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ABSTRACT 

Despite a number of leadership definitions based on a various perspectives in 

mainstream psychology, the most popular definition of leadership used m sport 

leadership studies is, "the behavioural process of influencing individuals and groups 

toward set goals" (Barrow, 1977, p. 232). The Multidimentional Model of Leadership 

(MML; Chelladurai & Carron, 1978) was developed to explain sport leadership. 

Although the Leadership Scale for Sport (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) has been widely 

used in sport leadership investigations, several researchers have identified limitations 

associated with the LSS. Given these shortcomings, Zhang, Jensen, and Mann (1997) 

developed the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS). No independent studies, 

however, have systematically investigated the psychometric properties of the RLSS. The 

three interconnected studies in this dissertation were designed to develop the Japanese 

version of the RLSS (JRLSS) and to examine the psychometric properties of the JRLSS. 

The primary purpose of Study 1 was to to carefully translate the Revised 

Leadership Scale for Sport into the Japanese language. The guidelines advocated by 

Geisinger (1994) was utilised for translation. An accredited professional translator and I 

independently adapted the 60 RLSS items in the Japanese language based on the literal 

franslation method. Two experienced Japanese sport psychology professors then 

provided expert feedback on item constmction and wording. A discussion between the 

professional translator and I resulted in adjustments to 47 of the 1116 words originally 

franslated. Moreover, the recommended modifications from Japanese sport psychology 

professors based on cultural content and readability of the wordings were taken into 

consideration and resulted in further minor adjustments. 
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Five types of typical translation difficulties were encountered including: (a) a few 

Japanese words that did not fully capture the intended meaning of the parallel English 

wording, (b) a few English words that have several altemative meanings, (c) literal 

translation that initially resulted in slightly different meanmgs due to the sport context, 

(d) difficulty in determining the use of Katakana characteristics inherent to the Japanese 

language, and (e) some difficulties selecting the most appropriate wording among 

several vocabulary options. 

To follow guided validation procedures. Study 2 was focused on providing 

descriptive statistics for the JRLSS, followed by an examination of intemal consistency 

estimates, content validity, and face validity of the JRLSS. To examine intemal 

consistency estimates of the JRLSS, 154 university athletes completed the demographic 

questionnaire, the athletes' preference version of the JRLSS, and the athletes' perception 

version of the JRLSS in that order. To investigate content validity, five Japanese sport 

psychology professors participated in an item sorting procedure whereby they 

categorised each JRLSS item into the factor they believed was the most appropriate in 

relation to the six leadership behaviour dimensions. To assess face validity, thirty 

Japanese university female athletes rated the degree of the representativeness of all items 

to the six factors. Forty-six of the 60 JRLSS items were content valid, whereas only 

eighteen items met the acceptable criterion of face validity. Moreover, the alpha 

coefficients of the athletes' perception version in Study 2 were fairly consistent with the 

previous findings of the study by Zhang et al. Moreover, the intemal reliability of the 

JRLSS was acceptable with the exeption of the autocratic behaviour factor in the 

athletes' perception version. 
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fri Study 3, constmct validity and criterion validity of the JRLSS were tested with 

a larger sample size. Again, intemal consistency estimates of both versions were 

generally above the guideline level of .60 or .70, except for autocratic behaviour in both 

versions, and three dimensions that were marginal (i.e., teaching and instruction, social 

support, and situational consideration) in the preference version. Based on confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA), the constmct validity of the JRLSS was partially supported in the 

full six-factor model. Furthermore, based on further testing using one-factor congeneric 

models, a better fitting model was identified. In addition, significant differences in some 

of the factors were identified based on gender, level of competition, and sport types. 

Implications for theory and fiiture research are also discussed primarily in terms of 

farther refining the JRLSS and recommendations for ensuring external validity that is 

more widely considered by researchers. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Leadership is a critical component to enhance and sustain optimal sport 

performance (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998; Gould, Hodge, Peterson, & Petlichkoff, 

1987; Vealey, 2005) and athlete satisfaction (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995). A coach 

is typically responsible for making final decisions regarding several team matters, 

such as strategy, tactics, and team personnel (Longhead, Hardy, & Eys, 2006). Given 

the fundamental nature of coaching, most leadership studies in sport have focused on 

coaching behaviours (Loughead et al.). Due to the complexity of the leadership 

constmct, however, leadership research in sport remains sparse and sporadic 

(Chelladurai & Riemer; Loughead et al.). 

