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ABSTRACT 
 

The aim of the current study is to examine the coaching leadership 
behavior preferences at intervarsity level by Pakistani basketball 
players.  A total of 150 players participated in the study. The 
preferred version of leadership scale for sports (LSS) developed by 
Chelladurai & Saleh (1980) has been used to investigate the five 
dimensions of coaching leadership behavior. The statistical test 
Multivariate analysis is used to check the gender differences in 
coaching leadership behavior. Distinctly, training and instructions 
coaching leadership behavior was found most preferred coaching 
leadership behavior by male and female athletes. The results of the 
present study will be helpful for the coaches in order to understand 
about most preferred coaching leadership behavior for the desired 
results. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Leadership is an influence 

that can be developed in any 
one because all of us are lea-
ding in some areas, and at the 
same time, we are the followers 
in some other areas (Maxwell, 
1993). In sports coach is viewed 
as a leader for his/her team 
because he directs the activities 
of the athletes, helps them to 
achieve their goals, and enhan-
ces motivation level of athletes. 
Leadership has been defined in 
different philosophical perspec-
tives by the researchers. Initia-
lly, leadership was viewed as a 

traits / ability of the great 
leaders. The “Great man the-
ory” revealed that great leaders 
would be great in all situations 
(Carlyle, 1910). The theory was 
based on the belief that leaders 
are having specific traits that 
distinguished them from follo-
wers. In the early studies, lead-
ership was focused as a trait of 
great leaders and it was belie-
ved leaders are born not made. 
After the World War II, the 
focus of leadership shifted from 
universal traits to universal 
behaviors. It was believed that 
once these leadership behaviors 
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were identified that could be 
taught to potential leaders. 
Later in 1950s-1960s, research 
on universal behaviors has been 
conducted at Michigan and 
Ohio university and it has char-
acterized two constructs of lea-
dership styles a) Consideration 
(Democratic type) b) Initiating 
(Autocratic type). These two ge-
neral dimensions have provi-
ded a framework for many le-
adership theories. (H.cox, 2007).  

In 1978, Chelladurai & Saleh 
identified that there is no 
relevant leadership model of 
other organizational settings 
available that can be taken into 
the sports settings. They have 
developed a multidimensional 
model of leadership (MML) sp-
ecifically for the sports settings. 
According to MML an athlete’s 
satisfaction and performance 
depend upon three types of 
leadership behavior a) Required 
leadership behavior b) Actual 
leadership behavior 3) Prefer-
red leadership behavior. In 
1980, they developed a Leade-
rship Scale of Sport (LSS) to 
investigate coaching leadership 
behavior. The LSS consists of 
five different variables: a) Trai-
ning and Instructions, b) Demo-
cratic Behavior, c) Autocratic 

Behavior, d) Social Support and 
e) Positive Feedback. The train-
ing and instruction behavior 
involves directing towards imp-
roving the performance of ath-
letes. The democratic coaching 
behavior allows athletes to part-
icipate in important coaching 
decisions like team goals; strate-
gies etc., whereas the autocratic 
behavior shows authority to 
take independent decisions. On 
the other hand, social support 
behavior focuses in developing 
interpersonal relationships with 
athletes, and positive feedback 
coaching behavior involves rei-
nforcing, recognizing and rewa-
rding the good performances. 

In the field of Sports, lea-
dership coaching behavior has 
been explored by different per-
spectives. Researchers studied 
coaching leadership behavior 
and its impact on athletes’ perf-
ormances, team cohesion, satis-
faction, gender, intrinsic motiv-
ation, success motivation, moti-
vational climate and achieve-
ment motivation. The resear-
chers also investigated most 
preferred leadership behavior 
about the athletes belonging to 
different sports but results are 
not identical. The researchers 
concluded that leadership beha-
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viors associated with training 
and instructions, positive feed-
back, and social support are hi-
ghly correlated with athletes’ 
satisfaction (Chelladurai 1984; 
Horne and Carron 1985; Schli-
esman, Dwyer et.,al 1990; Rie-
mer&Chelladurai 1995; Riemer 
& Toon 2001; Horn, 2002; Ming 
2007; Pilus & Saadan 2009; Naz-
arudin 2009; Bahrami et., al 
2011; Khalaj et., al 2011). Lead-
ership styles can also affect 
team cohesion (Light Shields, 
Gardner, Light Bredemeier, & 
Bostro, 1997; Jowett and Cha-
undey 2004). Teams found 
more cohesion that perceived 
their coaches as high in training 
and instruction, social support, 
positive feedback, democratic 
behavior and lower levels of 
autocratic behaviors (Ramzani-
nezhad, Rahim, & Keshtan, 
Misagh Hoseini 2009).  

