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ABSTRACT

In athletics, every athlete on any team prefers different behaviors from their coach.
Previous research has not been able to articulate player preferences regarding their preferred
coaching behaviors and if their coaches are meeting those behaviors. This study examined the
coaching leadership style preferences of female professional basketball players. Based on the
Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML) conceptual framework, which suggests that the
outcome of a team is based on how leader behavior is correlated to athlete preferred leader
behaviors, this study examined coaching leadership style preferences of two player groups
(current, retired), and explored the relationship of five independent variables among the players.
In order to examine this question, current and retired female professional basketball players
athletes from the Women's' National Basketball Association (WNBA) and International
Basketball Federation (FIBA) were surveyed using the Leadership Scale for Sport (Chelladurai

& Saleh, 1980).

A quantitative research design was used to address three research questions. The
Leadership Scale for Sport (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) was administered to 234 female
professional basketball players from the Women’s National Basketball Association (WNBA) and
the International Basketball Federation (FIBA). A statistical analysis of the interaction between
the athletes and their coaches was used to determine if leadership behavior needs to be adjusted

when coaching female professional basketball players.
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Survey data was analyzed through MANOVA and descriptive analysis. After reviewing
prior research, results are expected to show that athletes prefer coaches who include players in
decision making, focus on improving skills, and cultivate a positive coach-athlete relationship.

Two hundred thirty-four female professional basketball players responded to the survey.
Results revealed that athletes preferred a coach who works on improving their skills and building
a relationship with them. Specifically, players in this study prefer a Training and Instruction
Leadership Style coach, regardless of demographic information.

The study also showed that the athletes prefer a coach who includes the team when
making decisions. There was no relationship between coaching leadership style preferences and
ethnicity of the athletes.

This study seemed to offer concrete evidence on coaching leadership style preferences of
female professional basketball players and how trait, behavioral and situational leadership
theories can define the coaches’ role. However, future studies can examine the impact that a
coach’s style can have on the behavior of athlete as well as analyze the relationship between

preferred and actual behavior exhibited by coaches in professional women's basketball.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Overview

Numerous tensions exist as a part of the coaching process. Some of these tensions include
team atmosphere, roles and communication, training environment, nutrition, injuries, and goals
and expectations (Woodman & Hardy, 2001). A coach’s response to these pressures is a
fundamental determinant of a team's fate. In today's highly competitive, socially demanding, and
ever-changing professional sports environment, expectations of coaches' have increased. This
paradox becomes a critical lens to understanding and assisting these coaches. Sports plays an
immense and important role in the lives of many people, specifically athletes. The coaches who
direct the lives of these athletes have a substantial impact on them. In athletics, it is important for
coaches to be able to motivate their players. Coaches may use different tactics and motivational
techniques to encourage athletes (Martin, Rocca, Cayanus, & Weber, 2009). Effective coaching
style is related to winning (Jacob, 2006). Coaching style can impact athletes’ attitude and
performance (Blanchard, Amiot, Perreault, Vallerand, & Provencher, 2009). Each athlete may
prefer or respond better to a particular coaching leadership style. While not all players have the
same preferences, considering the athlete's preferred coaching style is imperative to enhancing
the coach's ability to increase the productivity and success of his or her team (Horn, Bloom,
Berglund, & Packard, 2011).

When the coach speaks, the athlete listens. When the coach says “jump,” the athlete asks
“how high?” For many years, this type of coach-athlete relationship has been the norm in sports.

In the past, this authoritarian coaching style with yielding behavior expected from athletes was

1



considered a rite of passage for athletes. Coaches justified their use of this leadership style by
explaining their attempt to build character in their athletes (Rocca, Martin, & Toale, 1998).
Coaches often believed that if an athlete was able to learn to work under these harsh conditions
and learn from the experience intended, the athlete would improve their performance (Rocca,
Martin, & Toale, 1998). However, times have changed, and the wants and needs of athletes have
changed as well.

There is a difference between an effective coach or leader and a successful one. The
situational context, characteristics of the coach, and the athletes all dictate appropriate leadership
behavior. To achieve improvement in athletic performance, many times it becomes necessary for
a coach to lead in a way to which the athlete is receptive. Leadership, as a process, shapes the
goals of a team, motivates behavior toward the achievement of those goals, and helps define
team culture. It is primarily a process of someone influencing others to perform to their greatest
potential (Barrow, 1977). Successful teams demand the total commitment of every individual
performing at their optimal level to ensure the best performance of the team. The role of a coach
is to motivate, encourage and influence their team members to commit to the goal of winning.
Positive leadership establishes a foundation of trust, leads to greater commitment, and
contributes to accountability (Kets de Vries, 2005), all factors which translate into better results
for a sports team. Understanding the role that effective coaching leadership plays in the
development of individual and team performance is still a valuable area of study (De Backer et
al., 2011). It is vital that research continues to investigate factors that strengthen the possibility of
winning because a win/loss record is the sole determiner of team success by society (Feltz &

Lirgg, 2001).



Leadership is a theory which allows for both horizontal and vertical applications to
human behavior. The understanding of leadership means it is necessary to transcend the
superficial and historical perspective which tends to define success by the number of wins. In
some sports organizations with limited resources, success might be defined in terms of
preserving their status (i.e. skirting relegation to a lower division). Leaders typically have two
functions: (1) to ensure the demands of the organization are satisfied by the group effectively
meeting its targets, and (2) to assure the needs of group members are satisfied (Weinberg &
Gould, 2003). It is not only important that a leader can execute the vision and goals of the
organization, but that the qualities of the leader and group (players) are not incongruent.

Athletic programs dedicate themselves to teamwork, character building, growth and the
development of certain standards (Sage, 1998). Those standards to which a program is
committed are ones the student-athletes collectively work with the coaching staff to create. In
any team, ownership or involvement in the formation of standards or policies are crucial
components in obtaining buy-in from the athletes. The leadership style of coaches shape the
environment in which athletes carry out responsibilities, affect communication skills as well as
meet the basic psychological needs of the athletes (Sar1, Soyer, & Yigiter, 2012). Efficient
leadership and coaching have the potential to go beyond the sports environment and affect other
aspects of the lives of athletes; therefore, coaches try to create conditions that maximize
opportunities and talents of their athletes (Nizam, Zareha, Vincent, & Nagoor, 2016). Optimizing
interpersonal relationships among athletes and their coaches can maximize collective

performance (Freishlag, 1985). This process starts with effective leadership of the coach.



Statement of the Research Problem

Extensive research has been conducted on leadership behavior since the 1950’s. Early
research has shown that leadership behavior is a crucial factor in successfully developing team
cohesion, which results in greater team satisfaction and more positive team outcomes (Light
Shields, Gardner, Light Bredemeier, & Bostro, 1997). However, little is known about whether
this same factor has any impact on physical activity groups (Caperchione, Mummery, & Duncan,
2011). There is a lack of research which identifies optimal coaching behaviors and factors that
influence the effectiveness of specific behaviors. Current research in this field of leadership has
investigated numerous levels of sports, but very little research has dealt with professional
athletes. There is even less research and literature on the coaching leadership style preferences of
female professional athletes. Additionally, while a wealth of literature relates to the fundamental
aspects of coaching styles, literature examining the coaching style preferences of professional
women’s basketball players is lacking. Given that the current literature base suggests that female
participation in professional sports is at an all-time high (Acosta & Carpenter, 2012), it is

important to examine the coaching style preferences of professional female athletes.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine coaching leadership style preferences of
professional female basketball players. Previous studies involving coaching leadership style
preferences of female athletes included only high school and collegiate athletes within their
sample (Riemer & Toon, 2001; Vealey, Armstrong, Comar, & Greenleaf, 1998). Previous studies
involving coaching leadership behaviors in professional sports included only male athletes

within their sample (Hoigaard, Jones, & Peters, 2008; Ramzaninezhad & Keshtan, 2009).



