Sport 0.14 <.001 0.95 <.001 0.69 -0.09 1.71 0.44

Player Happiness - Parent 
Sport Relationship 0.10 0.00 0.94 <.001 0.86 1.81 1.89 0.61

Player Commitment 0.44 <.001 0.52 <.001 2.57 6.41 1.13 0.28

Field Action 0.11 <.001 0.97 0.01 0.51 0.02 3.22 0.55

Parent Scorecard 0.07 0.20 0.97 0.00 -0.76 1.73 3.98 0.47
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group is slightly positive with more positive agreement on RTF and Player Commitment 

questions whereas the Team Performance and Next Season plans were closer to a 3 score. 

A box plot analysis was completed to assess outliers which was found to have arisen in the 

RTF score leading to a similar situation in the Success Outcome due to two responses that 

had average scores of 5. 

An assessment of the mean data for the Success Outcomes indicates a neutrality 

level (“3”) whereby the RTF scores were generally good “2” but the attitudes for team 

performance and next season shifted the positive to a neutral sentiment. Parents viewed the 

team performance as not good or bad while the variable for next season must be further 

assessed as 3 out of the 4 questions indicate that at lower levels, there is a higher chance 

that the player will leave next season to pursue better opportunities. Therefore, the higher 

the answer, the more positive it is for the club, indicating that the “3” is not understood to 

be “positive or negative” without further analysis. Below in Figure 5c, are tables and the 

box plot analysis related to the discussion above.  
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5.5 Study 1 Population Profile 

In section 4.2 the overall population for both Study 1 and Study 2 of this research 

was described. The below tables provide more data to suggest that the parents who 

answered the survey were diverse across many of the key descriptives (and modifiers), thus 

suggesting that the population was heterogenous within the population. This can be seen 

in the distribution by (1) Team (2) Gender of Player (3) Age of Player and (4) HH income 

and (5) Parent Role (Mother-Father-Guardian). The Azzurri Storm Soccer Club has 617 

players in total and 155 responses were recorded for this study. Of the 617 players; 53% of 

players are male (45% of responses were for male players) and 47% of players are female 

 

 

Figure 5c: Dependent Variable Statistics and Box Plot 

Kolmogrov-
Smirnov Stat P-Value Shapiro-Wilk P-Value Skewness Kurtosis Mean Standard 

Deviation
>.05 <.05 >.05 <.05 (3) - 3 (3) - 3

Total Success 0.08 0.05 0.93 <.001 0.41 0.11 2.56 0.59

RTF 0.12 <.001 0.97 0.01 0.94 1.01 2.08 0.88

Team Performance 0.08 0.03 0.97 0.02 0.19 -0.93 2.88 0.94

Next Season 0.12 <.001 0.96 <.001 0.17 -0.57 3.15 0.67

Player Commitment 0.10 0.00 0.98 0.05 0.25 -0.74 2.10 0.73
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(55% of responses were for female players). In addition, players aged 10 – 14 had the 

greater level of participation in the survey however, it should be noted players 15 and over 

were not well represented as this survey was distributed during the high school soccer 

season where club players take a break from the club soccer program and focus exclusively 

on high school soccer. 66% of the parents who answered the survey identified their HH 

income as above $100K while 17% preferred not to say suggesting there is a diverse 

economic representation. Lastly, mothers were more likely to answer the survey (65% of 

the population) suggesting that mothers are more likely to be more engaged leading to 

greater word of mouth activity and sport-shopping, hence the Soccer Mom phenomena. 

Amongst the population of Azzurri parents, 40% identified their child was not on 

the team from the prior season, suggesting a potentially significant new Azzurri parent 

population of 40% (new customers), whereby 25% of the parents identified that they child 

moved from a recreational soccer program to a competitive environment. This data 

suggests that there is significant feedback provided by new parents to competitive soccer 

and potentially to the Azzurri club. Understanding this population is important as this being 

their first season with the club provides an education about club soccer and the culture of 

the program. Comparing this group to those who are returning to the program will be 

important for coaches to determine where communication and education is needed.  

Other important HH information indicating key communication strategies for the 

leaders is understanding the number of children in the HH who play the same sport, youth 

soccer and the perceptions of total weekly commuting time. In this study, 45% of parents 

indicated that they had more than one child in youth soccer and 74% or more spent 3 or 
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more hours each week commuting to practices and events. These indicate a level of 

dedication to the sport and potentially and higher level of engagement. In addition, there 

was an even distribution of how parents perceived their costs of the program. This can vary 

based on the team’s level of travel due to the league that they participate in and the number 

of tournaments that they participate in. Players aged 13 and above will pay more for 

program fees and are more likely to travel for games and tournaments. As players age, 

costs and time dedicated to the sport will increase. 

Additional demographics were collected to describe the player based on (1) 

academics (2) involvement in school soccer and (3) the position that they play in the team. 

Of the players represented, 80% were identified to A students while 19% were B students 

and 58% suggested that they would participate in a school soccer program. For players in 

elementary school, school soccer programs are not available to them which may contribute 

to a lower participation rate. Players were more likely to be defined as a Forward or Mid 

player (46%) while only 26% identified as a defender and 4% as goalkeeper. Given the 

positions on the field this ratio makes sense as there would be more forwards and mid field 

players in a game. 25% of this population did not identify a main position which is typical 

of players who are younger and beginning their soccer journey. Below, is the table of 

population demographics discussed above, Figure 5d; Population Demographics. 
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5.6 Study 2 Commentary Analysis 

The survey instrument included two optional open-ended questions requesting 

optional feedback for the coach and for the club. Of the 155 respondents, 85 provided 

feedback and a total of 26 themes were analyzed. For each comment, the presence of at 

 

Figure 5d: Population Demographics 
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least one of the themes was identified whereby comments could have more than 1 theme. 

In total 193 instances of the presence of one of the themes was documented and analyzed 

in this following commentary analysis. For each theme, as assessment of the RTF, PSAT 

and Player Happiness score was assessed to provide relative comparison. Lastly, an 

analysis of comments at a team level comparing RTF, PSAT and PH for the team score 

and for the team score of comments only. The team level analysis of PSAT sub factors 

and Team Performance provides is used to provide further context of the commentary 

analysis. Given this analysis, the following key outcomes were identified: 

• The presence of comments by the parent represented a lower PSAT score for the team 

compared to the total scores. This indicates a more negative attitude toward the 

program or coach. 

• The presence of comments by the parent represented a lower overall grade for the club, 

team and coach. (B+ average for all vs. B- for respondents who provide comments) 

• Demographics of parents providing a comment where consistent with the total 

population; 46% male to 53% female players and 68% of respondents represented 

players from age 10 – 14. 

The top 10 themes (68% of instances) identified in the commentary analysis: (1) 

presence of a positive comment about the coach (2) presence of a negative comment about 

the coach (3) lack of communication about development in a 1:1 session with the players 

(and parents) (4) competitive level (or league) concerns (5) practice times are a concern (6) 

fields are a concern (7) communication or organizational level visibility (8) lack of 
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leadership or visibility of leadership (9) coach has too many teams or reference to coach is 

a parent of a player on team and (10) team structure and discipline issues. 

Further analysis suggests when looking at the PSAT and RTF scores, these are 

higher (leading to higher levels of un-satisfaction and more likely not to recommend) than 

the total respondent totals. For comments regarding a positive coach, the results indicated 

lower RTF scores (more likely to recommend) whereas the PSAT was slightly lower, and 

PH was in line. Alternatively, when coaching was identified as a negative comment, the 

RTF score becomes more unlikely to recommend (3 vs. 2.1), PSAT was reduced (3.2 vs. 

2.37) and PH was also reduced (2.3 vs. 1.9). The data supports Study 1 analysis such that 

negative experiences with coaching can have a significant impact on PSAT and RTF. The 

commentary analysis provides a rich text analysis to understand the presence of issues such 

as politics, lack of play time in games, team dynamics, practices/fields and more of an 

understanding of team reputation issues. In Figure 5c below a side-by-side analysis of the 

comment themes and the data analysis is provided. 
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Positive Coaching Comments 

 Parents provided specific names when providing feedback directly to the coach. 

In most cases of positive comments, there were other themes identified. Often these 

additional themes focused on club level concerns which were not within the control of the 

coach and parents were also thankful for the positive coaching experiences. 

 

Figure 5e: Commentary Analysis Themes and Cross Analysis 

Themes Sub goup COUNT
% OF 
TOTAL RTF Score PSAT Score

Player 
Happiness

COACH + COACH 26          13% 1.8                 2.6                 1.8                 
COACH - COACH 11          6% 3.0                 3.2                 2.3                 
COACH = PARENT COACH 5             3% 2.9                 3.0                 2.0                 
COACH # TEAMS COACH 7             4% 2.5                 3.3                 1.9                 
COACH NOT CONNECTING WITH PLAYERS COACH 4             2% 3.3                 3.5                 2.5                 
COACH COMMUNICATION COACH 4             2% 2.9                 3.8                 2.5                 
POLITICS TEAM 1             1% 2.6                 4.0                 2.1                 
TRAINNG - COMPLAINTS TEAM 3             2% 2.2                 4.0                 2.1                 
TEAM STRUCTURE TEAM 5             3% 2.0                 1.8                 1.9                 
TEAM CULTURE (DISCIPLINE) TEAM 4             2% 1.8                 2.3                 1.8                 
DEVELOPMENT CONVERSATION PLAYER 18          9% 2.8                 3.2                 2.3                 
PLAYER TIME ON FIELD ISSUES PLAYER 5             3% 3.0                 2.8                 2.2                 
PLAYER POSITION COMPLAINT PLAYER 3             2% 2.1                 2.7                 2.1                 
COACH QUALITY OVERALL - CLUB 5             3% 3.3                 4.0                 2.4                 
COACH QUALITY OVERALL + CLUB 1             1% 1.1                 1.0                 1.5                 
METHODS CLUB 6             3% 2.1                 2.7                 2.1                 
COMPETITIVE LEVEL - LEAGUE CLUB 20          10% 2.4                 2.9                 2.0                 
PRACTICE TIMES - CLUB 10          5% 2.5                 3.1                 2.0                 

FIELDS - CLUB 8             4% 2.1                 2.5                 1.9                 
ORGANIZATION / COMMUNICATION CLUB 12          6% 2.4                 3.1                 2.0                 
FEES CLUB 6             3% 2.3                 3.7                 1.9                 
LEADERSHIP NEEDS CLUB 7             4% 2.1                 2.7                 2.0                 
LACK OF LEADERSHIP VISIBILITY CLUB 7             4% 2.6                 3.0                 2.1                 
TRYOUTS CLUB 6             3% 2.5                 3.5                 2.1                 
OVERALL + CLUB 5             3% 1.1                 2.2                 1.6                 
OVERALL - CLUB 4             2% 3.8                 3.8                 2.4                 
Study 1 Averages 2.1                 2.4                 1.9                 
TOTAL 193       
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• “”X” is a great coach but please allow all kids to have equal playtime. It is not fair 

some are on the field the whole game while others only get 50% playtime.” (Positive 

Coaching, Player Time on Field) 

• “”X” is an exceptional coach who is horribly underutilized.” (Positive Coaching) 

• “Our coach is awesome!  I love how much he cares for our kids and wants them to be 

their best.  I am hopeful that our team with stay together next year and we will continue 

to grow!” (Positive Coaching) 

• “”X” is doing great!  Love the feedback he gives to my daughter to make her the best 

version of herself each day she laces up her cleats!  I hope to have him again next 

year!” (Positive Coaching) 

• “Coach “X” is doing a great job teaching and keeping practice interesting.  My only 

frustration is the practice ending time.  I need the stop time to be firm 7:30pm.” 

