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Abstract 
Coaching leadership in sport was important because the coach-athlete rela-
tionship was considered as a crucial factor in the sport setting. Though lea-
dership theories have been developed for a few decades, research topics re-
lated to leadership behaviors in high school settings are understudied. The 
purpose of the study was to examine the coaching leadership behaviors of 
high school head basketball coaches in Hong Kong utilizing the Leadership 
Scale for Sports. One hundred and twelve basketball coaches were invited to 
participate in the study: 56 coaches from the winning teams and another 56 
coaches from the losing teams. Mixed-design 2 × 5 ANOVA indicated there 
was significant (p < .001) main effect for the coaching behaviors. Both the 
top-ranking and low-ranking head basketball coaches exhibited significantly 
(p < .001) higher level of Teaching and Instruction as well as Positive Feed-
back than Social Support, Democratic Behavior, and Autocratic Behavior. 
The mean scores as determined by the five dimensions of the LSS were in the 
following descending order: Positive Feedback, Training and Instruction, So-
cial Support, Democratic Behavior, and Autocratic Behavior. The importance 
and application of these five coaching behaviors were discussed in detail. 
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1. Introduction 

Effective coaching has long been a subject of discussion among coaches, athletes, 
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and educators. Studies related to sport leadership either concentrated on the 
characteristics of the personality of the coaches (e.g., Cassidy et al., 2008; Gama 
et al., 2019; Vallée & Bloom, 2005), or focused on a situational approach which 
hypothesized that different leadership behaviors were required for different set-
tings (e.g., Horn et al., 2011; Lyle, 2005; Mwai, 2011; Smith, 2006; Sullivan et al., 
2012; Turman, 2003). A typical example of understanding of coaches’ leadership 
behaviors was a study by Bloom and Salmela (2000) in which they not only in-
vestigated leadership skills of coaches based on the needs of the athlete and the 
situation, but also elicited the similar attributes on coaching preferences, goals, 
and beliefs. The importance of developing coaches’ leadership styles in sport was 
also studied by many scholars in a variety of aspects. Chase (2010) argued that 
coaching education and leadership training should consider helping them to de-
velop a growth mindset about their leadership abilities rather than attempting to 
identify the elusive formula on how to be a great leader (p. 297). Lee and Chel-
ladurai (2018) found that coaches as leaders should both focus on the quality 
evolvement and the development of emotional intelligence. Some other re-
searches (e.g., Johnson et al., 2011) studied the relationship between the 
coach’s leadership behavior and the reactions of athletes as a crucial and im-
portant factor in the sport setting both in the training process and during 
competitions. 

A consistent finding in most studies revealed that athlete satisfaction with 
their coaches is closely related to their active responses to the presence of per-
ceived training and instruction, social support, positive feedback, and sometimes 
democratic behavior (Chelladurai et al., 1989; Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; Weiss & 
Friedrichs, 1986). Kao et al. (2015) noted that athletes’ satisfaction can be a 
product of athletic director if a proactive behavior from the coaches was im-
posed. This study demonstrated that the congruence between perceived and re-
quired (e.g., as defined by athletic directors) positive feedback was connected 
with athlete satisfaction, thus the cultural context for coaching should be consi-
dered. This outcome was supported by the study of Prati and Pietrantoni (2013) 
which indicated that there was a correlation between the social support dimen-
sion of the value congruence and the training and instruction dimension of the 
perceptual congruence. Another study for preferred coaching leadership beha-
vior in the cultural context of the sport and athletes was conducted by Riemer 
(2007), who summarized the various ways in which culture may serve as an im-
pactful predictor of leadership preferences including sport type (e.g., team or in-
dividual sport, Western or Eastern sport, levels of task variability and depen-
dence) and the competitive nature of the sport (e.g., students versus elite/compe- 
titive athletes). Riemer’s finding responded the prior study by Chelladurai et al. 
(1987) regarding differences between preferences in Eastern versus Western 
sports. Chelladurai et al. compared Japanese students and Canadian students in 
Western sports and found that the cultural background of the students and the 
sport type did significantly impact leadership preferences (e.g., Japanese students 
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in Eastern sports preferred more distant and authoritarian leadership compared 
to Canadian and Japanese students within Western sports). Horn (2008) in-
itiated a working model of coaching effectiveness, which is generally consistent 
with Chelladurai’s (1978) model of leadership effectiveness in sport but specified 
three assumptions: 1) antecedent factors (i.e., sociocultural context, organiza-
tional climate, and coaches’ personal characteristics)influence coaches’ behaviors 
indirectly through coaches’ expectancies, beliefs, and goals, 2) coaches’ behaviors 
directly influence athletes’ evaluations of their coaches’ behaviors and team per-
formance, and 3) the effectiveness of coaches’ behaviors is influenced by situa-
tional factors and athletes’ individual differences (Sullivan et al., 2012: p. 123). 
This model sets up an important foundation for researches on inquiry into the 
impact of contextual of coaching behaviors and its impact on athletic perfor-
mance. Influenced by the multidimensional perspective, Ryska (2009) expanded 
leadership studies of coachers in sport from the bilateral aspect of dispositional, 
situational and administrative factors on the performance of athletes to a multi-
variate stage, and extended variables to a wider scale like team motivation, posi-
tive feedback, and group dynamics (Weinberg & Gould, 2015). 