Attempting to attribute the findings of male athletes to female athletes is simply not appropriate

(Chelladurai, Imamura, & Yamaguchi, 1987; Garland & Barry, 1990; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986).

Research Questions

The following research questions were used in this study:

1. What is the difference between coaching leadership style preference of current and
retired female professional basketball players?

2. What is the relationship between total number of years of professional playing
experience and coaching leadership style preference of female professional basketball players?

3. What is the relationship between ethnicity and coaching leadership style preference of
female professional basketball players?

Significance of the Study

Research has shown that female athletes prefer diverse types of leadership behaviors
from their coaches (Serpa, 1999). Female athletes prefer a democratic style of leadership, while
male athletes have shown a preference for autocratic styles of leadership (Bekiari, 2014).
The significance of this study should be of interest to the various elements that comprise both
women’s collegiate and professional basketball. Specifically, the results of this study should
provide current and future coaches and coaching staffs with information about preferred
coaching behavior within a professional team environment. Also, since this study addressed
preferred coaching behavior within a professional women's basketball setting, the results should
add to the body of knowledge in the field of organizational behavior, particularly as it applies to
women's sports. Many women’s basketball coaches transition from the collegiate to professional
coaching arena. The results of this study should aid coaches with their decisions about their

behaviors at both the collegiate and professional level as it relates to their players’ preferences



and ultimate success. Sports leadership can also be translated to the workplace. The result of this
study may aid business leaders in building winning teams in the workplace by maximizing the
strengths of their female employees (Martin, 1993).
Limitations and Assumptions

Limitations

1. The participants of this study were only current or retired professional female
basketball players.

2. The data were self-reported, so timeframe of the recollection can affect the accuracy
of the recall.

3. The responses from current players were collected solely during the first month of the
WNBA season (May).
Assumptions

1. Survey respondents answered each survey question honestly.

2. All the participants in this study came from the Women's National Basketball

Association (WNBA) and/or the International Basketball Federation (FIBA).
3. All the participants in this study are either current or retired professional basketball
players.
Definition of Terms

Autocratic Behavior: Autocratic behavior is defined as the coaching behavior that

involves independence in decision-making and stresses personal authority (Jambor & Zhang,

1997).



Contingency Theory: There is no best style of leadership. Instead, a leader's
effectiveness is based on the situation resulting from two factors — leadership style and
situational favorableness (Fiedler, 1978).

Democratic Behavior: Democratic behavior is defined as the coaching behaviors aimed
at allowing the athlete to have input in practice and game strategies (Jambor & Zhang, 1997).

Directing Approach: The act of supervising or leading workers to accomplish the goals
of the organization.

Great Man Theory: The Great Man theory assumes that the traits of leadership are
intrinsic, meaning that great leaders are born (Carlyle, 1895).

Leadership: The process of influencing actions of individuals and organized groups in
view of specific goals in such a way as to ensure the attainment of these goals (Barrow, 1977).

Leadership Theory: The question of what kind of leadership style is best for what
situation.

Positive Feedback Behavior: Positive Feedback Behavior is defined as coaching
behavior which reinforces an athlete by recognizing and rewarding good performance as
measured by the Leadership Scale for Sports (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980).

Professional Athlete: A person who is paid to play a sport.

Situational Consideration Behavior: Situational consideration behavior sets up
individual goals and clarifies ways to reach goals. It differentiates coaching methods at

different maturity stages and skill levels (Jambor & Zhang, 1997).

Social Support Behavior: Social support behavior is defined as behavior that helps
athletes with personal problems and makes sports part of the enjoyment of an athlete's life

(Jambor & Zhang, 1997).



Training and Instruction Behavior: Training and instruction behavior is defined as
evaluating the performance of the athletes, planning training practices, and having the

knowledge and being responsible (Jambor & Zhang, 1997).

Organization of Study
Chapter I introduces the background and statement of the problem, research questions,

limitations, and assumptions and the significance of the study. Chapter II includes a review of
the related literature concerning leadership theories, the Multidimensional Model of Leadership,
and women in professional basketball. Chapter III reports the procedures utilized in this study,
including the population and sample; instrumentation; the data collection; and the data analysis.
The findings of the study are presented in Chapter IV. Lastly, Chapter V reveals a summary of
the research study, conclusions, implications and recommendations for further practice and

research.



CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This study investigated several factors related to female professional basketball players’
preferences in coaching leadership style. The key factors examined in this study were the
ethnicity of the athlete, professional leagues played in, and number of years played
professionally. The following literature review consists of four major sections. First, the origins
of leadership and a background on leadership models from the business world are provided to
give a context for the development of leadership models in sports. Then, literature related to the
framework of sports leadership measurement tool and a particular model which drives sports
leadership are discussed. A summary of literature related to the assessment of athletes’ preferred
leadership behavior follows. A discussion of coaching responsibilities concludes the literature

review. The terms leader and coach can be used interchangeably throughout this chapter.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine coaching leadership style preferences of
professional female basketball players. Previous studies involving coaching leadership style
preferences of female athletes included only high school and collegiate athletes within their
sample (Riemer & Toon, 2001; Vealey et al., 1998). Previous studies involving coaching
leadership behaviors in professional sports included only male athletes within their sample

(Hoigaard et al., 2008; Ramzaninezhad & Keshtan, 2009). Attempting to attribute the findings of



male athletes to female athletes is simply not appropriate (Chelladurai et al., 1987; Garland &

Barry, 1990; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986).

Research Questions
The following research questions were used in this study:
1. What is the difference between coaching leadership style preference of current and
retired female professional basketball players?
2. What is the relationship between total number of years of professional playing
experience and coaching leadership style preference of female professional basketball players?
3. What is the relationship between ethnicity and coaching leadership style preference of

female professional basketball players?

Origins of Leadership

James McGregor Burns indicated that leadership is one of the most pragmatic but least
understood phenomena on the planet (Sorenson, 2000). Examples of ndividuals who take charge
of a group and lead it, often against the odds, to safety, victory, or prosperity have consumed
history books. Examples are military leaders like Alexander the Great, Nelson, and Patton;
political leaders like Roosevelt, and Mandela, revolutionaries like Gandhi and Rosa
Luxembourg; business leaders like Gates, Jobs, and Branson, and religious leaders like Jesus and
Buddha.

Leadership is a phenomenon focused on vision, trial, teamwork, process, and end product
(Bryman, 2011). There is such a fascination with leadership as it is one of the most
comprehensively studied topics in organizational psychology. It is defined as a process of
someone influencing others to perform to their greatest potential (Barrow, 1977). This definition

is relevant because it stresses the vision of a leader while also highlighting the significant
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interaction between the leader and group members. Effective leadership will embed an
understanding of motivation and is likely to minimize any loss of productivity through the
development of both task and group cohesion, allowing an organization to operate at, or close to
its potential. Carron and Chelladurai (1981) found that cohesion was reliant upon player and
coach relationships. A general theme of effective leadership is the positive impact individuals
can have on group dynamics relating to team goals and performance (Loehr, 2005). When power
no longer guarantees the success of a group, leadership becomes essential. Leadership is
contingent upon numerous variables such as leadership style, personality traits, communication
conflict resolution skills, and the ability to motivate the team (Turner & Miiller, 2005). One
might consider how much is known about Alexander the Great or Julius Caesar’s victories, but
so little about Spartacus, and almost nothing about the hundreds of other slave revolts that
regularly shook slave societies throughout antiquity (Grint, 2005). Leaders wrote history books.
It is laudable to think logically about the origins of leadership to understand how societies
and groups form. The most fundamental human relationship is with two individuals. Because of
perceived differences, one may defer to the other in various areas such as competence and
personality, among others. It is logical to think that whenever a group of people comes together,
a leader-follower relationship naturally develops. Often, one person takes the lead and assumes a
leadership role. But in many situations, an individual may lead in some areas and not in others
(Horne, 2013). When that person exerts his or her leadership, and once the respect occurs, there
is a hierarchy or an establishment of levels. If one person defers, her or she immediately gives up
their independence. Early in the relationship, both people may agree on nearly everything and
neither will dominate or lead. This ideology set the stage for the forming of many organizations

and states (Horne, 2013).
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Psychological research on leadership contributes a great deal to our understanding of
leadership in groups. Early research concentrated on how personality relates to leadership, the
trait approach, resulting in a list of needs, traits, and motives that reliably distinguish leaders
from followers like power, intelligence, ambition, and extraversion. Bass (2008) contains nearly
7,500 references to original articles on leadership. In later research, the emphasis moved toward
studying leader functions and styles in the light of task demands and the needs of followers, the
situational or state approach (Bass & Stogdill, 1990).