(Positive Coaching, Practice Times) 

• “Thank you for taking this team on. We know it was not the plan when teams formed 

and we really appreciate your work with the girls” (Positive Coaching) 

 

Negative Coaching Comments 

 Coaching comments that were identified as negative had more themes identified 

within the coaching context including concerns about the number of teams that the coach 

was managing or the fact that the coach is a parent. While the club level comments were 
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not as prevalent in their comments, the player specific comments were. The negative 

coaching comment from parents suggests that their experiences are localized and within 

the control of the coach. As such, PSAT will suffer because of issues identified such as 

politics, lack of development discussions and coach communication issues. Assessing 

these themes, PSAT was much lower than the total averages. 

• “The coach is new to coaching with Azzurri storm this season. He not fair, he gives his 

own daughter and one other girl who played with him in his previous soccer team full 

time on the field. They play all 4 quarters. But when it comes to my daughter if she 

starts playing well he takes her out. She hardly gets max 5 to 10 minutes every game in 

the tournaments played. This demotivates the player and the player starts losing 

interest in the game due to unfairness.  Putting this down so that Azzurri chooses right 

coaches for teams.” (Negative Coaching, Coach is Parent, Player Time Issues) 

• “My Coach needs to learn to control the team and gain their respect. He allows most 

of the girls to talk back, not listen, they talk to each other while he’s trying to instruct 

them. Practices tend to be a little unorganized. He’s too soft, lenient and needs to be 

tougher on the girls and have more structured practices.” (Negative Coaching, Team 

Discipline, Team Structure) 

• “biased towards his son and not applying rules similar to other players even he is not 

performing” (Negative Coaching, Coach is Parent) 



 
 

90 

• “I feel that my child wasn’t given the best opportunity to develop their skills this season 

with the coaching provided. Coaches focus was usually directed to other players.” 

(Negative Coaching) 

• “I fully expected our coach to only coach 1 team, my son's team, this season.  He has 

also been coaching the Select Team (3rd Team).  This is not what we expected, and at 

times it has resulted in a wasted training opportunity. Too many kids to really 

coach.”(Negative Coaching, Coach # Teams) 

• “Coach needs to form relationships with each individual player and learn their 

strengths and weaknesses and work on Individual performance improvement plans as 

well as team goals and expectations. This way the player and parents can measure 

growth in the program.” (Negative Coaching, Development Conversation) 

 

Development Conversations, Competition Team Leagues 

The top 2 themes focused on lack of player development discussions and the 

competition level not being the best fit for the team, from the parent’s perspective. When 

there was a lack of development discussion, it did not indicate a negative coaching 

experience and concerns about having the right competition for the team did not have a 

negative impact on the coaching quality. In both, parents recognize that these are 

concerns that are managed at the leadership levels and coaches are not within their power 

to make these decisions.  
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• “feedback provided to ind players/parents at the end of each season (or long break so 

player can focus on certain areas)” (Development Conversations) 

• “”x” really likes the fact that her coach was open to letting her play the position she 

really loves for some time during the games and she does feel valued as a player, but 

she does find the practices a bit slow/ boring and not as beneficial as previous years 

or some of her other trainings that she does throughout the week. There's still a number 

of players that don't understand the positions or passing so it's been difficult to grow 

as an individual player and team. Overall she really likes the girls on her team and her 

coach is nice. (Positive Coaching, Development Conversation, Training and Player 

Position 

• “I do not know what amount of feedback/development plan we are supposed to receive 

from the coach/club (this survey mentioned it quite a bit which is the first I'm learning 

of it), but we have not received a development plan or any feedback.  We don't hear 

from the coach on an individual or team level when it comes to feedback.” 

(Development Conversation) 

• “At this time I believe the organization has not aligned the teams with the same 

competitive level set skills of others. Practice times and location for my team is not 

consistent and changes week to week.” (Competition Team Leagues) 

• “E64 is not a competitive league for U14 girls.  Our girls are dominating the other E64 

teams.  It is not fun to watch and my daughter does not have as much fun playing teams 
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that have no idea what they are doing.  I hope we change leagues in the future.” 

(Positive Coach, Competition Team Leagues) 

• “Elite 64 seems to be the wrong fit.  It is not good competition.” (Positive Coach, 

Competition Team Leagues) 

• “Great coach, great group of kids, we are loosing by a lot and it is becoming 

discouraging to the team players. Perhaps some more local tournaments and games 

where we can build confidence and have more ball touch opportunities. Some of the 

team we are playing are nearing us like 12-1 for example.” (Positive Coach, 

Competition Team Leagues) 

 

Research Model Impact and Team Level Analysis 

The commentary analysis provides context for the relationship between PSAT and 

RTF, suggesting that in the presence of a comment, the PSAT will be lower thereby 

lowering the likelihood that the parent would recommend the Club/Coach/Team to a 

friend. While respondent behavior toward a survey is needed to be understood, this would 

not be considered a modifier for Hypothesis 3a. The commentary analysis does provide 

the potential of a magnitude on the effect of the relationship between PSAT and RTF and 

suggests that the presence of certain themes such as lack of player development 

discussion, competitive team league concerns, unfairness due to coach having more than 

1 team to manage or being a parent (of a player), training times and field quality and 

overall communication can have a more negative effect on the PSAT. These themes are 
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provided within the survey instrument however the comments provide an understanding 

at how important it is to that respondent and therefore magnifies the item(s) relevant to 

the theme. While an item comparison was not assessed, the overview of the PSAT and 

RTF scores provide context for comparison purposes. It should also be noted that the 

themes were identified after reviewing the comments several times and then coding for 

themes was done three times. The themes were specific to the comments from this 

population and therefore, another population may have a different set of core themes. In 

assessing the themes, there were no new themes to the survey further suggesting that the 

commentary analysis provides a magnitude effect and therefore is important for 

providing additional storytelling but it does not influence the design of the research 

model.  

The comments were analyzed as a whole population by theme however, a team 

level analysis was performed whereby each team’s PSAT, RTF, Player Happiness, PSAT 

sub-factors and Team Reputation scores were reviewed. This analysis is most relevant to 

a club leader so they can determine where the teams that are under-performing relative to 

the club averages and how the presence of comments drives their customer experience 

results. Further layers on this analysis would look for the presence of comments by 

themes however, the scorecard as seen in the Figure 5f, Team Level Results Commentary, 

provides adequate support to uncover these opportunities. Therefore, a scorecard and a 

separate commentary theme analysis would provide club leadership ample direction to 

develop a customer experience strategy for improvement. 
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Figure 5f: Team Level Results Commentary and Study 1  
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5.7 Hypothesis Analysis 

The model was designed to be able to predict 3 key relationships (1) The role Parent 

Satisfaction has on the success outcomes of an organization (given a business perspective) 

(2) The role of Parent Engagement’s impact on Parent Satisfaction (defined as how parents 

behave in the youth sports environment and how they feel regarding their child’s youth 

sports experience) and lastly (3) The role of Player Happiness ‘s impact on Parent 

Satisfaction (defined as how parents perceive of their child’s happiness with the sport and 

overall program). Given these 3 key relationships, it was hypothesized that when Parent 

Engagement and Player Engagement (Happiness) increases, Parent Satisfaction will 

increase. When Parent Satisfaction increases then Success Outcomes will increase.  

The Success Outcomes measure the parent’s willingness to recommend the 

organizations, the parent’s perception of the team reputation (based on win-rate and overall 

reputation of team in the community), the child’s sport development plans and next 

season’s plans for their child. The areas are measures of loyalty and retention as well as 

the ability to attract new customers to the organization. In a competitive sports 

environment, a key predictor of team reputation and overall success of the organization is 

the number of players attending the tryouts at the end of the soccer season. Tryouts are held 

for the Azzurri organization in May and the season begins in August (ending at the end of 

April). This model helps club leaders predict how their tryout process may be based on the 

groups of players and how their parent’s assessed the survey. The tryout season enables 

teams to be selected based on who presents at the tryouts and given this, the better the 

reputation of the team (based on RTF and Team Performance indicators), the better quality 
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of the players attending the tryouts. From a practical standpoint, leaders can use this data 

throughout the season to understand the factors leading to these scores and improve their 

chances of attracting better quality players.  

The data was assessed during the first half of the season and should be noted that it 

would be beneficial to measure Parent Satisfaction in the second half of the season to 

address the above strategy. However, the components of Parent Engagement and early 

Parent Assessment of Player skills is best measured during the early part of the season. 

This information would help leaders understand their teams and better respond and parent 

engagement and culture within the organization. As the season progresses, the Parent 

Satisfaction, Player Happiness (Team) and Success Outcomes are the key scales that should 

be implemented for predicting the sentiment of the parent satisfaction scores. 

To determine the effect of the three relationships described above, a linear 

regression analysis was used to test Hypothesis 1 – 10 (a limitation to test Hypothesis 11 – 

12 will be discussed in the limitations section). The chart below in Figure 5g, provide a 

summary of the outcomes of the Linear Regression analysis and the discussion of these 

results can be found in section 5.8, Discussion of Hypothesis Testing. 