In recent years, very few sport leadership investigations have been published 

with comparison to mainstream psychology, where a number of theoretical 

frameworks have been advanced to develop the concept of leadership (Northouse, 

2004). As early as the 1920's (Griffith, 1926), sport psychologists recognised the 

importance of leadership as a sub-field within sport psychology. Perhaps, the most 

productive period of leadership study was the mid 1970's to the mid 1990's, when 

sport psychologists carried out numerous studies to discover personal traits, 

behavioural attributes, and situational determinants (e.g., Chelladurai & Carron, 

1978; Chelladurai, 1984; Danielson, Zelhart, & Drake, 1975, Liukkonen & 

Salminen, 1990; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Serpa, 1990). The number of 

published leadership studies in sport, however, has gradually declined and, at present, 

very few sport leadership studies in coaching are being published. 

Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) indicated that one of the most critical issues in 

sport leadership research is how variables are derived from a theory or model and 



2 

then operationalised and measured. For over two decades, perhaps, the most 

prominent leadership theory in sport is the Multidimensional Model of Leadership 

(MML; Chelladurai & Carron, 1978), which comprises elements of several 

leadership theories from other disciplines. According to Chelladurai and Carron, 

leadership effectiveness is determined by the degree of congmence between the 

coach's actual behaviour, required behaviour, and preferred behaviour. To test the 

variables derived from the MML, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) developed the 

Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS). Although a number of researchers (e.g., Bennet & 

Maneval, 1998; Cheftadurai & Carron, 1981; Dwyer & Fischer, 1988b) have 

systematically tested the MML using the LSS; the findings have been equivocal. 

With the gradual recognition of shortcomings associated with the LSS, Zhang, 

Jensen, and Mann (1997) developed the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS). 

Many researchers, however, have not yet made the transition to using the RLSS in 

leadership investigations. In fact, a number of researchers (Baric & Horga, 2003; 

Sherman, Fuller, & Speed, 2000; Sullivan & Kent, 2003) employed the LSS after the 

RLSS had been published. None of these cited studies indicated any particular 

reasons why they utilised the LSS instead of the RLSS. Possibly, these researchers 

were unaware of the RLSS. It should be incumbent on researchers to either use the 

latest and most sophisticated measurement tools or provide a persuasive argument 

otherwise. Despite the RLSS being a newer instmment it may not necessarily be 

more "sophisticated" than the LSS. The RLSS is comprised of six sub-scales five of 

which are predicated on the LSS. As Chelladurai has stated, there is a lack of studies 

comparing these two scales. In regard to why there has been a decrease in leadership 

research activity in sport, there is no obvious reason for this decline. As Chelladurai 

and Riemer (1998) stated, there might be a measurement issue associated with the 



LSS; that is, the measurement of the MML might not conceptually capture all the 

relevant variables of coaching behaviours. To this extent, the question would be one 

of extemal validity or practicality of the LSS and the RLSS. 

Despite the decrease in leadership research based on the MML and using the 

LSS and RLSS, I focus, in this dissertation, primarily on the MML for two main 

reasons. First, at the start of my dissertation, besides the Mediational Model of 

Leadership (Smoll, Smith, Curtis, & Hunt, 1978; Smoll & Smith, 1989), the MML 

represented the only genuine leadership model specific to sport that has been 

developed, systematically tested, and widely used, typically by employing the 

Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) or the Revised 

Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et al., 1997). Although several leadership 

models in sport have been advanced, Dupuis, Bloom, and Loughead (2006) proposed 

that the Multidimensional Model of Leadership as the most noteworthy. Second, 

despite the availability of the newer version RLSS, researchers have not widely 

tested this instmment. Before concluding that the RLSS is undemtilised, researchers 

must first provide sound psychometric evidence that is reliable and valid (Tkachuk, 

Leslie-Toogood, & Martin, 2003). 

Apart it from the need to provide sufficient psychometric evidence, researchers 

need to evaluate how applicable measures are to given sport situations. A number of 

researchers (e.g., Chelladurai, Imamura, Yamaguchi, Oinuma, Miyauchi, 1988; 

. Chelladurai, Malloy, Imamura, Yamaguchi, 1987) have paid attention to 

investigating cultural differences in leadership between Japan and other countries 

(i.e., Canada), using the LSS. Although the LSS has been translated into Japanese 

and used for several investigations of Japanese leadership behaviours, no research 

has translated and developed the RLSS into the Japanese language. Before providing 



psychometric evidence of the RLSS with a Japanese athletic population, it was 

necessary to first translate the RLSS into Japanese language. Overall^ the purpose of 

the present dissertation was to investigate whether the RLSS is psychometrically 

robust after translating the measure into Japanese. 