Researchers have often described leadership as a quantitative trait. Everyone is capable of
leading to some degree, but there are clear individual differences in the inclination to lead. Some
researchers have argued that leadership is primarily a function of the situation and that anyone
could lead under the right conditions (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). By viewing leadership as a social
influence, an analysis is consistent with either trait or state explanations of leadership. Future
literature must decide which of them provides a better account of what defines leadership.

Literature also suggests that people who are quicker to recognize a situation as a problem
that requires leadership, emerge as leaders more often and that they must convince people that
following them is the best option. From this, researchers conclude that leadership correlates with
intelligence because it helps in identifying problems as well as in coordinating actions of
multiple followers. Consistent with this, there are 58 studies reported in the Bass and Stogdill
(1990) study on leadership and intelligence, and the majority (48) finds a positive relationship
between leadership and the score on a standard IQ test. The average correlation coefficient
across the studies is +. 28. In an archive study of the personalities of United States presidents,
Simonton (1994) found evidence for above average intellectual abilities among many former

presidents. Finally, in a meta-analytic study, intelligence was identified as the trait that followers
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most consistently linked with leadership (Lord, De Vader, & Alliger, 1986).

In search of understanding the secret behind effective leadership, history has created and
revealed leadership theories that researchers and theorists have studied and scrutinized for many
years. These theories address the question of what kind of leadership style is best for what
situation. Early research into leadership effectiveness was conducted outside of sports settings.
Because these organizational leadership theories, including the contingency theory (Fiedler,
1967), the situational theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977), and the path-goal theory (House,
1971), serve as the foundation for the sports leadership theories, a summary follows.

Leadership Theories

Leadership theories have been the source of studies for numerous decades. Many of the
theories, including the Multidimensional Model of Leadership, were modeled from
organizational leadership theories such as the Great Man theory (Carlyle, 1895), Trait theory
(Carlyle, 1895), Contingency theory (Fiedler, 1978), the Path-Goal theory (House, 1971), and
Situational theory (Hersey, Blanchard, & Natemeyer, 1979). These organizational leadership
theories serve as the foundation for sports leadership theories.

Great Man Theory

The Great Man theory evolved around the mid 19th century and assumed that traits of
leadership are intrinsic (Carlyle, 1895). Even though no one could scientifically identify, with
any certainty, which human characteristics or a combination of, were responsible for classifying
great leaders, researchers recognized that just as the name suggests; only a man could possess the
characteristic of a great leader. This theory, popularized by nineteenth-century historian Thomas

Carlyle, suggests that history can be largely explained by the impact of "great men", or heroes:
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highly influential individuals who, due to either their personal charisma, intelligence, wisdom, or
Machiavellianism, utilized their power in a way that had a decisive historical impact.

Furthermore, the belief was that great leaders would rise when confronted with the
appropriate situation. The Great Man theory transpired from the study of powerful heroes.
Carlyle compared a wide array of heroes and focused on the influence great men had on
historical events such as Mohammad, Shakespeare, Luther, Rousseau, and Napoleon. Research
on leadership conducted in the nineteenth and early part of the twentieth century focused
primarily on the people who were established and successful leaders. These people were mostly
aristocrats because very few people in lower classes had the opportunity to lead, which is the
reason why the belief that leadership is related to the upper class (Bass & Stogdill, 1990).

In 1860, noted philosopher, sociologist, biologist and political theorist of the Victorian
era, Herbert Spencer countered that the Great Man Theory was childish, primitive and
unscientific (Spencer, 1892). Spencer affirmed that the heroes studied by Carlyle were the
products of their societies, and their actions would have been impossible without the social
conditions built before their lifetime. His counter-argument remained influential throughout the
20th century.

Trait Theory

The Trait Theory, which is similar in some ways to the Great Man theory, assumes that
people inherit certain traits and qualities that will make them excel in leadership roles. That is,
certain qualities such as intelligence, creativity, sense of responsibility, and other values allows
someone to serve as a good leader. The trait theory of leadership focused on analyzing mental,
physical and social characteristics to gain more understanding of what is the characteristic or the

combination of characteristics that are common among leaders. In fact, American psychologist
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Gordon Allport, identified nearly 18,000 personality-relevant terms (Matthews, Deary, &
Whiteman, 2003).

This 19th-century theory reveals that history can be defined by the impact of heroes and
great men. These highly influential individuals, by intelligence, wisdom, charisma, or political
skill, employed their power in a way that had a significant historical impact. Plato’s Republic
asked “What qualities distinguish an individual as a leader?”” and the Trait Theory responded as it
being the distinguished personal characteristics of a leader (Daft, 2014). Trait theories often
identify shared personality or behavioral characteristics in leaders. Traits like self-confidence,
extraversion, and courage are all traits which could potentially be linked to great leaders. Innate
mental, physical and psychological traits, were required for outstanding direction, and any
individual who portrayed them could be considered a potential leader. Researchers first made the
assumption that leaders are born through the Great Man approach (Carlyle, 1895). This research
emerged as one of the earliest types of investigations into the nature of effective leadership.
According to Carlyle, the ability to lead was something that people were born with instead of
something that could be developed. His ideas inspired early research on leadership, which almost
entirely focused on inheritable traits.

The major criticism of the trait theory is its failure to account for situational and
environmental factors that influence the development of a successful leader. Recent research,
based on identical and fraternal twins, was able to estimate the heritability of leadership
emergence at 30% (Carroll & O’Connor, 2013), meaning that 70% is accounted for by
situational factors (e.g., exposure to leader role models) during one's career. Nevertheless,
numerous organizations continue to use personality assessment as part of their selection

procedures for managerial or leadership roles.
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Prevailing Theory Prevailing Summary of Theory
Period
Great Man Theory Pre 1950 Leaders are born with certain

characteristics which predispose
them to leadership positions

Trait 1910 to World Emphasised

theory War II ® personality traits, characteristics
and attributions, eg,
Trustworthiness, assertiveness,

Theory of warmth, etc.
traditional e task related traits including
leadership flexibility, passion, locus of
control etc.[2]
Behaviour | World War I to More concemed with the behaviour
theory 1960s style of the leader. It measures

® concern for task against
e concern for people. [1]

Sttuation 1960s to 1980s There 1s no fixed, unchangeable and
theory best leadership style. It depends on
situational forces including

e relation of leader to followers

® structure of the task

® position of power.[1]
Transformed Leadership | 1980°s to present | Responds to new form of society,
Period e.g charismatic, transformational
leadership style

Figure 1 Prevailing Leadership Theory Summary

Contingency Theory

One theory which studies leadership in business is the contingency theory. The
Contingency Model was created in the mid-1960s by Fiedler, business and management
psychologist who studied the personality and characteristics of leaders. Fiedler (1978) suggested
that there is no best style of leadership. Instead, a leader's effectiveness is based on the situation
resulting from two factors — "leadership style" and "situational favorableness." The concept in
the interpretation of this theory is the leader's situational control and influence. As it changes, a
corresponding shift in the leader's behavior and performance occurs. Researched findings credit
Fiedler's contingency theory as the first to specify how situational factors interact with leader
traits and behavior to influence leadership effectiveness. This theory suggests high interest in the
situation determines the effectiveness of task- and person-oriented leader behavior.