 



 
 

97 

 

 

Figure 5g: Theoretical Model with Results  
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5.8 Discussion of Hypothesis Analysis 

The key relationships between Parent Engagement (H1+) and Player Happiness 

(H2+) to Parent Satisfaction indicate a positive relationship whereby, when parent 

engagement and player happiness increase, Parent Satisfaction will increase. In addition, 

when Parent Satisfaction increases, the Success Outcomes (H3+) will increase. When 

assessing moderators, both the perception of costs of the program (+) and HH income (-) 

had a moderating effect on the role of Parent Engagement to Parent Satisfaction whereas 

other sports and activities may have a negative moderating effect on the relationship 

between Player Engagement and Parent Satisfaction. The role of academics and parent’s 

perceptions of their child’s skills have some impact but the results from the regression 

analysis did provide conclusive evidence of this relationship, perhaps given the sample that 

was used to test this relationship. A complete discussion of each of the relationships tested 

is provided below along with Charts and Tables. 

Parent Engagement to Parent Satisfaction 

H1: As Parent Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

A linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 

Parent Engagement and Parent Satisfaction. Figure 5h and 5i, below, provide results from 

the analysis. Neither Tolerance nor VIF statistics indicated the present of marked 

multicollinearity. The full model was significant [F (1,132) = 4.69, p = .03] and explained 

3% of the variance in Parent Satisfaction. Of interest to H1, the unstandardized coefficient 

for Parent Satisfaction was .45 indicating that, each unit increase in Parent Engagement 

leads to an increase of .45 units in Parent Satisfaction in the same direction as predicted in 
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the research model, and this relationship is significantly different from zero [t (132) = 2.17, 

p =.03. These results do support for the positive relationship between Parent Engagement 

and PSAT (Parent Satisfaction) as predicted in H1. The charts below indicate linearity 

between the variables along with the Durbin Watson test statistic of 1.67 indicate results 

of goodness of fit which support a determination of the models as valid. Reference Charts 

H1. 

Discussion 

While the effect (B) of the relationship is significant (B=.45), the key subconstruct 

driving this relationship is the Parent Team Engagement relationship which is significant 

with a B = .59, F = 54.15 and R2 = .28. This scale suggests an overall positive relationship 

that the parent has with the team based on the measurement of these questions; meetings 

with coach, willingness to volunteer, development vs. winning, knowledge of names of 

players and coaches, reviewed player development plan and reinforcing coach’s advice. 

The scale Healthy Attitudes measures positive behaviors of parents with regard to club 

policies and sports mission and values. In this analysis, the scale measured neutral for R2 

and was not significant, which is an indication that there is more analysis needed on the 

items and alignment on scale definition. Upon further analysis, removing 3 items (“I 

believe my child will quit soccer next season”, “Personal development is more important 

than Team Development” and “I provide conflicting advice”), improved the B and R2 

(B=.49, R2 =.036) and was shown to be significant. This suggests a stronger relationship 

overall (B) for H1 and would suggest revising the scale. 
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Alternatively, when parents measure high on sports engagement (“being sports 

savvy”, “incentivizing player performance” and “providing feedback to player post 

game”), there is a negative relationship however the significance of the data did not prove 

conclusive. When parents assess high on extrinsic motivations for their players, there is 

hypothesized a negative relationship however while the R2 was negative, it was shown not 

to be significant. In both relationships, there is the potential of respondent bias as parents 

taking the survey understand the socially acceptable behaviors and therefore will look to 

answer the survey based on this rather than based on how they behave or feel. Further 

analysis of these relationships is needed based on more survey assessments and qualitative 

approaches. 

Therefore, H1a, d was established to have a positive impact on Parent Satisfaction 

and was significant, specifically: 

• H1a: As Parent Involvement (Team Engagement) reaches appropriate involvement 

status, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

• H1d: As Parental attitudes towards player’s sport experience becomes more positive, 

Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

 
Alternatively, H1b, c was established to have a negative (or neutral) impact on 

Parent Satisfaction however it was not significant, specifically: 

• H1b: As Parent Sports Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease. (not 

significant) 
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• H1c: As Parent Motivation (extrinsic goals) increases, Parent Satisfaction will 

decrease. (not significant) 
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Figure 5h: Regression Analysis Parent Engagement - Parent Satisfaction 
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Figure 5i: Regression Analysis Parent Engagement - Parent Satisfaction  
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Player Engagement to Parent Satisfaction 

H2: As Player Engagement increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

A linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 

Parent Engagement and Parent Satisfaction. Figure 5j and 5k, below, provide results from 

the analysis. Neither Tolerance nor VIF statistics indicated the present of marked 

multicollinearity. The full model was significant [F (1,127) = 176.03, p < .001] and 

explained 58.1% of the variance in Parent Satisfaction. Of interest to H2, the 

unstandardized coefficient for Parent Satisfaction was 1.5 indicating that, each unit 

increase in Parent Engagement leads to an increase of 1.5 units in Parent Satisfaction in the 

same direction as predicted in the research model, and this relationship is significantly 

different from zero [t (127) = 13.27, p < .001. These results do support for the positive 

relationship between Player Engagement and PSAT (Parent Satisfaction) as predicted in 

H2. The charts below indicate linearity between the variables along with the Durbin 

Watson test statistic of 2.18 indicate results of goodness of fit which support a 

determination of the models as valid. Reference Charts H2. 

Discussion 

The greatest driver of the positive relationship between Player Engagement and 

Parent Satisfaction was the Player Happiness scores regarding the team and coach whereby 

B = 1.04, F = 268.51 and R2 = .88. This scale suggests a significant relationship between 

player engagement and parent satisfaction, driven by how parents perceive their child’s 

satisfaction is towards the team dynamics and the coach. This relationship is a significant 

predictor of parent engagement which would suggest that attitudes towards coach and team 
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is more strongly assessed from the lens of the player’s feelings rather than the parent’s 

engagement with the team. While player happiness was measured for the sport (B = .39) 

and for the parental relationship with the parent (B = .41), the positive impacts were far 

less while still being significant. Therefore, the Player Happiness scale for Team and Coach 

will have the most predictability power for Parent Satisfaction. 

Alternatively, the scale for Player Commitment yielded less significance but the 

relationship was shown to be negative (B = -.33) which aligned with the hypothesis. This 

scale measures the players attendance levels therefore when players attend most games and 

practices and are on time, Parent Satisfaction will increase. This relationship makes sense 

for engagement as engagement increases, satisfaction will increase. Given the sample size, 

there is potential for more assessment of this scale in future studies as the significance 

levels were .17 which is well above the .05 levels of significance but suggest that there is 

some validity to this relationship. 

Therefore, H2 a, b, c was established to have a positive impact on Parent 

Satisfaction was significant, specifically: 

• H2a: As Player Satisfaction with the team increases, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

• H2b: As Players have more experience in the sport, Parent Satisfaction will increase. 

• H2c: As Player Satisfaction with the parental sport experience increases, Parent 

Satisfaction will increase. 

Alternatively, H2 d was established to have a negative (or neutral) impact on Parent 

Satisfaction however it was not significant, specifically: 
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• H2d: As Player Commitment to the sport increases, Parent Satisfaction will decrease. 

(not significant) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5j: Regression Analysis Charts Player Engagement - Parent Satisfaction  
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Figure 5k: Regression Analysis Player Engagement - Parent Satisfaction  
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Parent Satisfaction to Success Outcomes 

H3: As Parent Satisfaction increases, Success Outcomes will increase. 

A linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 

Parent Satisfaction and Success Outcomes. Figure 5l and 5m, below, provide results from 

the analysis. Neither Tolerance nor VIF statistics indicated the present of marked 

multicollinearity. The full model was significant [F (1,148) = 117.24, p < .001] and 

explained 43.8% of the variance in Success Outcomes. Of interest to H3, the 

unstandardized coefficient for Parent Satisfaction was .51 indicating that, each unit 

increase in Parent Engagement leads to an increase of .51 units in Parent Satisfaction in the 

same direction as predicted in the research model, and this relationship is significantly 

different from zero [t (148) = 10.82, p < .001. These results do support for the positive 

relationship between PSAT (Parent Satisfaction) and Success Outcomes as predicted in 

H3. The charts below indicate linearity between the variables along with the Durbin 

Watson test statistic of .80 indicate results of goodness of fit which support a determination 

of the models as valid. Reference Charts H3. 

Discussion 

Of the items measured, the scales that had the greatest impact were related to 

reputation and word of mouth. The RTF (Recommend to a Friend) (B = .93 and F = .291) 

and Team Performance scales (B = .80 and F = 89) had strong positive relationships and 

were significant. RTF has a predicative R2 value of .66 signifying that when Parent 

Satisfaction increases, the likelihood that Recommend to a Friend scores will also increase. 

Within the RTF scale, the impact was driven by the items were RTF Organization (F= 191), 
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RTF Team (F= 297), RTF Coach (F= 243), RTF League (F= 41), Perception that other 

parents would recommend (F= 121) and my child would recommend (F=193). This 

suggests that Parent Satisfaction of Team and Coach are far more impactful than overall 

organization and league. Perceptions of how others would recommend was also impactful 

suggesting that RTF is not done in a vacuum and that parents consider other stakeholders 

in their assessments. Team Performance measures win-rates for games and tournaments 

and the parent’s belief that their child’s team is considered a high performing team. 

Therefore, as parent satisfaction increases, perception of team performance will also 

increase which can contribute to stronger RTF scores. 

Items related to Next Season plans suggest a negative relationship however, this 

may be due to the need to reverse code the questions. Given this, the relationship would be 

positive and may field different impact levels. Given the current data, the data suggests that 

there is some relationship between Parent Satisfaction and Next Season plans. One item 

that may need to be removed from this scale is whether the players intend to play school 

soccer. This refers to current season and when removed would show an increase in F value 

(from 22.5 to 27.3) however this change does yield a significant relationship. Lastly, the 

Player Commitment results suggest that while there is not a relationship between Parent 

Satisfaction and Player Commitment suggesting that as Parent Satisfaction increases, it 

cannot predict the likelihood that players will seek development opportunities in addition 

to what is provided by the organization. 

Therefore, H3 a, b, d was established to have a positive impact on Parent 

Satisfaction was significant, specifically: 
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• H3a: As Parent Satisfaction increases, Positive Word of Mouth will increase (RTF) 

• H3b: As Parent Satisfaction increases, club retention will increase (Loyalty) 

• H3d: As Parent Satisfaction increases, teams will have increased Team Performance 

leading to better reputation. 

Alternatively, H3 d was established to have a neutral impact on Parent Satisfaction 

however it was not significant, specifically: 

• H2c: As Parent Satisfaction increases, Player Commitment to development will 

increase. 