Athletes with high intrinsic 
motivation reported high perce-
ption with training and instru-
ctional behavior, democratic 
behavior and low in autocratic 
behavior (Horn, T. 2000). Kari-
mi et al., (2012) concluded that 
training and instructing, social 
support, and positive feedback 
behaviors showed a positive 
significant relation with success 

motivation and a negative sig-
nificant relation between aut-
ocratic behavior and success 
motivation. Several researches 
showed that male atheletes pre-
fered training and instructions 
coaching behavior, wherase fe-
male atheletes prefered dem-
ocratic coaching behavior from 
their coaches (Beam, Serwatka, 
& Wilson, 2004; Chelladurai & 
Arnott, 1985; Lam, et al. 2007; 
Martin et al.2001; Riemer & 
Toon, 2001; Turman, 2003; Wei-
nberg & Gould, 2007). Unfortu-
nately, there is no study found 
on preferred coaching leader-
ship behavior by Pakistani pla-
yers. Therefore, the purpose of 
the current study is to inves-
tigate the most preferred lea-
dership behavior by intervar-
sity level basketball players of 
Pakistan. This study will be 
helpful for the coaches who are 
working with university level 
basketball players to know abo-
ut most appropriate coaching 
leadership behavior for effec-
tive coaching in order to enha-
nce optimal performance of 
athletes. In addition, this study 
will also contribute towards 
strengthening the literature of 
preferred leadership coaching 
style.  
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METHODOLOGY 
 

Research Design 
 

A survey research design 
was chosen to investigate the 
preferred coaching leadership 
behavior among university lev-
el basketball players of Pak-
istan. Surveys are important 
tool for gathering and analyze 
the information from the selec-
ted sample and it is widely 
used in social sciences. (Rossi 
James D. Wright, and Ander-
son, 1983). 
 
Target population 

Target population of the 
present study is all the basket 
ball players of Pakistan at uni-
versity level. 
 
Sample 

Sample size for the current 
study is 150 intervarsity level 
basketball players of Pakistan 
who have voluntarily partici-
pated in this research study.  
 

Instrument 
Following instrument was 

used in the present study: 
1) The leadership scale for 
sports: LSS preferred version 
developed by Chelladurai and 
Saleh (1980) was used in this 

study. LSS consists of 40 items 
on five-point Likert scale ran-
ging from 1 (never) to 5 (alw-
ays) that described the five 
aspects of leader behavior. 
1. Training and Instructions 
Behavior (Thirteen items): Coa-
ching behavior that has a main 
focus towards improving ath-
letes’ performance by providing 
them support, facilitate them 
during hard training sessions, 
improving techniques, tactics of 
the game, structuring team ac-
tivities and coordination among 
team members (Chelladurai, 
1990).  
2. Democratic Behavior (Nine 
items): Coaching behavior that 
encourages athletes to partici-
pate in decisions making rela-
ted to the team goals, practice 
sessions, and game strategies 
(Chelladurai, 1990).  
3. Autocratic Behavior (Five 
items): Coaching behavior that 
does not allow athletes in dec-
ision and stresses over personal 
authority (Chelladurai, 1990). 
4. Social Support (Eight items): 
Coaching behavior that shows 
concerns for the athletes’ wel-
fare, and interpersonal rela-
tionship with members (Chell-
adurai, 1990). 
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5. Positive Feedback (Five): Co-
aching behavior, which invol-
ves in reinforces athletes by rec-
ognizing their efforts and 
rewarding their performances 
(Chell-adurai, 1990). 
 

Each item of LSS perceived 
version starts with “My coach” 
and preferred version items 
starts with “I prefer my coach” 
Responses from athletes were 
made on the following 5-point 
Likert-type scale (1) never, (2) 
seldom, (3) occasionally, (4) 
often, and (5) always. 
 

ANALYSIS 
 

Table- 1 
Multivariate test 

 

p value > 0.05 

 
The above table shows (p 

value > 0.05) that there is no 
significant difference in prefer-
ence of male and female coa-
ching leadership behavior.  