There are two major criticisms in Fiedler’s contingency theory. One is its validity in

situations when the task is not well defined and there has been no clear choice in a leader. The
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other criticism, according to Fiedler himself, is that the score is only valid for closely supervised
groups, and does not apply to open groups such as teams.
Path-Goal Theory

The Path-Goal Theory stipulates that a leader's behavior is important for good
performance as a function of its impact on subordinates' perceptions of paths to goals and the
desirability of those goals. When leader behavior clarifies these goals, or makes them more
attractive the satisfaction, performance, and the leader acceptance is expected to increase. The
specific relationship between leader behavior and these criteria will depend upon the personality
of the subordinate and the existing task environment.

Clearly stated goals increase team performance, satisfaction, performance, and
acceptance of the leader (House, 1971). The relationship between leader behavior and these
criteria depends on the personality of the team members and the existing task environment. Its
primary concern is how the leader influences the teams' perceptions of their goals and paths to goal
attainment. The Path-Goal Theory suggests that a leader's behavior is motivating to the degree
that the behavior increases team goal attainment and clarifies the paths to these goals (House,

1996).

Situational Theory

Heresy and Blanchard developed a leadership theory in the late 1960s, called "the life-
cycle theory of leadership" (Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Zigarmi, 1985), which has garnered praise
from management development specialists. The model, which is called the situational leadership
theory, focuses on how a leader fits into his or her leadership style. Perhaps the most widely used
leadership approach in business today (Kokemuller, 2015), the theory states that there is no

single most effective style of leadership and leaders must adapt to the abilities and maturity level
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of the individuals they lead. Effective leaders can change their leadership style according to the
needs of their followers.

The theory separates leadership behaviors into two categories: relationship behavior,
which is the development and maintenance of the personal or emotional connection between the
leader and follower, and task behavior, which is the communication and management of the
goals that the group must attain. Low maturity workers need a high level of task-oriented
supervision and a low level of relationship-oriented supervision. Intermediate maturity workers
require medium task-orientation and high relationship oriented supervision. High maturity
workers classify as those requiring a low level of both task and relationship control. (Norris &
Vecchio, 1992).

Situational Style Leadership Styles Framework

The fundamental principle of situational leadership is that there is no one best style of
leadership. Researchers determined that leadership behaviors are appropriate at different times
and successful leaders are those who can adapt their style to a given situation. Situational
leadership offers four different styles of leadership which allow the leader to assess each
members' strengths and weaknesses before determining the best course of action for the task at
hand. These leadership styles are the directing approach, the coaching approach, the supporting
approach, and the delegating approach (Blanchard et al., 1985). This approach has proven
successful when each member of a team works differently and requires a different type of
attention from a leader. However, like all other leadership approaches, there are pros and cons to

each approach (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Model of the situational leadership style framework

Directing Approach

The directing leader clearly provides specific instructions, defines the roles and tasks of
the follower, and closely supervises task completion and is the process many people relate to
managing (Lockwood-Rayermann, 2003). Furthermore, it is a process of influencing people’s
behavior through communication, motivation, group dynamics, and discipline. The directing
leadership style is most effective when the followers are relatively inexperienced and need to be

instructed in how to accomplish tasks.

Coaching Approach

Coaching is a type of situational leadership style that involves a great deal of hands-on
involvement in an employee's work process. It works best when the employee displays
weaknesses that need improvement and the leader helps to transform that weakness into a
personal strength. For coaching to be effective however, the employee must acknowledge the

weakness and indicate a desire to improve (Turner & Miiller, 2005).
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Delegating Approach

The delegating style is a style in which leaders are less hands-on and instead, allow group
members to make decisions (Oshagbemi & Ocholi, 2006). The manager can provide guidance,
but only when needed, and serves in more of a consulting capacity. This style is most effective
with an experienced staff that can work independently. Employees who have the confidence to
make decisions and can successfully analyze situations, typically flourish under this style.
Supporting Approach

Supportive leadership is a naturally organic and emotionally sensitive style where the
leader plays more of a motivational role. This method is often referred to as a selling style
because the manager attempts to persuade the employees that they can perform the job (House,
1971, 1996). Although delegation is a crucial component of supportive leadership, managers do
not simply assign tasks. Instead, leaders encourage their employees. Each leadership style is
useful in certain circumstances, but organizations must adopt a culture that encourages such
styles for them to be effective. While various models of these leadership models are important in
the research of sport leadership, specific sport leadership theories were created separately
because researchers found the models created to study leadership in business did not accurately

measure leadership in sport.
The Motivational Model of the Coach-Athlete Relationship

The Mageau and Vallerand (2003) Motivational Model of the Coach-Athlete
Relationship is an athletic-based leadership theory. Three factors influence how a coach might
utilize supportive behaviors with his/her team (see Figure 3). Some of the factors might include

the coach’s attitude toward their coaching profession, the sport environment, which can include
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the amount of pressure there is present to win, and the coach’s understanding overall climate of

the team (Horn et al., 2011).

Structure
instilled
by the coach

Coach’s
personal
orientation

Athletes’
perceptions of
competence

Athletes’
intrinsic and
self -determined
extrinsic
motivation

Athletes’
perceptions of
autonomy

Coach’s
autonomy-supportive
behaviours

Coaching context

Athletes’
perceptions of
relatedness

Perceptions of
athletes’ behaviour
and motivation

Coach’s
involvement

Figure 3. Model of Coach-Athlete Relationship

Mageau and Vallerand (2003) maintained that athletes hold various perceptions that will
determine their level of motivation to succeed in a sport; competence of participation, autonomy
to practice their sport, and relatedness. Mageau and Vallerand (2003) indicated that the coach
must use supportive leadership behaviors to foster this perception of autonomy in the athletes so
that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is cultivated. The primary methods to develop this
support of autonomy might include providing a structured setting of standards and protocols and
showing care for athletes not only in the sporting setting but in academics and social settings as

well (Horn et al., 2011).
Multidimensional Model of Leadership

Effective leadership can help an organization advance in new directions and promote

change toward anticipated goals, and leaders can significantly influence the thoughts, behaviors,
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and feelings of others in that organizational setting (Bennis & Nanus, 1985). Not only does this
leadership concept apply to business, but it is also relevant in sport. Researchers have attempted
to apply leadership models to sports to develop an understanding of effective sport leadership.

Eventually such research began to permeate sports. For example, Penman, Hastad, and
Cords (1974) found that more successful coaches, in comparison to less successful coaches,
exhibit more authoritarianism. Research that followed took similar approaches to investigate the
relationship between effective leadership and traits or behaviors such as decision-making style
and creativity. Some theorists Tutko, Lyon, and Ogilvie (1969) even forwarded coaching profiles
that were supposed to be characteristic of successful coaches. Although Ogilvie and Tutko
considered traits such as authoritarianism, independent thinking, tough-mindedness, realism and
emotional maturity as important characteristics, it is apparent that these theorists produced no
evidence to support their profile (Weinberg & Gould, 2014).

Two of the main problems with the trait approach to studying leadership is that traits are
not necessarily easy to measure (Bolden, Gosling, Marturano, & Dennison, 2003), and that over
time, an almost limitless list of positive adjectives have been forwarded as important leadership
traits. However, Bass and Stogdill (1990) summarized the contribution of trait approaches to the
study of leadership by listing those traits and skills that have been found more frequently in
related research. These traits and skills are not specific to sport and should not be considered as
essential pre-requisites, but rather as potentially useful leadership characteristics. It is important
to note that the absence of such traits does not necessarily preclude an individual from being a
successful leader.