Although the above literatures related to the Multidimensional leadership 
have spanned a variety of contexts and provided valuable insights into common 
coaching behavior. For example, the multidimensional model of sport leadership 
provides support for an interactional approach to studying leadership in sport as 
findings indicate that situational factors and characteristics of the leader do in-
teract (Horn, 2002). However, criticism to the Multidimensional Model of Lea-
dership (MML) model suggested a lack of comprehensive research that has ex-
amined correlational rather than causal links in the model. There are still lacking 
experimental or quasi-experimental research, which could clarify the specific re-
lationships that exist within these assumptions and causal relationships between 
coaching behaviors and outcomes of athlete satisfaction and performance. Chase 
(2010) pointed out the limitations of this model by saying that “the multidimen-
sional model of sport leadership does not address perceptions about one’s ability 
to lead and how abilities to lead originate” (p. 300). Meanwhile, understanding 
the impact of coaching behaviors on the performance of athletes’ outcomes in a 
very intersectional setting remains understudied. Therefore, it is necessary to 
investigate the predominant coaching leadership behaviors from a multitude 
perspective and to seek its causation on athletic performance. By choosing a 
model of MML in sport as its theoretical framework, this study examined the 
predominant coaching leadership behaviors of high-ranking and low-ranking 
high school head basketball coaches in Hong Kong and tried to answer the fol-
lowing research questions: a) “Would there be differences in the coaching beha-
viors leadership behaviors between high-ranking and low-ranking high school 
head basketball coaches?” and b) “Would there be a preference of certain coach-
ing leadership behaviors by the head basketball coaches as measured by the Lea-
dership Scale for Sports?” (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). 
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2. Literature Review 

The following section discusses the development of the MML and how the LSS 
was evolved from the MML to become a measurement tool for the leadership 
coaching behaviors of sports. Then the section moves on to sketch the most per-
tinent antecedents regarding the preferences of coaching behaviors and the rela-
tionship between coach leadership behavior and outcome performance as well as 
satisfaction of athletes. 

2.1. Multidimensional Model of Leadership in Sport 

In the light of viewing leadership in sports from a variety of aspects to reflect its 
multitude perspectives, Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) developed a five-dimensional 
description of the leadership styles for sports including autocratic, democratic, 
positive feedback, social support, and training and instruction believed to exist 
in athletics, this is the originality of MML. Chelladurai’s (1978, 1990, 1993, 2001) 
MML represented a significant advancement in the study of coaching leadership 
given its use of the rich leadership literature while being directly relevant to 
sport settings. The central idea of Chelladurai’s model is that “when the beha-
viors that the athletes prefer their coach to exhibit are congruent or consistent 
with both the coaching behaviors that the coach actually exhibits as well as the 
coaching behaviors that are required/desirable in that particular sport context, 
then maximum performance and athlete satisfaction can be achieved” (Horn et 
al., 2011: p. 191). The foundational premise of the MML is that congruence be-
tween preferred, required, and actual coach leadership behavior impacts two 
primary outcomes including athlete satisfaction and performance. In this vein, 
when actual coach behavior aligns with preferred and required coach behaviors, 
athlete performance and satisfaction would also increase. Chelladurai’s MML 
model benefitted coaching researches as “it attributed coaches’ success to more 
than great leadership skills; rather, to their capacity to display actual leadership 
behaviors that responded to a combination of demands from the environment, 
the players, and the coaches themselves” (Vallée & Bloom, 2005: p. 180). How-
ever, criticism of the MML model suggested a lack of comprehensive research 
that has examined correlational, rather than causal, links in the proposed model. 
Chase (2010) pointed out the limitations of this model that the multidimensional 
model of sport leadership does not address perceptions about one’s ability to 
lead and how abilities to lead originate (Chase, 2010: p. 300). Anyhow, this mod-
el provided successful coaches a tool to adjust themselves to immediate demands 
through incorporating the required and preferred behaviors into their actual 
behaviors (Riemer, 2007). 

2.2. Leadership Scale for Sports 

Based on MML model, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) developed the LSS to 
measure the leadership styles used by coaches when directing their athletes. 
They used three surveys that measured athletes’ preferences and perceptions of 
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their coaches and leadership styles that coaches believed they used during inte-
raction with their athletes, as a more accurate reflection of the coaching process. 
The LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) has supported research of the MML and has 
examined the tenets of the theory while also providing valuable information re-
lated to common coaching leadership behaviors across varied settings and ath-
letes. The LSS measures five dimensions of coach leadership behavior in sport 
settings and those include: training and instruction, democratic behavior, auto-
cratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback (Chelladurai & Saleh, 
1980). During the past two decades, many researchers have used the LSS to ex-
amine leadership in sports to identify athlete preferences and perceptions based 
on sport type (Chelladurai, 1984; Horne & Carron, 1985), and culture (Chella-
durai, 2001, 2007; Chelladurai et al., 1987). Literature on the MML, usually using 
the LSS, encompasses several areas: 1) leadership preferences depending on ath-
lete and situational characteristics, 2) the relationship between leadership beha-
viors and outcomes of athlete satisfaction and performance, and finally 3) the 
congruence between leadership behaviors (e.g., actual, preferred, and required) 
and outcomes of athlete satisfaction and performance. The third area of scho-
larship has focused on the central tenet of the MML and support has been mixed 
for the congruence hypothesis when appropriate statistical methods are em-
ployed compared to past research on the topic (Andrew, 2009; Kao et al., 2015; 
Riemer & Toon, 2001).  

