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Objective

Chelladurai (1985) indicated that leadership is the
behavioral process of influencing subordinates toward
organizational goals. In the sport setting, the coaches
have great influence over the athletes toward the team
goals. The Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) is based
on the multidimensional model of leadership that
considers the coach's personality, the demands of each
situation and the needs of the athletes. Using the LSS,
this study attempts to investigate and distinguish those
coaching behaviors that can influence the athletes in
achieving the team goals. As a result, a better
understanding of the coaching behaviors can benefit both
the coaches and the athletes.

In Hong Kong, few, if any, studies have been
conducted that relate to leadership behaviors. Thus, there

is a need to study this phenomenon and attempt to better
understand and improve coaching so that student athletes
may benefit. This study is designed to compare the
leadership behaviors of winning and losing high school
basketball coaches in Hong Kong by utilizing the
Leadership Scale for Sports (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980).

Theoretical Framework

The multidimensional model of leadership
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) is a synthesis of various
situational approaches to understanding leadership. These
approaches include the characteristics of the leader, the
needs and desires of the members, and the demands of
the organization. The major thesis of the model is that
performance and satisfaction are a function of the
congruence among three states of leadership: actual leader
behavior, leaders behavior preferred by members, and
required leader behavior. According to the model, these
three types of leader behaviors are affected by the
antecedents of leader characteristics, member
characteristics, and situational characteristics. The
coach's self-perception version of the Leadership Scale
for Sports (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) was used to
measure the coach's behavior. This version of the scale
is based on a multidimensional model of leadership that
considers the coach's behavioral characteristics.

The Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) was
introduced and developed by Chelladurai and Saleh
(1980). The LSS is a 40-item scale consisting of five
subscales of leader behaviors. The five leader behavior
dimensions measured include 'Training and Instruction
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Behavior', 'Democratic Behavior', 'Autocratic Behavior',
'Social Support Behavior', and 'Positive Feedback
Behavior'. Three versions of the LSS are available: (a)
athlete's preference, (b) athlete's perception of coach's
behavior, and (c) coach's own perception of behavior.
Only the coach's self-perception version was used in this
study. Item responses were based on a 5-point Likert
scale: always (5), often (4), occasionally (3), seldom (2),
and never (1). Five points were given to 'always', four
points to 'often’, three points to 'occasionally', two points
to 'seldom’, and one point for 'never'. The total scores for
each category were obtained by adding the scores of all
the items and then dividing by the number of items in
that category. The higher the scores in that category, the
more obvious the behavior the participant was in that
dimension.

For the coach's version, Dwyer and Fischer (1988b)
and Salminen and Liukkonen (1994) found that the
Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the subscales, except
'Autocratic Behavior', ranged from .57 to .86 and from
.71 to .85, respectively. However, the alpha coefficients
of 'Autocratic Behavior' were unacceptable (Dwyer &
Fischer, 1988b; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1994). In spite
of this, Salminen and Liukkonen (1994) concluded that
the LSS is a valid instrument in leadership research,
though the results of the 'Autocratic Behavior' should be
interpreted with caution.

Methods and Techniques

The coach's self-perception version of the
Leadership Scale for Sports (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980)
was administered to basketball coaches in Hong Kong
who voluntarily agreed to participate in the study. The
coaches were those who participated in the Hong Kong
Schools Sports Association (HKSSA) and the New
Territories Schools Sports Association (NTSSA) Inter-
School Basketball Boys A Grade Competition during the
1992-93 season. Females were excluded from the sample
to control for a gender effect.

After the yearly competition was completed, a letter
concerning the purpose and detail of the study and the
participant consent form was sent to the participants. The
basketball coaches were asked to sign and return the
consent form within 2 weeks of receipt of the letter. The
coach's self-perception version of the LSS and the
demographic form were sent to the coaches after receiving
their consent forms. The coaches were asked to return

the questionnaire within 2 weeks of receipt of the letter.
One week after the due date, follow-up phone calls and/
or reminder letters were sent to the coaches.