The Cognitive Behavioral Model of Leadership (CBML), which identified individual

difference variables, situational factors and cognitive processes assumed to mediate interactions
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between athletes and coaches was created by Smoll and Smith (1989). Their approach focused
more on training and behavioral change for coaches in youth sport, and was less relevant to
leadership behaviors of coaches in adult sport settings.

Based on Fielder’s Contingency Model of Leadership, Packinthan Chelladurai (1978)
developed the Multidimensional Model of Sport Leadership (MML) to determine if situational
leadership theories were applicable to the sporting environment. Member characteristics may
lead to specific preferred leadership behaviors. An established model of leadership in sports, the
MML was originally the central component of a doctoral dissertation in management science. It
represents a combination and understanding of the models of leadership found in mainstream
literature. These pre-existing models tended to focus more on either the leader, the members, or
the situation. However, as leadership is a concept that encompasses all three factors—the leader;
the members; and the organizational context including goals, structures, and processes.

The subsequently revised MML (1999) concentrated on three aspects of coaching
leadership: a) actual behavior, b) required behavior, and c) preferred behavior. Performance and
satisfaction of the athlete are viewed as the products of the interaction of these three aspects of
coaching leaderships. Athlete satisfaction is often used as a measure of leader effectiveness
(Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995). According to the model, leadership behaviors are largely a
function of leaders’ personal attributes. The multidimensional model of leadership combines
these facets and places uniform significance on each aspect. The outcome of the MML is such
that if the three types of behaviors are congruent, performance and satisfaction will increase
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). It provides a theoretical framework for the study of sport leadership
and advocates that coaching is a complex process in which a variety of factors work together to

determine effectiveness (see Figure 4). Specifically, the way the coach, the athlete, and the
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situation work together to achieve the desired result. Central to its belief is that team
performance and the athlete’s individual level of satisfaction are involvedly dependent upon

three states of leader behavior: required, preferred, and actual (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995).
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Figure 4. Multidimensional Model of Leadership

Required Behavior

The leader is required to exhibit certain behaviors per factors relating to the environment
and institution, because the goals and objectives of the organization warrant specific behavior. A
professional sports team may have the same unique goals as an educational institution. Secondly,
the size and structure of the organization may control or constrain leader behavior. Thirdly, the
degree of interdependence and variability of the tasks may determine effective leader behavior.
Actual Behavior

Actual leader behaviors are simply the behaviors the leader exhibits, such as initiating
structure or consideration. The leader initiates structure by organizing and clarifying roles, and
providing coaching and guidance (Horn, 2008). This behavior indicates a strong concern for task

accomplishment and goal attainment. The leader’s personality, ability, and experience determine
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whether they emphasize consideration or initiating structure in their leadership role. The
preference of the group members and the requirements of the scope of the organizational system
in which the leader exists are the two other sets of influences that affect actual leader behavior

(Chelladurai, 1990; Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998).

Preferred Behavior

Preferred leader behavior is that which is desired by the team members in each distinctive
situation. Preferences affect actual leadership because leadership is interpersonal by nature
(Piccolo, Greenbaum, Hartog, & Folger, 2010). The need for affiliation, cognitive structure, and
competence in the task influence the members’ preferences for coaching and guidance, social
support, and feedback. For example, organizational expectations held jointly by both coach and
athletes may socialize members into the same behavioral expectations in specific game context
(Chelladurai, 1990; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980).

One area in the preferential leadership research that has been examined is the type of
sport played (individual or team) and its influence on the athletes’ preferred coaching behavior.
Athletes who play team sports such as basketball, football, or soccer prefer less democratic
coaching than an athlete who plays an individual sport such as tennis or golf (Beam, 2001; Terry
& Howe, 1984). Autocratic coaching leadership behaviors are not solely preferred by these
athletes, simply preferred more than the other behaviors in the Leadership Scale for Sport. Terry
and Howe (1984) found significant interactions between the task dependence of the sport and the
preference of the athletes. The most preferred coaching leadership behavior among all athletes
were instructional in nature, while athletes playing team sports preferred more autocratic
coaching leadership behaviors and athletes in individual sports preferred more democratic

coaching leadership behaviors.
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Research is conflicted regarding the extent to which gender influences preferred
leadership (female athletes were researched in this study). Researchers have shown gender
differences regarding preferred leadership (Beam, Serwatka, & Wilson, 2004; Chelladurai &
Arnott, 1985; Riemer & Toon, 2001; Terry & Howe, 1984) while Sherman, Fuller, and Speed
(2000); report no significant gender differences. In fact, Sherman et al. (2000) found that both
male and female athletes ranked preferred leader behavior the same way; Positive Feedback,
Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, Social Support, and lastly Autocratic Behavior.
The authors also suggested that athlete gender does not influence preferred coaching behavior in
a dual gender sport such as basketball. Barnes (2003) examined coaching behavior preferences of
NCAA Division I athletes and reported that, although preferred leadership varied as a function of
gender and type of sport, overall the preferences from athletes were similar.

Similar to gender, the degree to which the skill level influences preferred coaching
behaviors seems to vary. Riemer and Toon (2001) found that athletes of lesser ability preferred
more positive feedback than higher skilled athletes who had more mastery of the skill. Hastie
(1995) also found that elite athletes had less desire for positive feedback and lesser skilled
athletes preferred more positive feedback. Chelladurai and Carron (1983) examined athletic
maturity and preferred leadership, and revealed that as athletic maturity increased so did the
preferences for social support from coaches. Also, the researchers found a curvilinear
relationship between maturity and instructional behaviors. University athletes preferred more
Training and Instruction than any other group. Conversely, Beam et al. (2004) found no
differences between NCAA Division I and Division II athletes regarding preferred coaching

behavior, indicating that athletes of varying abilities prefer similar coaching behaviors.
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Sports Leadership

Sports play an enormous and crucial role in the lives of many athletes. A coach’s power
of direction can have a significant impact on their athletes. Their role is a highly complex
process in which they are asked to complete a variety of tasks such as practice preparations,
game strategies, organizational tasks and mentoring their athletes. These tasks are in addition to a
coach’s obvious role of a fundamental skills teacher and tactician (Williams & Krane, 2015).
Northouse (2011) considered leadership as a situation in which one person can influence others
to pursue and achieve a common goal. He further explained that leadership cannot exist without
this influence. Many things go into being a great coach including philosophy, tactics,
communication, strategy, and knowledge (Chelladurai, Singer, Murphey, & Tennant, 1993).
Great coaching is very objective but both successful and unsuccessful coaches have specific
behaviors. Athletes have specific behaviors they prefer from their coaches. Meeting or exceeding
the expectations and preferences is a vital part of coaching athletes. Figuring out what kind of
behaviors athletes prefer will significantly help or hinder the development of the coach-athlete
relationship. Coaches are in a highly visible position, and with social media becoming more and
more an instrument of voice, they are continually exposed to real-time public evaluation and
criticism.

A challenge for coaches has always been to find a leadership style that is conducive to
team success. Despite considerable research on coaching styles, the answer to the following
question remains obscure: Which style of coaching in sport is most effective for optimum team
performance? Case (1998) suggested that although leader behavior is often discussed, it is one of
the least understood aspects of coaching, which is ironic considering that the coach defines,

supplies and delivers the sport experience for the athlete. Also, the type of leadership behavior
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displayed by the head coach can have a significant effect on the performance and psychological
well-being of their athletes (Horn, 2008).

Successful coaches do not achieve results themselves. They influence team outcomes
through other people. There is a difference between an effective leader and a successful leader
(Williams & Krane, 2015). A coach’s successful leadership can change an athlete’s behavior as a
function of the coach’s effort. The task may be completed and the coach’s needs may be
satisfied, but the players’ needs are ignored. Effective leadership in coaching occurs when
athletes perform in accordance with the coach’s intentions while finding their own needs
satisfied. However, the level of that impact is unknown, along with the preferences of what
athletes want from coaches.