2.3. Coaching Leadership Behavior Preferences 

The majority of research using the MML has been descriptive in nature and has 
consistently identified that athletes prefer training and instruction and positive 
feedback and least prefer autocratic behavior (Chelladurai, 1993; Chelladurai & 
Riemer, 1998; Høigaard et al., 2008). Research on coaching leadership behavior 
preferences frequently examines antecedents such as athlete and situational cha-
racteristics. The current review of this literature will examine the most pertinent 
antecedents including athlete maturity and interdependent sports (versus inde-
pendent sports) given that the current study examined high school basketball 
coaches. 

Hersey and Blanchard (1982) noted that leaders must adapt their behavior 
based upon the maturity level of subordinates. Chelladurai and Carron (1983) 
defined athletic maturity using three factors: 1) competitive level of play, 2) years 
of experience in a sport, and 3) athlete age. Chelladurai and Carron (1983) gen-
erally found that as athletes mature they prefer greater levels of social support 
and lesser levels of positive feedback. Conversely, more recent research discov-
ered that younger, less-experiences athletes preferred greater levels of social 
support and democratic behavior (Høigaard et al., 2008) and athletes of lesser 
ability preferred more positive feedback behavior (Riemer & Toon, 2001). Høi-
gaard et al. (2008) hypothesized that mature athletes may have a clearer under-
standing of their role and performance and therefore prefer less positive feed-

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2021.911019


E. T. C. Lam et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2021.911019 224 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

back compared to their less-experienced counterparts.  
Chelladurai (1978), in recognition of House’s (1971) path-goal theory of lea-

dership, identified the impact of task dependency and task variability on subor-
dinate leadership preferences and proposed differences would exist between 
team and individual sports. The results from this line of inquiry have been 
mixed (Aleksic-Veljkovic et al., 2016; Beam et al., 2004; Chelladurai & Saleh, 
1978; LaForge et al., 2012; Lindauer, 2000; Pyun et al., 2010; Riemer & Chella-
durai, 1995; Terry, 1984; Terry & Howe, 1984). For example, Terry (1984) dis-
covered that team sport athletes preferred significantly more training and in-
struction, autocratic behavior, and positive feedback, but less democratic beha-
vior and social support, than individual sport athletes. Meanwhile, Terry and 
Howe (1984) also concluded that athletes in independent sports preferred more 
democratic and less autocratic behavior than did the athletes in interdependent 
sports. On the contrary, Aleksic-Veljkovic et al. (2016) found no significant dif-
ference in the preference of democratic behavior or autocratic behavior between 
individual and team sports college athletes; whereas Lindauer (2000) unveiled 
that individual sport athletes (particularly track and field athletes) preferred a 
greater degree of democratic behavior than team sport athletes.  

Lastly, another potential antecedent for preferred coaching leadership beha-
vior is the cultural context of the sport and athletes. Riemer (2007: p. 66) sum-
marized the various ways in which culture may serve as an impactful predictor 
of leadership preferences including sport type (e.g., team or individual sport, 
Western or Eastern sport, levels of task variability and dependence) and the 
competitive nature of the sport (e.g., students versus elite/competitive athletes). 
Regarding differences between preferences in Eastern versus Western sports, 
Chelladurai et al. (1987) found that the cultural background of the students and 
the sport type did significantly impact leadership preferences in that Japanese 
students in Western sports preferred more democratic decision making com-
pared to Canadian students. Additionally, Japanese students in Eastern sports 
preferred more distant and authoritarian leadership compared to Canadian and 
Japanese students within Western sports. Additionally, Chelladurai et al. (1987) 
found that with Western sports, Japanese athletes preferred more social support 
and autocratic behavior compared to their Canadian counterparts who preferred 
more training and instruction. The literature is lacking more recent inquiry into 
the impact of cultural context on coaching behaviors and will benefit from ex-
panded findings in this area. 

2.4. Coaching Leadership Behavior and Outcomes 

Within the realm of research focused on coach leadership behaviors and out-
comes of athlete satisfaction and performance, the majority of the literature fo-
cuses upon athlete perceptions of coach leadership behaviors as opposed to 
coach perceptions of their own behavior. A consistent finding regarding the re-
lationship between athlete perception of coach leadership behaviors and athlete 
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satisfaction is that athlete satisfaction is positively related to the presence of per-
ceived training and instruction, social support, positive feedback, and sometimes 
democratic behavior (Chelladurai et al., 1989; Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; Weiss & 
Friedrichs, 1986). Kao et al. (2015) highlighted the importance of the cultural 
context in their study of collegiate volleyball athletes and their coaches in Tai-
wan. They noted that Chinese culture emphasizes highly hierarchical relation-
ships between leaders and team members and that the expectations of athletic 
directions will influence the required behavior of coaches, and therefore athlete 
satisfaction will also be a product of athletic director expectations in a Chinese 
cultural setting. Kao et al. (2015) found that congruence between perceived and 
required (e.g., as defined by athletic directors) positive feedback was connected 
with athlete satisfaction, thus supporting their hypothesis that the hierarchical 
structure in this cultural context should be considered. 