Results

A total of 56 high school male basketball head
coaches served as the participants for this study. Twenty-
eight of the basketball coaches came from winning
basketball teams while the other 28 basketball coaches
came from losing basketball teams. The overall
descriptive data for the subscales of the coach's self-
perception version of the LSS of winning and losing
basketball coaches are presented in Table 1. Winning
coaches had higher mean scores than losing coaches in
all subscales of the LSS except 'Positive Feedback
Behavior' and 'Social Support Behavior'. However, the
most common coaching behaviors for both the winning
and losing coaches were, in descending order, 'Positive
Feedback Behavior', 'Training and Instruction Behavior',
‘Social Support Behavior', 'Democratic Behavior', and
'Autocratic Behavior'.

Table 1 : Descriptive Statistics of LSS Scores
for Winning and Losing High School
Basketball Coaches (N = 56)

Variable Mean SD Min Max N

TRAINING AND

INSTRUCTION

Winning 382 58 223 500 28

Losing 375 72 146 492 28

DEMOCRATIC

Winning 312155310 0222 433 28

Losing IAesA5851.0.09::3,801:128

AUTOCRATIC

Winning 263 54 120 380 28

Losing 254 60 1.60 4.00 28

SOCIAL SUPPORT

Winning 317 62 225 475 28

Losing 322 61 200 4.50 28

POSITIVE

FEEDBACK

Winning 385 712 180 480 28

Losing 392 86 120 5.00 28
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A one-way independent groups multivariate analysis
of variance (MANOVA) was used to execute the
multivariate analysis. The MANOVA program from the
SPSS for Windows (Norusis, 1993) was utilized to
compare the difference in the mean vector of scores on
the following subscales between the winning and losing
basketball coaches: (a) 'Training and Instruction
Behavior', (b) 'Democratic Behavior', (¢) 'Autocratic
Behavior', (d) 'Social Support Behavior', and (e) 'Positive
Feedback Behavior'. The Bartlett-Box test was computed
to test the basic assumption of homogeneity of variance
for each of the five subscales of LSS across the two
independent groups. The Box M test was computed to
test the homogeneity of the variance/covariance matrices
for the scores from the winning and losing basketball
coaches. The results of these analyses are presented in
Table 2.

Table 2 : Bartlett-Box and Box M Tests for the
Subscales of the Leadership Scale for Sports

Subscale Name Bartlett-Box F Value  p

Training and Instruction 1.23377 267
Democratic .67890 410
Autocratic 37846 539
Social Support 01156 914
Positive Feedback .80216 371

Box M =10.88289 (p = .832)

The Bartlett-Box M value for winning and losing
coaches was non-significant ( p > .05) which indicated
that there were no significant differences in the variance/
covariance matrices for the two groups. The Bartlett-
Box F ratios for the five subscales of the LSS were non-
significant ( p > .05) indicating homogeneity of variance.
The Wilks' Eambda was used as a test for significant
difference between the two vectors of means for the
winning and losing coaches. No significant difference
(Wilks' Lambda = .967, F = .344, df = 5,50, p > .05) was
found between the winning and losing coaches with
respect to the five subscale scores of the LSS. The results
are shown in Table 3.

Table3: MANOVA Analysis Comparing LSS
Subscale Scores of Winning and losing

High School Basketball Coaches

Wilks' Lambda ExactF Hypo. df
967 344 5.000

Errordf  p
50.000 - .884

Discussion

The primary inquiry of the current study was to
investigate the differences in leadership behaviors of
winning and losing basketball coaches as determined by
the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) (Chelladurai &
Saleh, 1980). From the responses of the basketball
coaches in Hong Kong, no differences are expected
between the coaching behaviors of the winning and losing
coaches. This means that the coaches from both winning
and losing basketball teams have similar leadership
behaviors. The findings of this study are consistent with
the findings of previous researchers (Callaway, 1983;
Gabriel & Brooks, 1986). Gabriel and Brooks (1986)
indicated that there were no significant differences
between the tennis coaches of the National Association
of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) and the National
Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA). They also
found that the leadership behaviors of the LSS were not
significant predictors of team win/loss percentage. In
Hong Kong, an obvious factor that distinguishes winning
and losing high school basketball teams is the skill level
of the players. Leadership behavior, singly, may not be a
predictor of winning and losing basketball coaching in
Hong Kong.