In sports psychology, the most commonly cited definition of leadership is the one by
Barrow (1977). Leadership is defined as a process of influencing actions of individuals and
organized groups in view of specific goals in such a way as to ensure the attainment of these
goals. This definition proves very useful because it underlines various aspects of leadership.
From among these aspects, those relevant to the sports setting are: decision-making, motivating
group participants, giving feedback, establishing interpersonal relationships and managing a
group or team (Weinberg & Gould, 2014).

Aside from numbers of wins or the improvement of performances during a team’s
competition, it is quite difficult to gauge how important coaching is to sports. The individual
players’ ambition, competitiveness, and work ethic are all critical factors when measuring the
success of a team. The goals of the team will vary depending on the competitive level of the
team and its definition of success. However, an effective coach is a person who is committed to

bringing out the best in his or her players and pursuing the highest level of team excellence.
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Coaching effectiveness, much like the said attributes, is just as important and equally as hard to
quantify. There are questions about whether a coach is merely a manager who simply oversees
one or more athletes, or if he or she is an integral part to their team’s success. The question
becomes whether coaches are actual leaders, what leadership styles do they practice, and are
there certain attributes and characteristics which successful coaches possess? A substantial body
of literature refers to coaches as leaders. Many researchers in sport settings use the terms 'coach’
and 'leader’ interchangeably reinforcing the presumption that coaches are leaders. Athletes have
varied talents and each deserves respect for his/her uniqueness. Coaches need to adapt their
leadership style to each athlete. The same training program does not suit everybody. Each athlete
needs to be motivated differently.

Chelladurai’s Multidimensional Model of Leadership (1978), which applies specifically
to sport, recognizes the importance of leadership style: 1) actual leader behavior 2) leader
behavior preferred by athlete and 3) required leader behavior. It is expected of the coach to try to
ensure that there is congruency between the required, actual and preferred leadership behavior.
The degree of comparison among these three components determines an athlete’s satisfaction
and performance. Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) proposed that if congruency existed between the
leadership style of the coach and the preferred leadership style of the athlete that individual and
group performance would be enhanced in a positive fashion. Satisfaction in the group or
individual would be positive as well. Aside from numbers of wins or the improved performances
during a team's competition, it is quite difficult to gauge how important coaching is to sports.
The individual players’ ambition, competitiveness, and work ethic are critical factors when
measuring the success of a team. Coaching effectiveness, much like the said attributes, is just as

important and equally as hard to quantify. There are questions about whether a coach is merely a
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manager just overseeing one or more athletes, or is he/she integral to his teams’ athletic success.
What attributes or characteristics do successful coaches possess and what are some of their roles?
Are coaches’ leaders, and what leadership styles do they practice? Countless coaching styles
have been recommended for success, fame, and fortune. Some coaches appear to be detached
and indifferent, while others exude more caring, compassionate characteristics. Some coaches
allow their team members to be independent, while others provide strict supervision. The list of
factors is endless and no single approach has been proven to result in optimal success all the time
(Weinberg & Gould, 2014). Sports environments provide persuasive evidence that the success of
a coach is closely related to the characteristics of the situation in which a coach is found.
Magazines, newspapers, social media and biographies prosper with stories of individuals who
have been successful in leadership roles in one environment, only to relocate and fail miserably
in another environment. Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) insist that leader effectiveness in sport is
subject to situational characteristics of the leader, the institution, and the individual or team
members involved. Furthermore, the effectiveness of the leader can and will differ depending on
the characteristics of the leader, characteristics of the athletes, and control variables of the
situation.
Leadership Scale for Sports

Theoretical Background

Leadership researchers employ a wide range of research methods, although the range of
those methods is of rather recent origin since the field has largely been dominated by a single
method of data collection — the self-completion/self-administered questionnaire. Much of the

research associated with the MML has been conducted using the Leadership Scale for Sports
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(LSS) developed by Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) to determine if certain leadership theories
were applicable to the sports setting.

The LSS measures five leadership styles which include: training and instruction,
democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback. It has been used
in a variety of contexts to measure leadership in sport and the relationship between leadership
and other variables. Chelladurai identified three main purposes for which the LSS has been used;
to study athlete’s preference for specific leader behavior and athletes’ perceptions of their
coaches’ behavior, and to study coaches' perception of their own behavior (Chelladurai, 1990;
Horne & Carron, 1985).

Taken together, these five dimensions provide conceptually distinct categories of overall
coaching behavior and since they are measures with items like other leadership scales, they allow
for comparison and extension of research findings in other fields beyond sport (Chelladurai &
Saleh, 1980). The five behavior subscales of the LSS (see Table 1) have been classified along
three dimensions: one direct task factor (i.e. training and instruction behavior), two decision style
factors (i.e. autocratic and democratic behaviors), and two motivational factors (i.e. positive

feedback and social support).
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Table 1

Leadership Scale for Sports Dimensions

Dimensions Type of Behavior Description

Allows athletes to be
involved in the development
of goals, practice methods,
and game strategies

Democratic Behavior Decision-making behaviors

The coach emphasizes
independent decision-making
and personal authority —
athlete input is not invited

Autocratic Behavior Decision-making behaviors

High scores in this subscale
illustrate attempting to
improve performance by
giving technical instruction,
skills and techniques, and
strategies

Training and Instruction Instructional behaviors

Shows concern for athletes’
well-being and establish
relationships with athletes —
typically extend beyond
athletic context

Social Support Motivational behaviors

Consistently praise and
reward for good performance
— this dimension is limited to
athletic context

Positive Feedback Motivational behaviors

One of the most popular and most used scales to measure coaching behavior is the
Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). This instrument has been widely
used and employed in sports leadership research for more than 30 years. Its reliability and
validity have also been re-evaluated numerous times. The LSS has also been created because, at

that time, there was no parallel instrument measuring coaching behaviors that would take into
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account the specific character of the sports environment and be closely adapted to it (Chelladurai
& Saleh, 1980). Thus, it makes it possible to establish the degree to which the coach puts
emphasis on giving their players detailed and precise instructions and new techniques and
strategies in the sport. It verifies whether the coach is oriented toward building relationships
between the team members and to establish whether he or she pays attention to structure (the
training and instruction dimension). The democratic and autocratic behaviors test the degree to
which a coach is able to give the players opportunities to take part in making team and game
decisions (Chelladurai, 1990). The LSS also measures the degree to which the coach places
importance on a positive atmosphere in the team and to measure whether his or her behavior is
relationship oriented with the players and a concern for their well-being (the social support
dimension). When evaluating the positive feedback dimension, the LSS measures the degree to
which the coach emphasizes the players’ behaviors by identifying, acknowledging and rewarding
their good performances.

There were two stages in the construction of the Leadership Scale for Sports. In the first
stage (the development of the Multidimensional Model for Sport Leadership), Chelladurai and
Saleh (1978) chose ninety-nine items from previously existing questionnaires studying
leadership including: the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire, Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire, the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII, and the Supervisory
Behavior Description Questionnaire (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). The selected items were
modified to reflect the sports environment. These statements have not been generated from actual
declarations and experiences of athletes. The phrase "The coach should..." preceded each item.
The responses to each item were factor analyzed, with the most meaningful being a five-factor

solution (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978, 1980). Items were selected if they had a loading of .40 or
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above on one factor and a loading of below .3 on any other factor (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978,
1980) Thirty-seven items, which scored a high loading on one factor and a low loading on all
four other factors, were retained. The five factors were named Training Behavior, Autocratic
Behavior, Democratic Behavior, Social Support and Rewarding Behavior.