Findings related to athlete perceptions of coach leadership behavior and per-
formance outcomes are more varied. Some literature has found that higher so-
cial support (Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986) and higher autocratic behavior (Serpa et 
al., 1991) were related to poorer performance. Whereas other literature has 
found higher levels of positive feedback (Horne & Carron, 1985) and lower le-
vels of autocratic behavior (Garland & Berry, 1988; Robinson & Carron, 1982) 
were related to successful performance. Additionally, the congruence hypothesis 
has been supported related to performance outcomes (Prati & Pietrantoni, 2013). 
The literature related to the MML has spanned a variety of contexts and pro-
vided valuable insights into common coaching behavior; however, it is lacking in 
experimental or quasi-experimental research design which could identify causal 
relationships between coaching behaviors and outcomes (e.g., athlete satisfaction 
and performance). Despite the overarching need for experimental research de-
sign using the MML, some areas of coaching behavior would still benefit from 
further descriptive research, including understudied intersections of contexts 
such as high school settings and Eastern cultural settings.  

2.5. Purpose of the Study 

Though leadership theories have been developed for a few decades, research 
topics related to coaching leadership behaviors in high school settings are un-
derstudied, particularly in Hong Kong. The purpose of the study was to examine 
the predominant coaching leadership behaviors of high-ranking and low-ranking 
high school head basketball coaches in Hong Kong utilizing the Leadership Scale 
for Sports (LSS) (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). Specifically, the following research 
questions would be examined: 

1) Would there be significant (p < .05) differences in the coaching behaviors 
leadership behaviors between high-ranking and low-ranking high school head 
basketball coaches? 

2) Would there be a significant (p < .05) preference of certain coaching lea-
dership behaviors by the head basketball coaches as measured by the LSS (Chel-
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ladurai & Saleh, 1980).  

3. Method 

The coach’s self-perception version of the LSS was administered to high school 
head basketball coaches in Hong Kong who volunteered to participate in the 
study. The head coaches were those who participated in the Inter-School Bas-
ketball Boys A Grade Competition organized by the Hong Kong Schools Sports 
Association (HKSSA) and the New Territories Schools Sports Association 
(NTSSA). 

3.1. Participants 

A total of 170 basketball teams participated in the competition (78 teams with 
HKSSA and 92 teams with NTSSA). Each team was led by one head coach. One 
hundred and twelve of the 170 basketball coaches from 41 different groups were 
invited to be participants in this study. Based on the win/loss percentage, 56 
coaches were invited from the 41 groups with the highest winning percentage 
(top-ranking teams) and another 56 coaches were invited from the 41 groups 
with the lowest winning percentage (low-ranking teams). The coach was either 
on the teaching staff of the school or otherwise employed by the school as a 
coach. As a result, 68 of the 112 coaches returned their questionnaires (a re-
sponse rate of 61%). However, only 58 questionnaires were usable (30 from the 
winning teams and 28 from the losing teams) for this study. Due to the unequal 
numbers of top-ranking and low-ranking coaches, 28 of the 30 top-ranking 
coaches were randomly selected in order to match the number of low-ranking 
coaches (n = 28).  

3.2. Measuring Instrument 

The LSS was introduced and developed by Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) and it is 
a 40-item scale consisting of five dimensions of leader behaviors: “Training and 
Instruction 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 (1), often (2), occasionally (3), seldom (4), and never (5). Five 
points were given to “always”, four points to “often”, three points to “occasio-
nally”, 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 di-
viding by the number of items in that category. The higher the scores in that 
category, the more obvious the behavior the subject was in that dimension. 
Dwyer and Fischer (1988) 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 
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coefficients of “Autocratic Behavior” were unacceptable (Dwyer & Fischer, 1988; 
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. In a 
more recent study, Fletcher and Roberts (2013) stated that the LSS had high level 
of structural stability and could be used to measure perceptions of leadership 
consistently over time. Likewise, Wałach-Biśta (2013) concluded that the LSS 
was “a reliable and valid tool” even it was translated into Polish (p. 270). Inter-
esting, Chiu et al. (2016) reduced the LSS to 25 items and yet found the short-
ened version of the LSS reliable in measuring coaching behavior. Additionally, 
Chelladurai (2007) suggested that research has not yet concluded if the expanded 
factor structure of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sports (RLSS) (Zhang et al., 
1997) is superior to the LSS and that in the spirit of parsimony, the shorter LSS is 
appropriate for continued use. 

3.3. Procedures 

A total of 170 basketball teams participated in the competition. The 170 teams 
were divided into 41 groups. After the competition within each group was over, 
one to three winning teams (teams with the highest winning percentage) and the 
same number of losing teams (teams with the lowest winning percentage) in 
each group were chosen for this study. For the group with three or four teams, 
the coaches of the first and the last teams in the group were invited to be sub-
jects; for the group with five to six teams, the coaches of the first two and last 
two teams in the group were invited; whereas for the group with seven or eight 
teams, the coaches of the first three and the last three teams were invited. As a 
result, 112 basketball coaches were invited to be volunteers in this study: 56 
coaches from the 56 winning teams (teams with the highest winning percentage) 
and another 56 coaches from the 56 losing teams (teams with the lowest winning 
percentage). 

After the yearly competition was completed, a letter concerning the purpose 
and detail of the study and the subject consent form were sent to the head 
coaches. They were asked to sign and return the consent form within two weeks 
of receipt of the letter. The questionnaire and the demographic form were sent 
to the coaches after receiving their consent forms. The coach’s self-perception 
version of the LSS, which is used to evaluate the coach’s perception of his own 
behavior, was sent to the basketball coaches. The coaches were asked to return 
the questionnaire within two weeks of receipt of the letter. One week after the 
due date, follow-up phone calls and/or reminder letters together with the ques-
tionnaires were sent to the coaches who did not return the questionnaires. They 
were requested to return the questionnaire as soon as possible. 