 

 

 

Figure 5l: Regression Analysis Charts Parent Satisfaction to Success Outcomes 
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Figure 5m: Regression Analysis Parent Satisfaction – Success Outcomes  
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Moderators 

Parent Engagement Moderating Effect on Parent Satisfaction 

Only 2 of the moderators tested for this model generated an impact on the 

relationship between Parent Engagement and Parent Satisfaction. HH Income and 

Perception of Value (financial) had an impact. As HH income increased, there was a slight 

decrease in the Parent Satisfaction score (B= -.04) suggesting that while this relationship 

is close to a neutral, there is a potential inverse relationship. This may reflect the 

expectation for the program to be stronger as HH income increases. An additional 

moderator that was not measured was the education level of the parent. Further analysis 

may suggest that when the HH income and Parental Education increases, the expectation 

for the program will increase and therefore Parent Satisfaction will decrease. The question, 

I am satisfied with “The money I spent on the soccer program”, had a positive effect (F = 

67.7) and was significant. This suggests that as parents invest more into a program 

financially, they will be more satisfied. One assumption to this relationship is that they 

have higher levels of engagement and therefore understand the program and what the 

money is used for. While the satisfaction level for this item suggests a 35% variance in 

PSAT, it should also be assessed with the actual costs of the program level. Therefore, a 

future opportunity is to look at the PSAT and the actual costs of the program as a 

relationship.  

Therefore, H6, H7 were established to have an impact on the relationship between 

Parent Engagement and Parent Satisfaction, while the role of Gender and Age did not 

establish a significant predictability. Figure 5n below, provide results from the analysis. 
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Player Engagement Moderating Effect on Parent Satisfaction 

While the moderators for the relationship Player Engagement and Parent 

Satisfaction did not yield significant values, the role that other sports and activities plays 

on this relationship suggests that as players are involved in more sports and non-sports 

activities, their satisfaction of the program may increase. Unfortunately, these results 

provide conflicting information as the F score was slightly positive, 3 while the Beta score 

was slightly negative, -.06. Further methodological analysis is needed to determine the best 

way to measure this relationship and if other sports should be separated from the total 

“other involvement” scale. The role that academics plays also did not yield a clear 

relationship and the perception of player skills also requires further analysis. The Player 

Skills perception may not be a moderator but could be an independent variable that directly 

influences Parent Satisfaction. This scale was introduced post the pilot phase and requires 

further study.  

Therefore, H10 was established to have an impact on the relationship between 

Player Engagement and Parent Satisfaction, while the role of Academics and Perception of 

Skills did not establish a significant predictability. 

Parent Satisfaction Moderating Effect on Success Outcomes 

A limitation of the population led to the inability to test for these relationships. In 

the Figure below, is a full description of the linear regression data for the role of the 

moderators. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

6.1 Limitations 

The body of work presented in this research represents a starting point for a 

practioner-driven theoretical model presenting a stakeholder’s view of organizational 

success for youth sports. The theory was developed and tested in the US Youth Soccer 

domain and further tested in one travel (competitive) soccer organization located in Naples, 

FL. The research included a quantitative analysis and a rich text analysis of data derived 

from a survey given to parents of the players associated with this organization. Given this 

and the longer-term goal of testing this theory for all youth sports globally, there are 5 

limitations that must be discussed: (1) Regional/Global Perspectives, (2) Organizational 

Perspectives (3) Type of Sport (4) Organizational Ethos and (5) Influence of other 

Stakeholders on the Success Outcome (Coach and Player Satisfaction). 

Regional and Global Perspectives and Cultural Influences 

As discussed in the hypothesis section, the influence of region whether US or 

Global has a modifier influence on the model; specifically, the relationship between Parent 

Satisfaction and Organizational Outcomes (H3). The research was limited to testing only 

one region, Southwest Florida, and therefore there is a need to assess the model across US 

geographies and Global perspectives. In doing this, the model must also consider the 

cultural perspectives of the sport and the influence of youth sports as a modifier. This would 

be determined with a new modifier, Cultural Influence, which would be measured by a new 

item: “In your opinion, is this sport a top 3 sport in your community, represented by school, 

collegiate and professional activity?”. 
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Currently, a new study has been underway working with US Youth Soccer to share 

the survey instrument to teams within their E64 league. This has led to over 200 surveys 

from parents across the United States and it will be analyzed against the updated theoretical 

model presented in this paper.  Further studies will require deeper assessments of US States 

and Regions for all sports and can be used to support a call to action for leaders in those 

areas. From a long-term perspective, a satisfaction survey for US Youth sports could be 

demanded by organizing bodies of regional sports programs and understanding the drivers 

of and influences at a regional level will better support strategies at a national or global 

level. From a global perspective, the results from the US studies could be further assessed 

starting with the UK as a collaboration with US Youth Soccer. Factors in different regions 

and in different countries may vary based on cultural norms while also being influenced by 

different organizational models. 

Organizational Model Perspectives 

The model was tested within a competitive club environment however the model 

suggests there is an influence of the type of organization on the relationship between parent 

satisfaction and success outcomes. This is discussed under the hypothesis section (H3). 

There are three different types of organizations identified for youth sports: Recreational, 

Competitive and Elite. After further evaluation there is also the influence of school sports, 

collegiate sports (D1, D2, D3), and collegiate club sports. Under each of these, the 

stakeholder assessments continue to remain key to the success of the organization however 

as athlete age increases, the influence of parent satisfaction on the success outcomes will 
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decrease. This can be assessed under the current model noting that age has an influence on 

the satisfaction model. 

As a limitation, the current study assesses only the competitive club environment 

therefore further studies must assess specific populations within the other environments 

discussed above. 

Type of Sport Perspective 

The study was developed to assess youth soccer in the US however the survey 

instrument can be tweaked to assess all sports such that each survey version can incorporate 

specific language to suit the needs of a specific sport. In doing this, each iteration of the 

study should also include a multi-sports view to evaluate if there are key differences at a 

sports level. Upon completion of that body of work, a general youth sports satisfaction 

program can be developed whereby the type of sport can be a modifier on the stakeholder 

relationship to organizational success outcomes. 

While Soccer is a top 5 sport in the US, other youth sports, specifically team level 

sports, need to be tested against this model. These team sports would include Football, Flag 

Football, Baseball/Softball, Hockey, Basketball, and Lacrosse. Individual sports can also 

be tested in this model focusing on Swimming, Golf, Gymnastics and Track as examples. 

Organizational Ethos on Development as an influence of the Stakeholder Model 

In the parent satisfaction model, the organizational ethos is not considered as a 

potential modifier for the relationship between the stakeholder satisfaction and success 

outcomes. Upon consideration of the organization structure as discussed above, it is 
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important to understand what the organization’s ethos is on player development, winning 

and the promotion of players to collegiate or professional opportunities (or to a more elite 

organizational level). Evaluating the parent satisfaction influence on certain outcomes can 

change under various ethos structures. To understand this, the population of clubs must be 

defined in advance of data collection. The limitation for this research is not having multiple 

organizations to test this modifier and having a clear understanding of the organization’s 

perspective. When assessing this modifier, the organization would provide the 

classification code. 

Satisfaction of Youth Sports from the Coach and Player Stakeholder Perspective 

The model and survey instrument were driven from the lens of a parent however a 

coach satisfaction and a player satisfaction model must be defined based off the approach 

of the parent stakeholder model. In creating these additional stakeholder models, a larger 

theory can be developed to understand the full impact of all three stakeholders on the 

relationship between satisfaction and organizational success outcomes. Ultimately each 

stakeholder will have a significant influence on this relationship, however the degree and 

under which conditions would require a new theoretical approach and study. 

The player satisfaction survey instrument was created as a pilot in parallel to Study 

1 and Study 2 as well as with the US Youth Soccer study. The survey results are not 

discussed in this paper however will be discussed in the follow-up study which tests the 

geographic influence of the model. This survey was designed to complement the parent 

satisfaction study to evaluate if there was a clear distinction between parent and player 

satisfaction. The parent survey instrument asks parents to provide their perspective on 
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player satisfaction while the player satisfaction survey provides a direct result of the 

player’s perspective. The model for player satisfaction and coach satisfaction will be 

introduced in the upcoming research while testing for a regional-global perspective. 

6.2 Discussion of Results 

The model was proven to have validity given the current relationships defined in 

the theoretical structure presented. Relationships with the strongest results included H2 and 

H3 whereby the Player Satisfaction has the greatest impact on Parent Satisfaction and 

Parent Satisfaction has the greatest prediction for RTF (Recommend to a Friend). Parent 

Engagement (H1) had some influence on the Parent Satisfaction scale however it was 

driven primarily by Parent-Team engagement scale. In addition, the PSAT to Team 

Performance also had a significant relationship which signifies a reputational impact of the 

PSAT score. Lastly, PSAT subfactors all had good to strong predicative results however 

the PSAT Club scales had the weakest. These results suggest the following: 

Parent Satisfaction can strongly predict “Recommend to a Friend” scores for Coaches, 

Teams, Club by parents, players, and their peers.  

Youth sports does not traditionally measure this relationship and therefore this 

provides support for incorporating the Net Promoter Score into Satisfaction surveys in this 

context. Creating a Customer Experience strategy for Youth Sports would be supported by 

consistent measurement and a practice of data analysis aligned with specific strategies. 

Parent Satisfaction can strongly predict Team Performance levels, win-rate and 

reputation of the team in the community.  
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Further analysis needs to test this relationship in reverse however this model 

indicates there is a clear relationship. This signifies the influence parents have on team 

performance whether it is creating a word-of-mouth reputation, investing in the full sports 

experience with their child by supporting the organization’s needs, ensuring their child is 

prepared and dedicated to the program and fostering a culture of positive parenting. 

The scales measuring  Next Season and Player Commitment require further 

analysis to determine whether the scale should be modified or whether certain items should 

be modifiers rather than outcomes. 

Parent Satisfaction of the Program, Team and Coach are more influential than that of 

the Club. 

While it is important for the club to be considered in Parent Satisfaction 

measurement, the core focus of the PSAT score comes from the specific coaching and team 

influences. This is like the concept that people leave their leaders, not the company such 

that loyalty and retention of players are more directly driven by the direct leadership and 

organizational experiences experienced by the parent/player. 

Player Satisfaction (Happiness) has the greatest influence on Parent Satisfaction. 