Due to discrepancies with the ‘Training Behavior’ and ‘Social Support’ dimensions, the
second stage of the construction of the LSS involved adding six more items to Social Support
and six additional items to Training & Instruction. Physical education students and athletes
given the LSS recorded their preferences for leadership behavior. These results were factor
analyzed separately, and items were selected to constitute the five dimensions from the first stage
of the development of the LSS (Multidimensional Model of Sport Leadership), resulting in the
retained 40 items (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980).

Dimension one was named “Training Behavior" as its 13 items focused on the training
process to improve athlete’s performance (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978). In the second stage of the
development of the LSS, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) changed the name of this dimension to
Training & Instruction. It encompasses how the coach directs his/her behavior toward improving
athlete’s performance by instructing athletes in the skills; emphasizing and facilitating strenuous
training; techniques, and tactics of sport; clarify the relationship among the athletes; and

structuring and coordinating the athletes’ activities. (see Table 2).
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Table 2

Items for Training and Instruction Coaching Behavior Preference

I prefer a coach who:

1. Sees to it that every player is working to her capacity.

Explains to each player the techniques and tactics of the sport.

Pays special attention to correcting players’ mistakes.

Makes sure that his/her part in the team is understood by all the players.
Instructs every player individually in the skills of the sport.

Figures ahead on what should be done.

Explains to every player what she should and what she should not do.

Expects every player to carry out her assignment to the last detail.
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Points out each players’ strengths and weaknesses.
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Gives specific instructions to each player as to what she should do in every situation.
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Sees to it that the efforts are coordinated.

[
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Explains how each players’ contribution fits into the total picture.

—
(98]

Specifies in detail what is expected of each player.

The second dimension of the LSS, named “Democratic,” relates to the democratic style
of leadership. In this coaching style, athletes are encouraged to voice their opinions and
participate in decision making on significant coaching, practice or game related issues
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978). The democratic coach tends to share his or her decisions with the
team and often delegates responsibility to team captains or leaders. By giving ownership of a
task to individuals in a group, the group will work harder collectively, developing unity and a

common purpose (Lyle, 2002).
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Table 3

Items for Democratic Coaching Behavior Preference (#14-22)

I prefer a coach who:

14. Asks for the opinion of the players on strategies for specific competitions.
15. Gets team approval on important matters before going ahead.

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

17. Encourages players to make suggestions for ways of conducting practices.
18. Lets the team to set its own goals.

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

20. Asks for the opinion of the players on important coaching decisions.

21. Allows players to work at their own speed.

22. Lets the players decide on the plays to be used in a game.

The third dimension, named "Autocratic Behavior,” denotes the coaches tendency to
make all decisions on behalf of their players and is motivated to complete the task as quickly and
efficiently as possible (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978). This style is most effective when quick
decisions are needed for large groups, or teams when discipline is necessary. This ‘authoritarian’
style does not account for any opinions or preferences of the group. The autocratic leader will
not delegate responsibility but instead, focus on team performance and the achievements of that
team. It appears that it is not so much whether a coach’s autocratic style is more effective than a
democratic, social supporting, rewarding or training and instruction one would be, but whether
that style is right for the situation and team. The importance of coaching flexibility cannot be
ignored, with a critical skill being the ability to perceive the needs of the team at any moment
and to adapt as necessary to maximize team performance (Crust & Lawrence, 2006). The five
questions in the survey measure the independence of the coach and lack of participation in the

decision making he/she allows their team (see Table 4).
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Table 4

Items for Autocratic Coaching Behavior Preference (#23-27)

I prefer a coach who:

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Works relatively independent of the players.
Does not explain his/her actions.

Refuses to compromise a point.

Keeps to himself/herself.

Speaks in a manner not to be questioned.

The fourth dimension was named "Social Support" as it refers to the behavior of the

coach that focused on the personal needs of his/her athletes. Chelladurai and Saleh (1980)

considered this dimension to be like the House and Dessler and Bowers and Seashore’s

leadership scales, and research studies by Cartwright & Zander, Mitchell, and Danielson (as cited

in Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978). Social support coaching behavior characterizes a concern for the

welfare of individual athletes, positive group atmosphere, and interpersonal relations with

members. Lack of agreement regarding the nature and conceptual definition of the social support

paradigm has led to an excess of forms of measurement of this psychosocial variable, many with

psychometric limitations (Rees & Hardy, 2000). Table 5 illustrates the eight questions measuring

this dimension.
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Table 5

Items for Social Support Behavior Preference (#28-35)

I prefer a coach who:

28. Helps the players with their personal problems.

29. Helps members of the team settle their conflicts.

30. Looks out for the personal welfare of the players.

31. Does personal favors for the players.

32. Expresses affection he/she feels for his/her players.
33. Encourages the player to confide in him/her.

34. Encourages close and informal relations with players.

35. Invites players to his/her home.

Every athlete, regardless of talent or competitive level, wants to be rewarded for good
performances by their coaches. The fifth dimension was named "Rewarding Behavior" as the
items were similar to the ‘recognition’ dimension of Hemphill & Coons Leader Behavior
Questionnaire (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978). This dimension referred to remunerating athletes for
their performance. It was then renamed "Positive Feedback" by Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) in
the second stage of the construction of the LSS as it correlated to the need of the coach to
maintain motivation by complimenting athletes and recognizing and rewarding their good
performance. Striving for wins is an important goal for both coaches and athletes in the
measurement of success on their athletic performance. To reach that level, leaders must provide
the drive toward goal determination and goal attainment (Watkins & Rikard, 1991). Chelladurai
and Saleh (1978; 1980) claimed that the items in each dimension were valid as they were similar

to dimensions and leader behaviors from previous research (see Table 6).
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Table 6

Items for Positive Feedback Behavior Preference (#36-40)

I prefer a coach who:

36. Compliments a player for her performance in front of others.
37. Tells a player when she does a particularly good job.

38. Sees that a player is rewarded for a good performance.

39. Expresses appreciation when a player performs well.

40. Gives credit when credit is due.

Reliability of LSS (Athlete Preference Version)

The reliability analysis of the LSS was conducted by Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) based
on the assessment of the internal consistency coefficient. Cronbach's Alpha estimates were used
to measure the five leadership dimensions of the LSS in studies by Brooks, Ziatz, Johnson, and
Hollander (2000), Carron and Chelladurai (1981); Chelladurai and Saleh (1980), Dwyer and
Fischer (1988), Hastie (1995), Horne and Carron (1985), and Sherman et al. (2000) to show the
reliability of the LSS. Nunnally (as cited in Dwyer and Fischer, 1988) recommended satisfactory
reliabilities of at least .70 (factor coefficients closer to one are considered reliable).

The internal consistency estimates for the athletes' preference version of the LSS were
similar. Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) indicated that coefficients for all 5 dimensions of leader
behavior were acceptable, although coefficients for Autocratic Behavior were the lowest (.66 for
student' preferences and .45 for athletes’ preferences). This tendency was also observed by
Carron and Chelladurai (1981) in his study of leadership in youth sports, who reported
acceptable coefficients for Training & Instruction, Democratic Behavior, Social Support, and
Positive Feedback, but a low value for Autocratic Behavior (.48). Research by Chelladurai et al.

(1987) and Sherman et al. (2000) observed a similar trend in the coefficient values for the five
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dimensions of leader behavior. Hastie (1995) reported similar coefficients in his studies. Scores
for all the leadership dimensions were above .72 and considered acceptable. These usually high
coefficient values indicate that the athletes preference version of the LSS is reliable, however, in
a review of Leadership in sports, Chelladurai (1990) recommended low values for Autocratic
Behavior (which have been consistently low) should be viewed guardedly. Carron and
Chelladurai (1981); Chelladurai et al. (1987) also stated in their studies that caution must be
taken when examining the Autocratic Behavior results.