3.4. Statistical Analysis 

This study was designed to investigate whether differences existed in the five 
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dimensions of coaching leadership behaviors between the high-ranking and low 
ranking high school head basketball coaches. IBM SPSS Statistics 22 was used for 
all data analyses. A 2 (Ranking) × 5 (Coaching) mixed-design ANOVA was used 
to examine the significant differences among those five coaching dimensions 
(dependent variables) for each of the head coach ranking category (independent 
variable).  

4. Results 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate whether differences existed in 
coaching leadership behaviors between high-ranking and low-ranking high 
school head basketball coaches in Hong Kong. The other purpose of the study 
was to examine whether there was a preference in the coaching leadership beha-
viors among the head coaches. Results of the 2 × 5 mixed-design ANOVA indi-
cated there was no significant Ranking × Coaching interaction (F[4, 216] = .196, 
p = .838). In addition, the main effect for Ranking was also not significant (F[1, 
54] = .002, p = .964). However, significant main effect was found for Coaching 
(F[4, 216] = 46.015, p < .001; Partial Eta Squared = .460, Observed Power = 1.000). 
Post hoc pairwise comparisons showed that both top-ranking and low-ranking 
head basketball coaches exhibited significantly (p < .001) higher level of Teach-
ing and Instruction as well as Positive Feedback than Social Support, Democratic 
Behavior, and Autocratic Behavior. Meanwhile, all the coaches exercised a sig-
nificantly (p < .001) lower degree of Autocratic Behavior than all other four di-
mensions of the LSS. However, Teaching and Instruction as well as Positive 
Feedback were not significantly (p > .05) different from each other. Likewise, no 
significant (p > .05) difference was found between Democratic Behavior and So-
cial Support. The overall mean scores of the five dimensions of the LSS between 
top-ranking and low-ranking head basketball coaches are depicted in Figure 1. 
The most common coaching behaviors for both the top-ranking and low-ranking 
coaches were, in descending order, Positive Feedback, Training and Instruction, 
Social Support, Democratic Behavior, and Autocratic Behavior. In summary, the 
results of the study indicated no significant (p > .05) differences in the coaching 
behaviors leadership behaviors between high-ranking and low-ranking high 
school head basketball coaches (Research Question 1), but there was a significant 
(p < .05) preference of coaching leadership behaviors (i.e., Teaching and In-
struction as well as Positive Feedback) by the head basketball coaches over other 
coaching leadership behaviors (Research Question 2). 

5. Discussion 

The main purpose of the current study was to examine the differences in coach-
ing leadership behaviors between top-ranked and low-ranked high school head 
basketball coaches.  

Based on the results of the study, no differences in the coaching behaviors are 
expected between the top-ranking and low-ranking head basketball coaches. In  
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Figure 1. Mean scores of the five dimensions of the LSS between top-ranking and low-ranking head basketball coaches. 
 

other words, it is difficult to predict the outcomes of the basketball games simply 
based on the coaching behaviors of the head coaches. These findings are consis-
tent with previous research studies (e.g., Callaway, 1983; Gabriel & Brooks, 
1986). For example, Callaway (1983) found no distinguishable leadership beha-
viors among successful and unsuccessful collegiate women basketball coaches. In 
the sport of tennis, Gabriel and Brooks (1986) found no significant differences 
between the tennis coaches of the National Association of Intercollegiate Athlet-
ics and the National Junior College Athletic Association. They also concluded 
that leadership behaviors of the LSS were not significant predictors of team 
win/loss percentage. In a more recent study, Ganaden et al. (2017) concluded 
that there was no significant difference in the coaching behaviors among coaches 
with different profiles and experience. Similarly, LaForge et al. (2012) found that 
perceived coaching behaviors did not significantly differ among youth sport 
coaches regardless of the coaching context (competitive, instructional, or com-
munity) or whether the coaches were certified or not. However, the findings of 
the current study are inconsistent with those of Serpa et al., 1991). When ex-
amining 77 coaches of the national handball teams during the championship, 
Serpa et al. (1991) concluded that different leadership styles were found among 
coaches of the most successful and least successful teams.  

In this study, the mean scores as determined by the five dimensions of the LSS 
were in the following descending order: Positive Feedback, Training and In-
struction, Social Support, Democratic Behavior, and Autocratic Behavior. This 
results were exactly the same as in Burns’ (1983) study, where he found both 
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Christian and non-Christian high school coaches ranked Positive Feedback the 
highest and Autocratic Behavior the lowest. Ganaden et al. (2017) commented 
that coaches in general exhibited a lower level of autocratic behavior. Likewise, 
Alemu and Babu (2012) showed in their study that coaches of premier league 
soccer clubs exhibited high preference in Training and Instruction but low pre-
ference in Autocratic Behavior. In this study, both top-ranking and low-ranking 
head basketball coaches demonstrated a lesser degree of Autocratic Behavior 
than other coaching behaviors as determined by the LSS. One explanation for 
this was that in Boys A grade competitions, the athletes were more mature and 
had many years of basketball experience. For this reason, Autocratic Behavior 
might not be appropriate for those players at that skill level since it was only ap-
plicable in situations where the athletes were less mature and had lower skill le-
vels (Robinson & Carron, 1982). Chelladurai and Carron (1983) further com-
mented that a reduction in the task dimension should be exercised when the 
members are at the highest level of maturity. In fact, young athletes strongly 
preferred training and instruction as well as positive feedback but least preferred 
autocratic behavior (Cruz & Kim, 2017).  