Above all factors assessed, the player’s happiness with the team and coach are the 

most influential on PSAT and therefore lead to higher levels of RTF and Team 

Performance. This relationship underscores the importance of positive sports parenting 

methods where players and their parents have constant discussions about their experiences 

and evaluate the road map for their sports journey. Coaches therefore are the key factor to 
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this relationship, and they will therefore have the strongest influence on RTF and Team 

Performance (Reputation). While this is common sense, when the data provides this 

relationship, it creates a clear business case for effective coaching. When coaching is 

positive and aligned with the organizational ethos and the parent’s and player’s motivations, 

the success outcomes will be highly positive. This relationship needs to be tested in further 

analysis. Therefore, it is imperative that regular testing of the assessment of player 

happiness (directly) with players or (indirectly) through parents is a key aspect of 

developing a Customer Experience strategy that will support the desired success outcomes 

of an organization. 

Parent Engagement with the Team has influence on Parent Satisfaction. 

When parents do the activities that are required and regularly attend practices and 

games, they show a level of commitment to the program however this does not indicate a 

higher predicative level of satisfaction. The scale, that had the greatest influence measures 

the willingness of parents to volunteer, engage in productive discussions with the coach, 

alignment on the development plans for their players and knowing who the players are. 

This scale measures a greater connection with the team and therefore has a more positive 

predictor quality. Due to potential survey bias, the parent sports engagement and healthy 

attitudes did not provide a clear indication predicative power on PSAT. Further analysis is 

needed to evaluate the scales and determine which items did have an influence.  

Player Other Activities and Academics has an influence on Player Happiness impact on 

PSAT. 
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While further assessment is needed there does seem to be an impact of players with 

multiple activities having a positive influence on PSAT. This conflicts with the common 

practice of sports specialization at young ages indicating that when parents have multi-

sport or busy children, they will have more relaxed perspectives on the sport under 

measurement. Thus, more diversity in sports experiences will lead to higher PSAT and 

further testing could indicate if this is a modifier or a factor that has a direct impact. In 

addition, the population for this study indicated players with A or B grades only, therefore 

more research is needed from more diverse populations to test the academic modifier. 

Parent perception of costs and HH income has an influence on the relationship between 

Parent Engagement and PSAT 

As costs increase, there is a deeper relationship that parents feel with the program 

leading to a more positive impact on PSAT. This relationship has been proven in past 

research and therefore was to be expected however, different populations may have varying 

levels of impact. While the effect was not large it was significant and should be considered 

with different organizational models; recreational models therefore will have lower PSAT 

when considering the effect of cost on Parent Engagement and PSAT. In addition, when 

HH income decreases, PSAT is also expected to be lower which contributes to a cost and 

value perception that may be underlying this relationship. Further assessment of costs of 

program and value derived based on player development and player happiness could 

deepen an understanding of this relationship. 

The presence of an optional comment in the survey instrument will more likely indicate 

a negative magnitude effect on PSAT, RTF average scores. 
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The survey instrument has a practical implication for customer experience 

strategies in youth sports and parents will provide more critique when given an option to. 

This critique provides context as to what is yielding the overall outcomes on PSAT and 

RTF and can be used to further assess team level analysis and communication strategies to 

alleviate the concerns of parents. 
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6.3 Goals for Research 

This research paper identified four overall research outcomes; (1) to develop a 

customer stakeholder assessment (2) establish a need for Youth Sports business theory (3) 

drive (define) parent engagement strategies and (4) develop a balanced scorecard for US 

Youth Sports. The research model and research question identify a customer experience 

strategy given the Parent stakeholder for youth sports which addresses several aspects of 

the goals identified for the body of research. As discussed in the limitations, there is much 

more work to do to establish the full business theory and to define a full stakeholder 

assessment, however, we can justify that within the parent stakeholder model, we have 

identified the presence of an engagement – satisfaction relationship leading to key business 

outcomes. The business outcomes identify four themes embodied in the customer 

experience discussion: word of mouth, loyalty, retention, and acquisition. The role of 

“reputation” is the most dominant of the outcome related variables in the research model 

and therefore becomes the key outcome for parental stakeholder discussions.  

The Parent Satisfaction theory, established in this body work, addresses part of the 

stakeholder assessment goal, and supports a component of the business theory which 

should state, “as parent engagement increases through healthy behaviors and attitudes 

through their child’s sport participation and when parents believe their child is happy with 

the team, coach and sport, parent satisfaction will be higher. When parent satisfaction is 

higher, parents are more likely to provide positive word of mouth feedback (RTF) and will 

support the team’s need to ensure the team operates at a high level. In addition, when 

parents have higher levels of satisfaction, they will more likely advocate for their child to 
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return to the same team the following season and will seek more development for their 

child in that sport”. 

6.4 Parent Satisfaction - Parent Engagement Discussion 

In the discussion regarding the Parent Satisfaction and Parent Engagement matrix, 

engagement items (includes parent likelihood to volunteer, have discussions with coach 

about player development, focus on development over winning, knowing the names of the 

players, reviewing development plans with coach and reinforcing feedback from coach to 

player) showed the most predicative behavior within the items assessed and therefore 

indicate that engagement drives satisfaction within the context of Parent Satisfaction. 

While the data uncovered the presence of this relationship, more data from other 

populations is needed to further evaluate the unique types of high-med-low engagement 

levels and how that can predict PSAT. Furthermore, qualitative research would provide 

more storytelling for these levels, and this can be provided in a commentary analysis with 

open ended questions regarding development of players. The commentary analysis would 

look for themes about development feedback that was provided and how parents supported 

and engaged in that feedback for the player’s development rather than whether feedback 

was provided or not. The feedback would also focus on how parents deal with issues 

concerning their child’s development (including time on the field, team cohesiveness and 

coach relationship). Lastly, commentary analysis can uncover parent-team relationships 

such as volunteering, socialization, and communication behavior.  

The outcomes of the Parent Engagement – Satisfaction model discussion indicate 

the presence of engagement as a factor through PSAT that can predict the parent’s 
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assessment of team reputation, player retention and word of mouth behavior. In other words, 

when engagement is higher, parent satisfaction will be higher and success outcomes will 

be more positive. When parents perceived their sport-parenting relationship to be positive 

in their child’s view, PSAT was also higher. These items addressed the parent’s 

understanding of the game, players liking the parent’s advice, players liking the parent’s 

sideline behavior, and parents-players having good conversation regarding the sport. Lastly, 

when parents provided commentary feedback, they were more likely to provide insight into 

key areas of risk for the organization and this was shown to decrease the PSAT and RTF 

levels of those respondents.  

Within the research model for Parent Satisfaction, modifiers identifying types of 

parents were not assessed however the data was collected and analyzed to provide more 

context into the potential impact on PSAT and RTF when looking at different groups of 

parents. One of the relationships identified in the parent-engagement context was the role 

of parent sports personality and how it may lead to lower PSAT and RTF. In this study, an 

analysis was performed on items concerning sports roles and sports savviness and, in most 

cases, parents with more sports experience and savviness, had lower levels of PSAT and 

RTF. The data supports the hypothesis 1b relationship that “as parents sports engagement 

increases, parent satisfaction will decrease.” 

• Parent Savviness regarding the sports (general sports knowledge, soccer savviness, 

watch sports news and games, watch sports and soccer training content, work out) led 

to a 0.2 lower RTF score and a 0.3 lower PSAT score. 
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• Parent Sports experience (collegiate, professional, currently play organized sports) led 

to a 0.3 lower RTF score and a 0.3 lower PSAT score. 

• When parents volunteer or currently work in a youth sports program, it also led to a .02 

lower PSAT and RTF score.  

• When parents coach for the program currently, it led to an increase .20 in RTF and no 

effect on PSAT. 

• When the primary sports caretaker was identified, both the RTF and PSAT scores were 

higher by .10. 

The engagement model includes a discussion on parent motivation with specific 

focus on identifying more extrinsic goals as a driver of reduced PSAT. Given the data 

provided, there was relatively no impact between respondents who identified goals for the 

players to be professional or collegiate soccer players and those that did not identify these 

as goals. Therefore, for hypothesis H1c, there was no further support given this study. 

However, it is possible that different populations may uncover more of a difference in this 

relationship. 

The strategic implications for the Parent Engagement-Satisfaction relationships 

provide organizations the opportunity to differentiate their parent communication 

strategies and to engage in development discussions with parents and players as part of an 

ongoing process. Given the role engagement and development have on PSAT, coaches 

should ensure that part of their parent-relationship process includes formal and informal 

conversations. In these discussions, coaches should express how parents can support 

directly and indirectly the player’s development plans and provide specific options that are 

within the skillset and means of the parents. As an example, suggesting training videos and 
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sports reading for parent’s eager to learn more about the sport and at different levels 

depending on the parent’s experiences. Another potential is cross-referencing the parental 

sport experience with each player’s development journey such that parents feel a deeper 

level of engagement and ownership while still respecting the role of the coach. The risk of 

course is a sense of over-confidence and more judgement from the parent’s view however, 

if the development discussions are taking place regularly and with clarity, this will offset 

any negative potential to PSAT and RTF. 

6.5 Scorecard: Parent Satisfaction Stakeholder Assessment 

 

Figure 6a; Draft Parent Satisfaction (Stakeholder) Scorecard 
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The customer stakeholder assessment should encompass both the Parent and Player 

assessments while also referencing the Coach and Leadership assessments. Given this 

initial analysis, a starting point for a customer stakeholder scorecard, focusing only on the 

parental stakeholder assessment, has been identified for the Azzurri Storm Soccer Club for 

the Fall 2023 period.  Below, in Figure 6a, is a draft of the Parent Satisfaction (Stakeholder) 

Scorecard given the four key variables that were measured: Success Outcomes, PSAT, 

Player Happiness (Engagement), Parent Engagement. 

The scorecard reflects the survey instrument given this research model but in a 

practical approach, the survey instrument would be significantly reduced such that certain 

sub-factors may have limited to no presence in a practioner approach. In this case, Parent 

Engagement would be limited to items within Healthy Attitudes and Team related items 

and Player Happiness would focus primarily on Team related items. PSAT and Success 

Metrics would be consistent however items that had little influence on the model, would 

be eliminated to make the survey process easier.  

In this analysis, a commentary section highlighting key themes would be identified 

to evaluate their corresponding PSAT scores while overall grades are highlighted with 

demographics to provide additional data points. Further analysis would be provided to 

include a Team detail assessment (as discussed in the Commentary Analysis) and a Goal 

Setting assessment. These would address ongoing operationalized customer experience 

strategies and would support ongoing business operational reviews. The Player and Coach 

assessments would be subsequent scorecards and a summary or balanced scorecard would 
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be developed to reflect all of the stakeholder assessments and the key variables driving 

those outcomes. 