 

Table-2 Test of between subject 
effects 
 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

G
en

d
er

 

Preferred 
Training and 
Instructions 

.055 1 .055 .067 .796 

Preferred 
Autocratic  

3.325 1 3.325 3.374 .068 

Preferred 
Democratic 

.245 1 .245 .729 .394 

Preferred 
social 

Support  

.614 1 .614 .885 .348 

Preferred 
Feedback 

.258 1 .258 1.029 .312 

p value > 0.05 
 

The above table 2 showed 
univariate test for the indepe-
ndent variables effects on de-
pendent variable and it clearly 
displayed that there is no dif-
ference in gender preference of 
different coaching leadership 
behavior (p value > 0.05). 
 

Table-3 Mean scores of preferred 
leadership Behavior 
 

 

Preferred 
training 

and 
instructions 

behavior 

Preferred 
Autocratic 
Behavior 

Preferred 
Democratic 

behavior 

Preferred  
Social  

Support  
Behavior 

Preferred  
Feedback  
Behavior 

Male 4.9032 2.5699 3.8817 2.9301 4.7742 

Female 4.9067 2.4533 3.9133 2.8800 4.8067 
 

Table-3 displayed that univer-
sity level male and female 
basketball players both scored 
higher on training and instr-
uctions behavior, positive feed-
back, democratic, and social 
support respectively. The auto-
cratic coaching leadership beh-
avior is least preferred behavior 
by them. 

Effect Value F df Sig. 

G
en

d
er

 

Pillai's 
Trace 

.028 .820 5.000 .537 

Wilks' 
Lambda 

.972 .820 5.000 .537 

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.028 .820 5.000 .537 

Roy's 
Largest 
Root 

.028 .820 5.000 .537 



THE SKY-IJPEHSAS, Vol. 03, 2019 

 17 

DISCUSSION 
 

Leadership coaching behav-
ior is one of the extensive stu-
died topics in the field of sports 
psychology. The extensive theo-
retical literature on coaching le-
adership style and in the con-
text of most preferred leader-
ship style is still debatable. Past 
researches showed that leader-
ship behaviors have high asso-
ciation with training and inst-
ructions, positive feedback, and 
social support are highly corre-
lated with athletes' satisfaction 
(Chelladurai 1984; Horne and 
Carron 1985; Schliesman; Dw-
yer et.,al 1990; Riemer & Che-
lladurai 1995; Horn, 2002; Ming 
2007; Pilus & Saadan 2009; Naz-
arudin 2009; Bahrami et., al 
2011; Khalaj et., al 2011). 
However, it appears that the 
coaching leadership behaviors 
are more associated with trai-
ning and instruction, whereas 
positive feedback and social 
support is most highly corre-
lated with athletes' satisfaction 
(Horn, 2002) and intrinsic moti-
vation (Amorose& Horn, 2000; 
2001).  

 
In the present study, multiv-

ariate analysis of variance and 

mean scores were used to 
investigate preferred coaching 
leadership behaviors of subs-
cales of the LSS: 1) Training and 
instructions, 2) Autocratic beha-
vior 3) democratic behavior 4) 
positive feedback behavior. 
Findings revealed that unive-
rsity level basketball players 
both male and female preferred 
more training and instruction 
behavior from their coaches 
followed by democratic, posi-
tive feedback, social support 
and autocratic leadership.  
 

Several leadership coaching 
behavior researches have been 
conducted which focused on 
basketball players (Chelladurai 
1984; Horne and Carron 1985; 
Weinberg & Gould 2003; Lam 
2007; Chen 2007; Jacob, R. L. 
2006). The Training and instruc-
tions is most highly preferred 
behavior by athletes and the 
findings are consistent with the 
Martin et al., 1999; Sherman, 
Fuller, & Speed, 2000; Terry & 
Howe, 1984; Sherman et al. 
2000; Chia et al. 2015; Sharma 
et,. al 2015; and Cruz et, al, 
2017. Further, Results are in 
contrast with the findings of 
Chelladurai & Arnott, 1985; 
Beam, Serwatka, & Wilson, 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5465978/#ref28
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5465978/#ref8
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2004; Lam, et al., 2007; Martin et 
al., 2001; Riemer & Toon, 2001; 
Terry, 1984; Witte, 2011 showed 
that male and female athletes 
differ in their preferences for 
coaching leadership behavior. 
The results are also conflicted 
with the findings of team sports 
such as basketball, volleyball, 
and football where athletes 
prefer more autocratic coaching 
behavior than individual sport 
athletes such as tennis or golf 
(Beam, Serwatka, & Wilson, 
2004; Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 
Lam, 2007). 
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