As mentioned before, the multi-dimensional model of coaching developed by 
Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) included Training and Instruction, Positive Feed-
back, Social Support, Democratic Behaviors, and Autocratic Behaviors. Leader-
ship behavior exhibited by coaches will have a significant impact on individual 
athletes and teams (Amorose & Horn, 2001; Martin et al., 2001; Vealey et al., 
1998). In this study, both the top-ranking and low-ranking head basketball 
coaches exhibited a significantly higher level of Training and Instruction and 
Positive Feedback than the other dimensions of the LSS. This finding is compa-
rable with other studies (e.g., Ganaden et al., 2017; Ramzaninezhad & Keshtan, 
2009). The next section will discuss the aforesaid five dimensions of coaching 
behaviors, starting from Training and Instruction, in more detail and their ap-
plications. 

5.1. Training and Instruction 

In this study, all the head coaches demonstrated a significantly higher level of 
Training and Instruction and Positive Feedback than other dimensions of 
coaching behaviors. These two dimensions are aimed at motivating athletes and 
satisfying interpersonal needs and they are the most common behaviors among 
coaches (Bennett & Maneval, 1998; Chelladurai, 1984; Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; 
Horne & Carron, 1985; Kim & Cruz, 2016; Ramzaninezhad & Keshtan, 2009; 
Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986). Segrave and Ciancio (1987) further commented that a 
highly successful head coach would demonstrate such behaviors as “instruction” 
and “praise”. In fact, these two types of coaching behaviors are commonly per-
ceived by youth athletes (LaForge et al., 2012) and they are most likely preferred 
by athletes (e.g., Cruz & Kim, 2017; Nazarudin et al., 2009; Sherman et al., 2000). 
For example, Sherman et al. (2000) found that the most preferred coaching be-
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haviors by athletes (regardless of gender) of Australian football, netball, and 
basketball were Positive Feedback and Training and Instruction. Interestingly, 
Kwon et al. (2010) found that student-athletes perceived their coaches to provide 
training and instruction more often than physical education students perceived 
those behaviors from their physical education teachers.  

The purpose of the Teaching and Instruction coaching behavior is to assist the 
athletes to reach their maximum physical potential and athletic performance, 
and it includes instruction in the skills, techniques, and tactics of their respective 
sport (Chelladurai, 2007). Previous studies have indicated that this coaching be-
havior has a strong impact on athletic performance and team dynamics (e.g., 
Bum & Shin, 2015; Burkett et al., 2014; Chelladurai, 1993; Kim & Han, 2004; 
Murray, 2006; Ramzaninezhad & Keshtan, 2009; Rajabi, 2012). For example, 
Training and Instruction could decrease junior golfers’ cognitive anxiety before 
the game (Bum & Shin, 2015) and promote emotional stability, which would 
lead to a better performance (Kim & Han, 2004). This is consistent with the pre-
vious study that indicated such coaching behavior could influence athletes’ psy-
chological state (Chelladurai, 1993). Other researchers agreed that team cohe-
sion was positively correlated with the degree of Training and Instruction (e.g., 
Burkett et al., 2014; Murray, 2006; Ramzaninezhad & Keshtan, 2009; Turman, 
2003, 2008). Specifically, Ramzaninezhad and Keshtan (2009) showed that there 
was a positive correlation between training and instruction and task and social 
cohesion among Iran professional football athletes. Team cohesion is important 
in the sport setting since it is related to the performance of athletes (Carron et 
al., 2002). On the other hand, Alemu and Babu (2013) concluded that sport en-
joyment and social constraint to continue participation in sport activities had a 
significant positive relationship with Training and Instruction. In summary, 
Training and Instruction is the most popular and essential coaching behavior 
that provides a favorable atmosphere for sport participants (e.g., sport enjoy-
ment and future sport participation) and athletes (e.g., reduce anxiety and im-
prove athletic performance) alike.  

5.2. Positive Feedback 

As mentioned before, all the head coaches in this study demonstrated a signifi-
cantly higher level of Training and Instruction and Positive Feedback than other 
dimensions of coaching behaviors. In fact, Positive Feedback is one of the most 
obvious coaching behaviors perceived and preferred by athletes (Bennett & Ma-
neval, 1998; Cruz & Kim, 2017; Ganaden et al., 2017; LaForge et al., 2012; Naza-
rudin et al., 2009). Positive Feedback is the coaching behavior that reinforces 
athletes by recognizing and rewarding good performance as well as providing 
appropriate feedback as to how well the athletes train or perform (Chelladurai, 
2007). In the sports and physical education settings, positive feedback has a di-
rect influence on the athletes’ psychological responses (Horn, 2002) and is linked 
to perceptions of competence (Nicaise et al., 2006) as well as intrinsic motivation 
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(Reinboth et al., 2004). In a sample of young athletes from various sports, 
Amorose and Horn (2001) indicated that coaching behaviors consisting of 
positive, supportive, and informational feedback predicted interest, enjoy-
ment, and perceived competence. Likewise, Allen and Howe (1998) found 
that informative positive as well as encouraging feedback after mistakes was 
related to perceived competence and satisfaction in female hockey players. In 
the physical education setting, Koka and Hein (2003) found that perceived 
positive instructor feedback predicted students’ perceptions of competence 
and intrinsic motivation. 