Burns (1983) compared the perceptions of ideal
leadership behaviors of Christian and non-Christian high
school coaches and found that both coaches ranked
autocratic behavior the lowest. Dwyer and Fischer
(1988a) indicated that wrestling coaches were reported
to have lower autocratic behavior. The findings of this
present study are congruent with the results of the above
studies, in which both winning and losing basketball
coaches demonstrated 'autocratic' behavior to a lesser
degree than the other behaviors as determined by the
subscales of the LSS. One explanation for this result may
be that in Boys A grade competitions, the athletes are
mature and have about three or four years of experience.
Therefore, 'autocratic behavior' may not be appropriate
for those players.

Autocratic coaching behavior has been found in
situations where the athletes were less mature and had
lower skill levels (Robinson & Carron, 1982); whereas
at the highest level of maturity, a reduction in the task
dimension is suggested (Chelladurai & Carron, 1983).
In Hong Kong, coaches appear to prefer close supervision
of younger athletes (e.g., less than 14 years of age) or
athletes with less experience, but not for mature athletes.
A less autocratic coaching behavior may indicate that the
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coaches are attempting to establish a more equitable
coach-athlete relationship. Moreover, discipline is
emphasized by many of the school authorities in Hong
Kong and the athletes typically will follow a coach's
instructions. As a result, the coaches need not exert tight
control over the behavior of their athletes.

Case (1987) studied the leadership behaviors of
selected successful junior high, senior high, college, and
Amateur Athletic Union head basketball coaches using
the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (Halpin
& Winer, 1957). In his study, Case (1987) indicated that
coaches demonstrated a high task and low relationship
leadership behavior at the senior high and college levels.
These findings were not consistent with those of the
current study, in which the coaches attempted to set up a
good relationship with the players, who were mostly
senior high school students. Such discrepancy may be
because of cultural differences of the coaches or the
different expectations and ability levels of the players in
these studies. Chelladurai, Imamura, Yamaguchi,
Oinuma, and Miyauchi (1988) compared the preferred
leadership of Japanese and Canadian physical education
university students and found that the Japanese students
in traditional sports preferred a more aloof and
authoritarian leadership style than their counterparts.
Therefore, both the cultural background of the students
and the type of sports in which they are involved may
affect the leadership preferences (Chelladurai et al.,
1988).

The results of this study may have been influenced
by the following factors. The LSS was designed primarily
for use in sports in North America, thus it may not be
applicable in Hong Kong where either the traditional
sports or culture are different. Although, the coaches in
North America emphasize winning and "do all they can
to socialize their athletes with the value of winning"
(Eitzen & Sage, 1989, p. 66). The situation is different
in Hong Kong where a greater emphasis is placed upon
the academic performance of individuals. Inter-school
competitions may be regarded as extra-curricular
activities. Because winning is not highly valued by the
participants, this study may not have revealed the actual
leadership behaviors of some of the coaches.

There may be some other factors which may also
have affected the reliability of this study. For example,
the English version of the LSS may not be appropriate
for the participants in Hong Kong, where over 90% of
the population use Chinese as their primary language.

Moreover, some of the items of the LSS may not be clear
enough for the participants (Zhang, 1993). Therefore,
use of a Chinese version of the LSS with improvement
in the wordings of some of the items (e.g., those items
under 'Autocratic Behavior') may present different results.
Furthermore, the ability level of the players will also affect
the win/loss record of the competition. As a result, the
leadership behavior of the coaches is not the only factor
that determines the team results. In this situation, the
skill level and performance of the players may have had
a decisive role in determining whether the team on which
the players participated was either a 'winning team' or
losing team'.

Since only the coach's self-perception version of the
LSS was used in this study, the results were confined to
the subjective ratings of the coaches themselves, whereas
the actual leadership behaviors of the coaches were not
determined objectively. Coaches may choose more
autocratic styles than the players (Chelladurai, Haggerty,
& Baxter, 1989) and athletes may perceive the coaching
behaviors more negatively than do the coaches themselves
(Kenow & Williams, 1992). In order to have a better
idea about coaching behaviors, perhaps the athletes'
perceptions of the behaviors of their coaches should be
assessed through the other versions of the LSS (i.e., the
athlete's preference and the athlete's perception of coach's
behavior versions) so that preferred and perceived leader
behaviors of the athletes can be compared with the
coaches' perception of their own behaviors. Future studies
should also examine cultural influences on coaching
behaviors with respect to other contingent variables.
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