6.6 Conclusion 

This paper provides a launching pad for a full body of work on the Customer 

Experience of Youth Sports. This study begins with the Parent as the first stakeholder to 

be evaluated and future studies will address the limitations discussed to finalize the Parent 

Satisfaction Model Youth Sports while future research will extend to developing a further 

stakeholder model assessing the youth sports industry. The goal is to be able to define 

success outcomes for youth sports programing from the context of a Customer Experience 

lens. 

As discussed under the 6.1 Limitations section, future research must include 

analyzing different populations: (1) geographies (2) sports programs (3) organizational 

models (4) organizational ethos and (5) stakeholder perspectives. Additional hypothesis 

would be developed given these research initiatives while the core of the theory, 

engagement leading to satisfaction and satisfaction leading to success outcomes would 

remain consistent. Lastly, with each new research initiative, the survey instrument would 

be re-assessed specifically with the stakeholder models. 

Given this series of research, there are key implications for the Youth Sports 

industry. Incorporating a Customer Experience organizational ethos will translate to 

further engagement of parents and players in current programming, new business 

opportunities for youth sports leaders who understand how to successfully implement this 

into their culture, improved education for coaching excellence, and higher levels of 
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retention in sports of young athletes. To accomplish this, this research will be presented to 

sport’s governing bodies in the US and potentially internationally with the intention of 

gaining input and insight and developing customer experience frameworks for their 

industry. In addition, partnerships with academic and government institutions who are 

focused on quality youth sports programming will be paramount to further developing this 

work.  

Considerations for future research upon completion of this body of work would 

include evaluating the traditional personality assessment which could be added for a 

deeper understanding, providing further assessment, and understanding of personality on 

the parental influence on player experiences beyond happiness and satisfaction of their 

program. This would potentially lead to a modifier relationship whereby the Engagement 

to Satisfaction is driven by a personality assessment that is not specific to sports. As such, 

literature on these relationships could further provide support for adding items to the scales 

or as a new modifier. In a similar fashion, player personality would have a similar influence 

on Player Engagement as would Coaching personality and leadership personalities. 

Furthermore, reviewing specific types of parents who have higher levels of frustration 

with the program or coach and parents who cause more “drama” with coaches can help 

identify specific healthy vs. unhealthy attitudes and over-zealousness in parents. This 

relationship and the impact on PSAT and RTF may not be as clear in a linear model and 

therefore a different data approach could be introduced. Another example of parents that 

require attention are parents who do not participate actively in the sports program and are 

not captured in the survey process. They may have the key purchase decision making role 

and not have high levels of engagement which is not captured in the data analysis. Lastly, 
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parents who are new to the program should be assessed compared to parents who have 

been part of the program for at least two years. This may be a modifier role between PSAT 

and Success Outcomes or on Player Happiness and PSAT. 

The initial body of research incorporates a quantitative and rich text analysis 

approach whereas future research must include deeper qualitative approaches, which 

would provide more context to the types of parent situations discussed above. Case studies 

of organizations involving interviews, surveys, commentary analysis and development of 

documentary storytelling would further advance the understanding of this theory in real 

life application and identify unique parent dynamics. Organizations and academics can use 

the results of these studies to teach leaders and coaches how to improve customer 

experience while using this to support parent and player education.  

The development of a scorecard and ongoing measurement platform that can be 

institutionalized into youth sports programming would facilitate ongoing learning and 

advancement of a Customer Experience strategy. This would be part of the normal process 

of any youth sports program and would be part of coaching and leadership success. Larger 

organizations would publish their results in a national or state level index and this process 

would be established as a new manor for evaluating youth sports programming. Introducing 

a system of evaluations for youth programming would equalize sports programs nationally 

and ensure higher levels of customer experience are the new standards, potentially shifting 

the youth sports culture towards higher levels of commitment, safety and enjoyment by all 

stakeholders. 
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This research is aimed at introducing Customer Experience as a core function of 

any youth sports program. The theoretical model presented supports the advancement of 

this concept and the basis for immediate future research within this body of work. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

The survey instrument is provided in the following pages: 

1. Consent, Demographics, Moderators 
2. Success Outcome factors and subfactors 
3. Parent Satisfaction factors and subfactors 
4. Player Development factors and subfactors 
5. Parent Engagement factors and subfactors 
6. Player Engagement factors and subfactors 
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Figure Appendix 2a: General Survey Questions – Demographics, Consent 
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Figure Appendix 2b: Dependent Variable: Success 
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Figure Appendix 2c: Independent Variable: Parent Satisfaction 
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Figure Appendix 2d: Independent Variable: Player Development 
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ontrol
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_118

- Technical: Passing
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_119

- Technical: D
ribbling

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_120
- Technical: H

eading
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_121

- Technical: Finishing
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_122

- Technical: R
ules of the G

am
e

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_123
- Physical: Endurance

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_124
- Physical: Speed

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_125
- Physical: Agility

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_126
- Personal: Self M

otivation
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_127

- Personal: D
ecision M

aking
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_128

- Personal: R
eading the G

am
e

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_130
- Personal: D

ecision M
aking

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_131
- Personal: Leadership

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_132
- Personal: C

oachability
PA

R
EN

T SC
O

R
EC

A
R

D
_133

- Personal: Team
 Player

PA
R

EN
T SC

O
R

EC
A

R
D

_134
- Personal: R

espect for Leadership and Team

Player D
evelopm

ent

Player D
evelopm

ent: Field 
A

ction

Parent Scorecard
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Figure Appendix 2e: Independent Variable: Parent Engagement 

G
rouping / Variable

Sub G
rouping

Item
 #

Q
uestion

PB
N
_1

I often provided conflicting advice to m
y child (different advice than w

hat the coach(s) provides).
PB
N
_2

I believe m
y child's skills are better than w

hat the coaching staff believed.
PB
N
_3

I believe that m
y child's personal developm

ent is m
ore im

portant than the team
's developm

ent.
PB
N
_4

I discuss the gam
e im

m
ediately after on the car ride hom

e.
PB
N
_5

I alw
ays provide a negative critique of every gam

e.
PB
N
_6

I provide rew
ards to m

y child w
hen they play w

ell or score goals.
PB
N
_7

I brag about m
y child’s soccer ability

PB
N
_8

I alw
ays discuss the team

’s perform
ance w

ith the other parents on the team
 after the gam

es or during practices.
PB
N
_9

W
hen the team

 loses, I am
 very upset.

PB
N
_10

It w
as m

y decision for m
y child to try-out (sign up) for this program

.
PB
P_1

I have had productive 1:1 m
eetings w

ith m
y child's coach this season.

PB
N
_2

I have review
ed the coach's developm

ent plan w
ith m

y child this season.
PB
N
_3

I have/had m
y ow

n developm
ent plan for m

y child.

PB
N
_4

I alw
ays reinforced the advice and developm

ent plan from
 the coach(s).

(exam
ples includes practicing skills independently, w

atching gam
es and physical training exercises)

PB
N
_5

I video-taped m
y child's full gam

es or I review
 the videos or photos of the gam

es that other parents or coaches 
share.

PB
N
_6

I alw
ays provide praise or positive encouragem

ent for every gam
e.

PB
N
_7

I alw
ays ask if m

y child had fun in the gam
e.

PB
N
_8

T
he program

 fees, dues or any other financial obligations for m
y child are alw

ays m
et.

PB
N
_9

I understand w
hat the program

 fees covers and how
 it is used to support the soccer program

.

PB
N
_10

I alw
ays m

eet the general team
 obligations for the soccer team

.

(exam
ples are snack duty, fundraisers participation, team

 celebrations)
PB
N
_11

I follow
 all the sideline behavior rules for m

y child's soccer team
.

PB
N
_12

I believe I am
 an engaged parent. (I do w

hat I am
 supposed to do as a parent on this team

)
PB
N
_13

I do not try to influence the coach(s).
PB
N
_14

I have a positive reputation as a parent in the club. (organization)
PB
N
_15

I am
 w

illing to volunteer.
PB
N
_16

I am
 fully com

m
itted; tim

e and financially to m
ake sure m

y child's soccer am
bitions are m

et.
PB
N
_17

I believe that developm
ent is m

ore im
portant than w

inning gam
es.

PB
N
_18

I know
 the nam

es of m
ost of the players on the team

 and the coaches nam
es as w

ell.

PG
_1

I expect m
y child w

ill m
ove up to a better team

 or better organization next season (2024-2025) based on their 
perform

ance and talent.
PG
_2

I expect m
y child w

ill becom
e a professional soccer player.

PG
_3

I expect m
y child w

ill play soccer at the collegiate level.
PG
_4

I expect m
y child w

ill receive a college scholarship to play soccer.

PG
_5

I believe that the overall soccer experience is im
portant to m

e as a soccer parent. S
occer E

xperience: 
developing in a team

 environm
ent, m

aking friendships, being physically active, and playing the sport w
ell.

PG
_6

I believe that having fun is an im
portant reason to play soccer this season.

PG
_7

I believe that soccer (team
 sports in general) teaches valuable life lessons.

PG
_8

I believe that m
y child w

ill quit soccer after this season.
PG
_9

I believe that soccer is the m
ost im

portant part of m
y child’s life.

PG
_10

I believe that it does not m
atter if m

y child perform
s w

ell during the season. If they are interested in tryouts 
(registration) for next season, I w

ill not say no.

PSP_1
I believe I am

 very sports savvy.
PSP_2

I believe I am
 very soccer savvy.

PSP_3
I w

atch sports new
s, gam

es, events on T
V

 (or listen to it on the radio or online channels).
PSP_4

I w
atch S

occer or S
ports T

raining videos on S
ocial M

edia.
PSP_5

I w
ork out / train w

ith m
y child.

PSP_6
I played sports as a youth (elem

entary – m
iddle – high school ages).

PSP_7
I played sports at the collegiate level.

PSP_8
I played sports at a professional level.

PSP_9
I currently play organized sports.

PSP_10
I have volunteered or w

orked (paid position) for a youth sports team
 as a team

 m
anager or other adm

inistrator in 
the past.

PSP_11
I have volunteered or w

orked (paid position) for a youth sports team
 as a coach in the past.

PSP_12
I am

 the team
 m

anager (or another adm
inistrator role) for m

y child’s soccer team
 this season.

PSP_13
I am

 the coach for m
y child’s soccer team

 this season.
PSP_14

I am
 the prim

ary S
ports C

aretaker for m
y child (attend m

ost practices, gam
es, m

eetings).

Parent B
ehaviors (N

egative 
and Positive)

Parent G
oals

Parent Sports Personality

Parent Engagem
ent
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Figure Appendix 2f: Independent Variable: Player Engagement 

G
rouping / Variable

Sub G
rouping

Item
 #

Q
uestion

PD
_1

M
y child participates in regular private soccer training sessions (individual or group level)..