Athletes in general are more likely to experience feelings of success and com-
petence when they are provided with positive encouragement and proper feed-
back than when they are criticized repeatedly (Black & Weiss, 1992). For those 
athletes who received positive feedback, they would show higher self-efficacy, 
performed the task better, and chose more difficult tasks than those who had re-
ceived negative feedback (Escarti & Guzman, 1999). When dealing with young 
or inexperience athletes, Barnett et al. (1992) asserted that positive, rewarding 
feedback given as a result of a good effort or specific instruction on how to 
correct a mistake maximizes the positive experience of athletes, particularly 
those with low self-esteem. Mouratidis et al. (2008) also showed that positive 
feedback from coaches could positively predict satisfaction, vitality, and inten-
tion to participate. After studying over 500 soccer players aged from 13 to 20 
years old, Høigaard et al. (2017) found that positive/instructive feedback with 
a sense of humor could develop team identity among young players. More re-
cently, Cranmer, Brann, and Weber (2018) found that athletes exhibited more 
satisfaction and higher motivation when their coaches challenge them through 
constructive criticism and a focus on development. In summary, athletes who 
perceived receiving more positive and informational feedback, less criticism or 
punishment, tended to report more positive achievement-related outcomes, 
including higher levels of perceived competence. When athletes have the free-
dom to withdraw from the sport or switch teams, positive feedback is one of the 
major coaching behaviors that can enhance athlete satisfaction and retention as 
well as their future sport involvement (Mouratidis et al., 2008; Smoll & Smith, 
2002).  

5.3. Social Support  

In this study, Social Support is the third most common coaching behaviors exhi-
bited by both the top-ranked and low-ranked high school head basketball 
coaches. Social support is a crucial element of coaching behavior (Chelladurai & 
Saleh, 1978, 1980) and it is characterized by a concern for the welfare of indi-
vidual athletes that includes positive group atmosphere and warm interpersonal 
relations with members (Chelladurai, 2007). According to Reinboth et al. (2004), 
the Social Support coaching behavior perceived by players was a strong positive 
predictor of athletes’ sense of relatedness within their team. This finding is also 
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backed by the self-determination theory that indicates showing care for and va-
luing those as individuals would lead to them feeling more valued and attached 
to others in the setting (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Solky, 1996). Meanwhile, 
Rees and colleagues concluded that social support could have an impact on ath-
letic performance. For example, social support might be associated with perfor-
mance-related variables (e.g., stress reduction) during competition in tennis 
(Rees & Hardy, 2000, 2004) and it had a strong positive main effect on the per-
formance of golf players (Rees et al., 2007). Interestingly, Hardy et al. (1991) as-
serted that several dimensions of social support were predictive of the frequency 
of injury among intercollegiate male athletes.  

Since self-talk is related to athletic performance, Weinberg et al. (1992) ex-
amined strategies used by Australian and American coaches to enhance athletes’ 
self-efficacy and found that one of the most frequently used strategies was using 
rewarding statements to facilitate athletes’ positive self-talk. Later, Zourbanos et 
al. (2006) discovered that coaches’ supportiveness could predict coaches’ esteem 
support, which in turn predicted athletes’ positive self-talk. In other words, 
coaches’ esteem support played an important role in mediating the relationship 
between general supportive behavior and athletes’ positive self-talk. Further, 
athletes’ satisfaction with their sport experiences has been found to be increased 
with their coaches’ use of supportive communication (Cranmer & Sollitto, 
2015). In summary, the way the coaches expressed their feedback had a strong 
influence on athletes’ way of thinking. For this reason, coaches are recommend-
ed to use supportive verbalizations in their instructions (Hardy & Crace, 1991) 
and provide their feedback in a supportive manner (e.g., with encouraging 
comments and verbal rewards) that enhances positive thinking of the athletes 
which in turn generates facilitative effects on athletic performance (Van Raalte et 
al., 1994). On the contrary, coaches’ negative behavior can initiate negative 
thoughts in athletes’ minds that might be detrimental for athletic performance 
(Van Raalte et al., 1994). 

5.4. Democratic Behavior versus Autocratic Behavior  

In this study, both the top-ranked and low-ranked high school head basketball 
coaches demonstrated a significantly higher level of Democratic Behavior than 
Autocratic Behavior. Democratic coaching behavior allows greater athlete par-
ticipation in decisions pertaining to group goals, practice methods, as well as 
game tactics and strategies (Chelladurai, 2007). On the contrary, autocratic 
coaching behavior is a dominating form of behavior that involves independence 
in decision making and stresses personal authority over the athletes (Chelladu-
rai, 2007). The Democratic Behavior of the coach is aimed at promoting the 
coach-athlete relationship, which not only has a direct effect on coaching effec-
tiveness, but also has an impact on athletes’ performance. However, the effec-
tiveness of athletic performance is heavily relied on the degree of closeness be-
tween the coach and the athletes (Jowett, 2006). Previous research has indicated 
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that a high-quality coach-athlete relationship is more likely to enhance the de-
sired athletic outcomes than a poor coach-athlete relationship (e.g., Vella et al., 
2010). Other researchers have also showed that coaches’ democratic behavior 
can promote athletes’ positive relations, which lead to a positive group climate 
(Shohani et al., 2014). The benefit of involving athletes in making choices 
process is that it can promote their skill development and decision making abili-
ty (Stewart & Owens, 2011). In fact, athletes were more satisfied with their expe-
rience when they were involved in making decisions regarding their training or 
practice (Felton & Jowett, 2013). When examining over 200 high school athletes, 
Lee et al. (2017) concluded that there was a positive relationship between ath-
letes’ social responsibility and coaches’ democratic behavior while it had a nega-
tive relationship with the coaches’ autocratic behavior. Ramzaninezhad and 
Keshtan (2009) also showed that there was a negative correlation between auto-
cratic behavior and task and social cohesion among Iran professional football 
athletes. In the physical education stetting, Koka (2013) concluded that students 
who perceived their teachers included them in the decision-making process (i.e., 
adopting democratic behavior and avoiding autocratic behavior) experienced a 
higher level of autonomous motivation in physical education. 