To define the optimal number of factors, the Kaiser criterion test was employed
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). A few years later, Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis to re-examine the validity of the LSS (preference and perception
version). The obtained results (x2 /df<2; RMSEA = 0.06 and 0.062) indicate an acceptable fit of
the five-factor model. Similarly, Trail (2004) demonstrated that the LSS is characterized by a
reasonable fit of the model (RMSEA = 0.58; x2 /df = 1.65) (Watach-Bista, 2014). Fletcher and
Roberts (2013), showed that in three out of four measurements, the LSS was characterized by an
equal or better fit to a five-factor model than indicated by the results obtained by (Chelladurai &
Riemer, 1998). These three RMSEA measurements of the LSS ranged from 0.062 to 0.071 and
can be measured acceptable.

The internal consistency estimates for the athletes' perception version of the LSS were
generally higher than for the athletes' preference version. This trend was also stated by
Chelladurai (1990) in his review of Leadership in sport. However, Chelladurai and Riemer
(1998) observed low coefficient values for Autocratic Behavior for the athletes' preference

version. All scores were considered by the authors (Chelladurai, Imamura, Yamaguchi, Oinuma,
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& Miyauchi, 1988; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) to be satisfactory; however, caution must be used
when examining the results relating to autocratic behavior.
Validity of LSS

Validity of the LSS refers to the extent to which the scale measures what it was designed
to measure, which is leadership in sports (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). The LSS has proven to be a
valid instrument in the measurement of leadership in sports by various studies. Four different
types of validity have been established for the LSS including Convergent and Discriminant
Validity, Content Validity, Factorial Validity, and Criterion-Related Validity. Chelladurai and
Saleh (1980) maintained Factorial Validity for numerous reasons. The items had a comparable
factor structure across numerous samples (Chelladurai, 1990). Thus, the factor structure was
considered stable. As expected, the items and factors extracted were like those extracted from the
Multidimensional Model of Leadership for Sport, thus making these factors reproducible. The
subscales of leader behavior were consistent with previous literature on leadership, thus
affirming Content Validity. This proportion shows the importance of the five-factor solution.
Convergent & Discriminant Validity refers to the extent to which the scale relates to other
measures of theoretically concluded hypotheses concerning leadership (Carmines & Zeller,
1979). Thus, different versions of the LSS can be used to measure leadership in sports.

Convergent and Discriminant validity for the LSS was asserted by Chelladurai (1990) as
different versions of the LSS have been successfully used to measure leadership in Youth Sports
(Chelladurai & Carron, 1981) with Japanese athletes (Chelladurai et al., 1988). It has also been
used to measure 104 Finnish Coaches (Salminen & Luikkonen, 1994) and NCAA Division I
strength & conditioning coaches (Brooks et al, 2000) perceptions of their behavior. These studies

provide evidence for the validity of the LSS.
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Criterion-related validity describes the capacity of the scale to estimate a form of
behavior different from what the scale was created to measure (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). It
describes whether the LSS can be used to estimate psychological factors other than leadership.
According to Chelladurai (1990), criterion-related validity can be inferred from support for the
relationship between the five dimensions of leader behavior and selected criterion variables.
Numerous studies have shown a supportive relationship between the five dimensions of leader
behavior and other psychological factors. These factors include athletes' satisfaction,
performance levels of athletes, performance, and dropout behavior in athletics, and coach-athlete
compatibility (Horne & Carron, 1985) as cited in (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). Other variables
studied have included athletic maturity (Chelladurai & Carron, 1983), coach-athlete
compatibility (Horne & Carron, 1985), and teacher/coach effectiveness (Laughlin & Laughlin,
1994). These studies also provide confirmation of the validity of the LSS.

Several trends emerged from the psychometric data in the LSS that do not constitute
norms. Chelladurai and Carron (1983) found that training and instruction preferences decreased
from freshman to senior high school basketball players, but then increased for university
basketball athletes. Though, players' preference for Social Support rose from high school
freshman to university athletes. Replicable research findings appear to be critical when
reviewing the literature concerning the LSS model. First, it seems that, as athletes age and
mature, higher preference for an autocratic and supportive style of leadership emerges (Horn,
2008). These preferences might reflect the athletes becoming more goal-oriented and increasing
their focus on performance. Interestingly, Chelladurai and Carron (1983) suggested that the
relationship between age and preference for autocratic style may occur because athletes become

programmed into preferring less responsibility in a sport that is an autocratic organization.
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These trends should not be recognized as the norms for a sport, culture, or context as
many factors influence leadership, and therefore may have skewed results for these particular
studies. For example, not all Japanese athletes will prefer Autocratic Behavior, and Social
Support, and not all Dixie Youth baseball coaches will place more emphasis on positive
feedback and training and instruction. However, the sampling characteristics in these particular
studies have generated distinct results. Although these results have some meaning regarding
leadership in that given situation, it is not the only factor that should be weighed when studying
leadership behavior in similar circumstances. There is little research on leadership style
preferences of female professional basketball players. Attempting to attribute the findings of
male athletes to female athletes is simply not appropriate (Chelladurai et al., 1987; Garland &
Barry, 1990; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986).

Revision of the Leadership Scale for Sports:

Zhang Zhang, Jensen, and Mann (1997) attempted to revise the three versions of the
Leadership Scale for Sports due to a number of potential problems cited in the literature
regarding studies using the LSS. One problem pertained to differences in the culture of the
coaches. Research found that the behavior of coaches in some cultures differed from what is
tested in the LSS due to rules and regulations governing coaching behavior. Zhang et al.
anticipated that a cautious revision of the original LSS would result in a more effective tool for
measuring leadership in sport. After revising the original version of the LSS through adding
factors and items, validating the content and construct of the revised scale and analyzing the
internal consistency reliability of the revised scale, Zhang et al. proposed a revised version of the
LSS (Revised Leadership Scale for Sports). The revised version (RLSS) of the LSS, Zhang et al.

(1997) maintained the same three versions, with similar preceding phrases, along with the same
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5-point response scale. Two extra factors were added, which accounted for the coaches’ behavior
directed towards group cohesion and consideration of situational factors. Through the revision
process, Zhang et al. discovered that the revised version of the LSS was not a perfect
measurement instrument with respect to historical measurement standards. However, they did
reveal that it was acceptable to use in the measurement in the same way as the original LSS.
Although this revised scale was considered acceptable for measuring leadership, and its
relationship with other variables, in the sports context, evidence of its application has not been
substantiated. Chelladurai (1990) concludes that the original version of the Leadership Scale for
Sports is still considered valid and reliable in the measurement of leadership in sport.
Strategic Leadership

The ability to craft a winning game plan is only part of what it takes to be a successful
coach. That coach must be able to motivate, communicate, and understand team dynamics when
recruiting new athletes each year. The best coaches in the business give these attributes as much
attention as their ability to break down the X’s and O’s. Teams take advantage of the coach’s
strategic plan by developing personal leadership skills and maintaining communication with their
fellow coaches and players. Successful coaches clearly identify each player’s role on a team.
Hambrick (1989), defines strategic leadership as a concentrated focus on the people with the
overall responsibility for an organization — the characteristics of those people, what they do, and
how they do it. In sports, the art of leadership involves applying the right strategy in the right
way at the right time with the right players during a practice or competition. Given the enormous
changes occurring in sports and the challenges that lie ahead, there is a great sense of urgency to
identify and develop leaders who can effectively position their teams for success. Whether on the

basketball court, in the boardroom, or as part of a project or athletic team, effective leaders and
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coaches use similar philosophies and tools to help their teams excel. Coaches in different
industries might implement these tools in different ways, but the common denominators present
in most coaching relationships can have lasting effects on employees' or players’ performances,
as well as their own (Walters, 2001).

There are a few strategies identified that coaches can apply to enhance their success in
the sports settings: trust and respect, communication, setting goals, individual development, team
building, conflict resolutions, and role modeling