PD
_2

M
y child practiced on their ow

n.
PD
_3

M
y child w

as disciplined and w
ell behaved for practices and gam

es.
PD
_4

M
y child attended practices.

PD
_5

M
y child attended gam

es/tournam
ents.

PD
_6

M
y child w

as on-tim
e for practices AN

D
 w

arm
-ups for gam

es.

This section pertains to your child's satisfaction of the program
. C

om
plete this section based on w

hat you feel 
your child w

ould say or how
 they w

ould answ
er this question. C

om
plete the sentence: M

y C
hild _______ 

PH
_1_1

 Likes soccer
PH
_1_2

  Likes their soccer team
PH
_1_3

Likes their coach(s)
PH
_1_4

Likes attending practices
PH
_1_5

Likes playing in gam
es

PH
_1_6

Is excited on gam
e day

PH
_1_7

Believes that they are learning a lot this season
PH
_1_8

Likes the w
ay the coach leads the team

PH
_1_9

Likes the perform
ance of the team

 (# of gam
es your w

on)
PH
_1_10

Likes the structure of the practices
PH
_1_11

Like their uniform
PH
_1_12

Likes m
y sideline behavior

PH
_1_13

Likes w
hen I give advice after or before gam

es
PH
_1_14

Likes w
hen w

e talk about their soccer experience in general
PH
_1_15

Likes m
y sports parenting skills

PH
_1_16

Believes I understand the gam
e (rules, strategies)

PH
_1_17

Believes that I care too m
uch about their gam

es and soccer experience
PH
_1_18

Believes that the coach is fair
PH
_1_19

Believes that they get adequate playing tim
e in gam

es (team
 m

anagem
ent)

PH
_1_20

U
nderstands their coach’s feedback; they value it and think about how

 to use it to im
prove

PH
_1_21

Believes that their coach(es) cares about them
PH
_1_22

Believes the coach only cares about w
inning

PH
_1_23

Feels that the coach yells too m
uch

This section pertains to your child's goals and m
otivations regarding soccer. C

om
plete this section based on 

w
hat you feel your child w

ould say or how
 they w

ould answ
er this question.

PG
_1_1

Is w
illing to play/learn any position on the team

PG
_1_2

W
ants to stay w

ith their team
 next season

PG
_1_3

G
oal is to enjoy the gam

e
PG
_1_4

Is m
otivated by the social aspects of the team

PG
_1_5

H
as set personal goals related to the sport (Soccer)

PG
_1_6

W
ants to play soccer in college

PG
_1_7

Says they w
ant to be a Professional Soccer Player w

hen they grow
 up

PG
_1_8

W
ants to m

axim
ize gam

e playing tim
e (m

inim
um

 of 75%
 of gam

e)
PG
_1_9

Seeks to im
prove physically and technically in the sport

PG
_1_10

Seeks to im
prove Soccer IQ

 and strategy of the sport

Player G
oals

Player H
appiness

Player B
ehaviors

Player Engagem
ent



 
 

146 

APPENDIX B: EFA 

Discussion of EFA results (reference Figure Appendix 3: EFA Analysis Study 1) 

is below following a full discussion of each of the factor EFA results. 

 

Figure Appendix 3a: EFA Analysis Study 1 

 

  

# of Items # Factors Bartlet’s 
Test KMO Eigenvalue 

(Rotation)
CUM Initial 

Variance Reliability

Targets 0 >.60 >1 >.50 >.60

Parent Engagement 43 4 <.001 0.645 3.18 30.16 0.784

Parent Sport Engagement 7 0.701

Healthy Attitudes Towards Player Sport Experience 17 0.617

Player Extrinsic Motivation 8 0.726

Parent - Team Engagement 6 0.738

Player Engagement 39 4 <.001 0.774 4.32 38.89 0.859

Player Happiness - Team 19 0.882

Player Happiness - Sport 10 0.774

Player Happiness - Parent Sport Relationship 7 0.701

Player Commitment Team 3 0.636

Player Development 29 2 <.001 0.552 8.21 41.91 0.786

Parent Scorecard of Player 17 0.852

Parent Perception of Field Actions 12 0.439

Parent Satisfaction 37 4 <.001 0.915 2.81 55.92 0.957

Coach Driven 17 0.958

Club Driven 7 0.768

Program Structure 7 0.824

Team Management 7 0.843

Success Outcomes 23 4 <.001 0.83 6.78 48.94 0.847

RTF 8 0.847

Next Season Plans 4 0.427

Team Performance 7 0.795

Player Commitment 4 0.635
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Appendix B-1: Parent Satisfaction 

A principal axis factor analysis (FA) was conducted on the 37 items with oblique 

rotation (direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy 

for the analysis, KMO = .915 (‘marvelous’ according to Kaiser and Rice, 1974), and all 

KMO values for individual items were greater than .68, which is well above the acceptable 

limit of .50. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. 

Seven factors had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 

70.7% of the variance. The scree plot was ambiguous and showed inflexions that would 

justify retaining between four and seven factors. Four factors were retained because of the 

convergence of the scree plot and Kaiser’s criterion on values greater than .70. The table 

below shows the factor loadings after rotation. The items that cluster on the same factor 

suggest the factors representing (1) Coach Driven (2) Club Driven (3) Program Structure 

and (4) Team Management. The total scale has a Cronbach’s alphas of .957 while the 

factors have Cronbach values .77 to .85.  

The analysis provided support for these items and no items will be removed from 

the Parent Satisfaction Scale for the next study. 
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Figure Appendix 3a-1: Parent Satisfaction Pattern Matrix Analysis 



 
 

149 

 

 

Figure Appendix 3a-2: Factor Analysis Parent Satisfaction Scale 
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Figure Appendix 3a-3: Reliability 

Coach Driven 

 

 

 

 

Club Driven 

 

 

Program Structure 

 

Team Management 
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Appendix B-2: Parent Engagement 

A principal axis factor analysis (FA) was conducted on the 43 items with oblique 

rotation (direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy 

for the analysis, KMO = .645 (‘terrible’ according to Kaiser and Rice, 1974), and most 

KMO values for individual items were greater than the acceptable limit of .50. (An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Fourteen factors had 

eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 68.8% of the 

variance. The scree plot was ambiguous and showed inflexions that would justify retaining 

between five and nine factors. Four factors were retained because of the convergence of 

the scree plot and Kaiser’s criterion on values greater than .70. The table below shows the 

factor loadings after rotation. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest the factors 

representing (1) Sports Engagement (2) Healthy Attitudes Towards Youth Sports (3) Player 

Extrinsic Motivation and (4) Team Engagement. The total scale has a Cronbach’s alphas 

of .784 while the factors have Cronbach values .62 to .74.  

The analysis provided support for these items however further analysis may be 

required to reduce several items for Study 2. 
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Figure Appendix 3b-1: Parent Engagement Pattern Matrix Analysis 

Parent 
Sport 

Engagem
e

nt

H
ealthy 

A
ttitudes 

Tow
ards 

Player 
Sport 

Experience

Player 
Extrinsic 

M
otivation

Parent - 
Team

 
Engagem

ent

1
2

3
4

PBN
_4

I discuss the gam
e im

m
ediately after on the car ride hom

e.
0.31

          
PBN

_5
I alw

ays provide a negative critique of every gam
e.

0.41
          

PBN
_6

I provide rew
ards to m

y child w
hen they play w

ell or score goals.
0.40

          
PBN

_8
I alw

ays discuss the team
’s perform

ance w
ith the other parents on the team

 after the gam
es or during practices.

0.32
          

PBP_3
I have/had m

y ow
n developm

ent plan for m
y child.

0.49
          

PSP_1
I believe I am

 very sports savvy.
0.62

          
PSP_2

I believe I am
 very soccer savvy.

0.61
          

PSP_3
I w

atch sports new
s, gam

es, events on TV (or listen to it on the radio or online channels).
0.59

          
PSP_4

I w
atch Soccer or Sports Training videos on Social M

edia.
0.57

          
PSP_5

I w
ork out / train w

ith m
y child.

0.70
          

PBN
_9

W
hen the team

 loses, I am
 very upset.

PBP_10
I alw

ays m
eet the general team

 obligations for the soccer team
.

0.42
          

PBP_11
I follow

 all the sideline behavior rules for m
y child's soccer team

.
0.50

          
PBP_12

I believe I am
 an engaged parent. (I do w

hat I am
 supposed to do as a parent on this team

)
0.55

          
PBP_13

I do not try to influence the coach(s).
0.46

          
PBP_14

I have a positive reputation as a parent in the club. (organization)
0.40

          
PBP_16

I am
 fully com

m
itted; tim

e and financially to m
ake sure m

y child's soccer am
bitions are m

et.
0.43

          
PBP_6

I alw
ays provide praise or positive encouragem

ent for every gam
e.

0.38
          

PBP_7
I alw

ays ask if m
y child had fun in the gam

e.
0.50

          
PBP_8

The program
 fees, dues or any other financial obligations for m

y child are alw
ays m

et.
0.35

          

PG
_5

I believe that the overall soccer experience is im
portant to m

e as a soccer parent. Soccer Experience: developing in a team
 

environm
ent, m

aking friendships, being physically active, and playing the sport w
ell.

0.47
          

PG
_6

I believe that having fun is an im
portant reason to play soccer this season.

0.51
          

PG
_7

I believe that soccer (team
 sports in general) teaches valuable life lessons.

0.367
0.53

          
PG

_8
I believe that m

y child w
ill quit soccer after this season.

(0.34)
         

PBN
_3

I believe that m
y child's personal developm

ent is m
ore im

portant than the team
's developm

ent.
(0.42)

         

PG
_10

I believe that it does not m
atter if m

y child perform
s w

ell during the season. If they are interested in tryouts (registration) for next 
season, I w

ill not say no.
PBP_9

I understand w
hat the program

 fees covers and how
 it is used to support the soccer program

.
PBN

_1
I often provided conflicting advice to m

y child (different advice than w
hat the coach(s) provides).

0.30
          

PBN
_1

I often provided conflicting advice to m
y child (different advice than w

hat the coach(s) provides).
0.30

          
0.44

             

PBN
_10

It w
as m

y decision for m
y child to try-out (sign up) for this program

.
0.38

          
PBN

_2
I believe m

y child's skills are better than w
hat the coaching staff believed.