Studies in general have shown that democratic behavior is preferred by 
females than males. For example, Beam et al. (2004) found that male stu-
dent-athletes showed significantly greater preferences for autocratic behavior 
while female athletes tended to prefer a more democratic leadership behavior. 
Likewise, Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) and Terry (1984) also showed that male 
physical education majors and elite athletes had a significantly higher preference 
for autocratic leader behavior. In their study, Amorose and Horn (2001) demon-
strated that democratic behavior was more important to female athletes’ intrin-
sic motivation than male athletes. In their study of 193 female soccer players, 
Price and Weiss (2000) concluded that female athletes’ perceptions of greater 
training and instruction, social support, positive feedback, democratic decisions, 
and less autocratic behavior were related to more positive (i.e., perceived com-
petence, enjoyment) and less negative (i.e., anxiety, burnout) psychological out-
comes.  

Nevertheless, it does not mean that democratic behavior plays a more impor-
tant role than autocratic behavior. For example, Sherman (1996) found that 
coaches from baseball, soccer, and tennis sports used more autocratic behavior 
during exercise and competition and further commented that young and inex-
perienced trainers tended to use this behavior in order to control and manage 
exercises and dominate athletes. According to Bekiari (2014), coaches of contact 
sports (e.g., basketball and football) tended to adopt autocratic behavior when 
compared to non-contact sports (e.g., volleyball, track and field). The reason is 
that the high level of competitiveness and tension among athletes in contact 
sports requires coaches to adopt a more “aggressive” profile to counterbalance 
the demands of the game (Bekiari et al., 2006). When examining football players’ 
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perceived and preferred leadership behavior, Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) 
found that defensive football players reported greater preferences and perceived 
greater amounts of democratic and autocratic behavior than did offensive play-
ers. Coaching behaviors may also change during the competition cycle. For ex-
ample, Turman (2003) found that both athletes’ preferences and perception of 
coaches’ autocratic behaviors were higher at the middle and at the end of the 
season.  

5.5. Limitations of the Study 

As in all research studies, there are limitations to the current study. First, the LSS 
was developed in North America and has never been validated in other cultures, 
some of the items may not be appropriate to other population (Zhang, 1993). In 
this study, only the coach’s self-perception version of the LSS was used. There-
fore, the results were confined to the subjective ratings of the coaches them-
selves, whereas the actual leadership behaviors of the coaches were not deter-
mined objectively (e.g., athletes may perceive the coaching behaviors more nega-
tively than do the coaches themselves (Kenow & Williams, 1992; Misasi et al., 
2016). For this reason, the athlete’s preference and perception of coach’s beha-
vior versions of the LSS can be distributed to the athletes so that the preferred 
and perceived coaching behaviors of the athletes can be compared with the 
coaches’ own perceived coaching behaviors.  

According to Ryckman and Daniel (1980), to measure leadership and leader 
behavior effectiveness is very complex. Therefore, future studies should also in-
clude other observational instruments to determine actual behaviors of the 
coaches, such as the Coaching Behavior Questionnaire (Williams et al., 2003) 
and the Coaching Behavior Scale for Sports (Cote et al., 1999). While this study 
is concentrated on the behaviors of the coaches, future studies should also in-
clude teammates and parents since the motivational climate comes not just 
from the coaches, but also from parents and peers since parents can provide 
support and facilitation, and peers can affect motivation through competitive 
behaviors, collaborative behaviors, evaluative communications, and social re-
lationships (Keegan et al., 2010). Besides, Wandzilak et al. (1988) found that 
youth sport soccer coaches used more instructional/organizational and nega-
tive comments during practices, but more encouraging remarks in games. Fu-
ture studies can compare and distinguish the differences in coaching behaviors 
between practices and in real game situations. In Hong Kong, very little, if any, 
research has been done on coaching leadership behaviors. The scope of this 
study is limited to coaching behaviors of head basketball coaches and cannot 
be generalized to the whole population. Therefore, there is a need for replica-
tion of this research, with a much greater number of participants representing 
other sports. Besides, future studies should expand the sample representations 
(e.g., to include other regions or countries) to make the study more generaliz-
able. 
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6. Conclusion 

The purpose of the study was to examine the differences in coaching leadership 
behaviors between top-ranked and low-ranked high school head basketball 
coaches. The results indicated no differences in the coaching behaviors between 
the top-ranking and low-ranking high school head basketball coaches. However, 
both top-ranking and low-ranking head coaches exhibited significantly higher 
level of Teaching and Instruction as well as Positive Feedback than Social Sup-
port, Democratic Behavior, and Autocratic Behavior as measured by the LSS. In 
conclusion, each coaching behavior has its own functions and roles as well as its 
own advantages and disadvantages in the sport setting. It is unwise to say that 
one coaching behavior is better than the other since the application of coaching 
behavior is depends on the competition level and game situation. For example, 
though it is not welcome by most female athletes, the autocratic behavior is an 
effective tool among elite athletes or more experienced players. For these rea-
sons, coaches should implement the right coaching behavior at the right mo-
ment in the right place to the right athletes. 
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