0.32
          

0.40
             

PBN
_7

I brag about m
y child’s soccer ability

0.32
          

PG
_1

I expect m
y child w

ill m
ove up to a better team

 or better organization next season (2024-2025) based on their perform
ance and 

talent.
0.36

          
PG

_2
I expect m

y child w
ill becom

e a professional soccer player.
0.69

          
PG

_3
I expect m

y child w
ill play soccer at the collegiate level.

0.68
          

PG
_4

I expect m
y child w

ill receive a college scholarship to play soccer.
0.82

          
PG

_9
I believe that soccer is the m

ost im
portant part of m

y child’s life.
0.42

          

PBP_1
I have had productive 1:1 m

eetings w
ith m

y child's coach this season.
(0.66)

           
PBP_15

I am
 w

illing to volunteer.
(0.58)

           
PBP_17

I believe that developm
ent is m

ore im
portant than w

inning gam
es.

(0.37)
           

PBP_18
I know

 the nam
es of m

ost of the players on the team
 and the coaches nam

es as w
ell.

(0.56)
           

PBP_2
I have review

ed the coach's developm
ent plan w

ith m
y child this season.

(0.61)
           

PBP_4
I alw

ays reinforced the advice and developm
ent plan from

 the coach(s).
(0.51)

           

Parent Sport 
Engagem

ent

H
ealthy 

Attitudes 
Tow

ards Player 
Sport 

Experience

Player Extrinsic 
M

otivation

Parent - Team
 

Engagem
ent
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Figure Appendix 3b-2: Factor Analysis Parent Engagement Scale 
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Figure Appendix 3b-3: Reliability  

Sport Engagement 

 

Team Engagement 

  

Extrinsic Motivation 
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Healthy Attitudes 
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Appendix B-3: Player Engagement 

 

A principal axis factor analysis (FA) was conducted on the 39 items with oblique 

rotation (direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy 

for the analysis, KMO = .774 (‘mediocre’ according to Kaiser and Rice, 1974), and all 

KMO values for individual items were greater than the acceptable limit of .50. (An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Twelve factors had 

eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 72.82% of the 

variance. The scree plot was ambiguous and showed inflexions that would justify retaining 

between four and six factors. Four factors were retained because of the convergence of the 

scree plot and Kaiser’s criterion on values greater than .70. The table below shows the 

factor loadings after rotation. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest the factors 

representing (1) Player Happiness - Team (2) Player Happiness - Sport (3) Player 

Happiness – Parent Sport Relationship and (4) Player Commitment Team. The total scale 

has a Cronbach’s alphas of .859 while the factors have Cronbach values .63 to .82.  

The analysis provided support for these items however further analysis may be 

required to reduce several items for Study 2. 
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Figure Appendix 3c-1: Player Engagement Pattern Matrix Analysis 

Player 
H

appiness - 
Team

Player 
H

appiness - 
Sport

Player 
H

appiness - 
Parent Sport 
R

elationship

Player 
C

om
m

itm
ent 

Team

P
H

_1_8
Likes the w

ay the coach leads the team
0.9

P
H

_1_3
Likes their coach(s)

0.861
P

H
_1_7

B
elieves that they are learning a lot this season

0.847
P

H
_1_21

B
elieves that their coach(es) cares about them

0.814
P

H
_1_20

U
nderstands their coach’s feedback; they value it and think about how

 to use it to im
prove

0.804
P

H
_1_10

Likes the structure of the practices
0.785

P
H

_1_18
B

elieves that the coach is fair
0.772

P
H

_1_2
Likes their soccer team

0.735
P

G
_1_2

W
ants to stay w

ith their team
 next season

0.719
P

H
_1_4

Likes attending practices
0.706

P
H

_1_9
Likes the perform

ance of the team
 (# of gam

es your w
on)

0.582
0.312

P
H

_1_6
Is excited on gam

e day
0.567

P
H

_1_19
B

elieves that they get adequate playing tim
e in gam

es (team
 m

anagem
ent)

0.434
P

G
_1_4

Is m
otivated by the social aspects of the team

0.338
P

H
_1_5

Likes playing in gam
es

0.32
P

H
_1_23

Feels that the coach yells too m
uch

-0.306
-0.362

P
H

_1_11
Like their uniform

P
H

_1_22
B

elieves the coach only cares about w
inning

-0.402
P

H
_1_17

B
elieves that I care too m

uch about their gam
es and soccer experience

-0.391

P
G

_1_6
W

ants to play soccer in college
0.751

P
G

_1_5
H

as set personal goals related to the sport (S
occer)

0.662
P

G
_1_10

S
eeks to im

prove S
occer IQ

 and strategy of the sport
0.558

P
D

_2
M

y child practiced on their ow
n.

0.557
P

G
_1_7

S
ays they w

ant to be a P
rofessional S

occer P
layer w

hen they grow
 up

0.537
P

G
_1_9

S
eeks to im

prove physically and technically in the sport
0.529

P
G

_1_8
W

ants to m
axim

ize gam
e playing tim

e (m
inim

um
 of 75%

 of gam
e)

0.465
P

H
_1_1

Likes soccer
0.392

P
D

_1
M

y child participates in regular private soccer training sessions (individual or group level)..
0.328

P
D

_3
M

y child w
as disciplined and w

ell behaved for practices and gam
es.

P
H

_1_15
Likes m

y sports parenting skills
0.64

P
H

_1_14
Likes w

hen w
e talk about their soccer experience in general

0.348
0.6

P
H

_1_13
Likes w

hen I give advice after or before gam
es

0.588
P

G
_1_3

G
oal is to enjoy the gam

e
0.366

P
H

_1_16
B

elieves I understand the gam
e (rules, strategies)

0.308
P

H
_1_12

Likes m
y sideline behavior

0.386
0.338

P
G

_1_1
Is w

illing to play/learn any position on the team

P
D

_5
M

y child attended gam
es/tournam

ents.
0.593

P
D

_4
M

y child attended practices.
0.574

P
D

_6
M

y child w
as on-tim

e for practices A
N

D
 w

arm
-ups for gam

es.
0.453

Player 
H

appiness - 
Sport

Player 
H

appiness - 
Parent Sport 
R

elationship

Player 
C

om
m

itm
ent

Player 
H

appiness - 
Team

 &
 

C
oach



 
 

159 

 

 

Figure Appendix 3c-2: Factor Analysis Player Engagement Scale 
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Figure Appendix 3c-3: Reliability 
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Appendix B-4: Player Development 

 
A principal axis factor analysis (FA) was conducted on the 23 items with oblique 

rotation (direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy 

for the analysis, KMO = .552 (‘terrible’ according to Kaiser and Rice, 1974), and half of 

the KMO values for individual items were greater than the acceptable limit of .50. An 

initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Ten factors had 

eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 77.3% of the 

variance. The scree plot was ambiguous and showed inflexions that would justify retaining 

between four and five factors. Four factors were retained because of the convergence of 

the scree plot and Kaiser’s criterion on values greater than .50. The table below shows the 

factor loadings after rotation. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest the factors 

representing (1-3) Parent Scorecard For Technical, Physical, and Personal (4) Parent 

Scorecard for Known Field Actions. The total scale has a Cronbach’s alphas of .79 while 

the factors have Cronbach values .43 to .85.  

The analysis provided support for these items however further analysis may be 

required to review items regarding known field actions for Study 2. 

Player Commitment 
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Figure Appendix 3d-1: Parent Engagement Pattern Matrix Analysis 

Technical Physical Personal Field Action
PARENT SCORECARD_130 Personal: Decision Making 0.825 0.363
PARENT SCORECARD_127 Personal: Decision Making 0.737
PARENT SCORECARD_128 Personal: Reading the Game 0.731 0.406
PARENT SCORECARD_118 Technical: Passing 0.644
PARENT SCORECARD_117 Technical: Ball Control 0.564 0.405
PARENT SCORECARD_119 Technical: Dribbling 0.489 0.389
PARENT SCORECARD_121 Technical: Finishing 0.441 0.398
PARENT SCORECARD_122 Technical: Rules of the Game 0.417 0.374
PARENT SCORECARD_120 Technical: Heading

PARENT SCORECARD_125 Physical: Agility 0.8
PARENT SCORECARD_124 Physical: Speed 0.704
PARENT SCORECARD_123 Physical: Endurance 0.649

PARENT SCORECARD_133 Personal: Team Player 0.705
PARENT SCORECARD_132 Personal: Coachability 0.704
PARENT SCORECARD_134 Personal: Respect for Leadership and Team 0.514
PARENT SCORECARD_131 Personal: Leadership 0.339 0.496
PARENT SCORECARD_126 Personal: Self Motivation 0.339 0.33 0.301

FIELD ACTION_123 Scores a goal or more 0.65              
FIELD ACTION_121 Unable to Defend 0.56              
FIELD ACTION_120 Dribbles too much 0.53              
FIELD ACTION_122 Lets goals in from the opponent
FIELD ACTION_128 Boots the Ball to Team
FIELD ACTION_118 Loses the ball
FIELD ACTION_119 Does not pass 0.41              
FIELD ACTION_126 Dribbles
FIELD ACTION_127 Defensive (0.38)             
FIELD ACTION_125 Passes to teammates
FIELD ACTION_117 Engagement in Game (0.33)             
FIELD ACTION_124  Shows leadership 0.36              
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Figure Appendix 3d-2: Factor Analysis Player Development 
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Figure Appendix 3d-3: Reliability 

Parent Scorecard 

 

Parent Scorecard – Field Actions 
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Appendix B-5: Success Outcomes 

A principal axis factor analysis (FA) was conducted on the 23 items with oblique 

rotation (direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy 

for the analysis, KMO = .83 (‘meritorious’ according to Kaiser and Rice, 1974), and most 

KMO values for individual items were greater than the acceptable limit of .50. (An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Seven factors had 

eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 71.8% of the 

variance. The scree plot was ambiguous and showed inflexions that would justify retaining 

between four and five factors. Four factors were retained because of the convergence of 

the scree plot and Kaiser’s criterion on values greater than .70. The table below shows the 

factor loadings after rotation. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest the factors 

representing (1) RTF (2) Next Season Plans (3) Team Performance and (4) Player 

Commitment. The total scale has a Cronbach’s alphas of .847 while the factors have 

Cronbach values .43 to .85.  

The analysis provided support for these items however further analysis may be 

required to review items regarding future behavior for Study 2. 
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Figure Appendix 3e-1: Parent Engagement Pattern Matrix Analysis 
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Figure Appendix 3e-2 Factor Analysis Success Outcomes – Dependent Variable 
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Figure Appendix 3e-3 Reliability 
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