Aims of the Dissertation 

The present dissertation consists of three aims that are tested in three studies. In 

detail, the aims of the three studies were: 

1. Translate the RLSS into Japanese language. 

2. Assess the resultant Japanese version of the RLSS by conducting, 

preliminary testing. 

3. Evaluate the psychometric properties of the JRLSS. 

Findings from this present dissertation may contribute to the sport leadership 

literature in several ways. First, the translation of the Revised Leadership Scale for 

Sport (RLSS) to Japanese will provide a contemporary leadership instmment for 

Japanese sport psychologists in research and applied settings. Second, the reported 

psychometric properties from the current data will provide current sport leadership 

data relevant to the Japanese sport culture. Third, psychometric testing may 

potentially lead to improvements in testing the MML model 

Organisation 

From the outset of my Masters degree, my supervisor and I discussed whether 

the RLSS sufficiently captured the majority of sport leadership behaviours including 

the depth and breath of leadership behaviours. We were concemed that the RLSS 

might only capture a portion of the diverse range of sport leadership behaviours. 

Nevertheless, a logical starting point for leadership studies in sport is the work of 

Chelladurai. Being a native of Japan, I was interested in investigating leadership 



behaviours from the Japanese perspective. Hence, the decision to translate the RLSS 

into Japanese language was made. My supervisors agreed that translating the RLSS 

into Japanese and conducting preliminary psychometric testing with a Japanese sport 

population was required. After further discussions, we felt the work would be 

unfinished without performing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). CFA is 

nowadays virtually a mandatory validation process before any new or revised 

psychological tests are publishable. 

As alluded to earlier, the JRLSS may include leadership behaviours not 

applicable to Japanese sports culture or may not necessarily identify leadership 

behaviours essential in the Japanese sports culture. Unfortunately, no researchers 

have specifically evaluated the aspects of extemal validity with the RLSS. Thus, 

after carrying out CFA procedures, I have included recommendations regarding 

further research to better establish extemal validity. 

Chapter 2, the review of literature, addresses theoretical leadership 

development in a number of disciplines and sport psychology. Studies used to test 

each leadership model are also reviewed. Despite the availability of a Japanese 

version of the Leadership Scale for Sport (JESS; Chelladurai, Imamura, & 

Yamaguchi, 1985), the RLSS has not been translated and systematically tested in 

Japanese. Thus, Chapter 3 reports on the results of Study 1, consistmg of translating 

the RLSS into Japanese. The accredited professional franslator and I worked together 

to franslate the RLSS items into Japanese. The development of the Japanese version 

of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) was an integral part of the current 

dissertation. 

fri Chapter 4,1 report on Sttidy 2, in which preliminary testing of the JRLSS 

with a Japanese sport population was conducted. Before using the JRLSS with larger 



samples, it is necessary to demonstrate that the RLSS was correctly translated and 

was also intemally reliable. Furthermore, to ensure the JRLSS measures what it is 

intended to measure (Cicciarella, 1997), I report on the results of content and face 

validity assessment procedures. 

In Chapter 5,1 report on the results of Study 3 that consisted of an additional 

quantitative re-examination of the modified translated version of the JRLSS with a 

larger sample size. The re-examination was deemed necessary based on feedback 

from participants who expressed some concems about the readability of a small 

number of items. I, therefore, slightly modified the JRLSS with the assistance of a 

second professional translator. In addition to basic intemal reliability testing (i.e., 

alpha coefficients), additional procedures were carried out to examine specific latent 

constmcts and the assumption the JRLSS is underpinned by six primary factors. As a 

consequence, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted based on the data 

derived from a sample of 368 university athletes. 

Chapter 6 includes the general discussion suggesting implications and 

recommendations for sport leadership research. In particular, there is a focus on the 

extemal validity issues. 

Incidently, overseas reviewers might notice some slight differences in 

conventions of spelling between for example, U.S spelling and Ausfralian spelling of 

particular words (e.g., behavior vs behaviour). 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LIETERATURE 

Leadership is widely recognised as significant contributor to successful sport 

performance (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998; Gould et al. 1987) and athlete's 

satisfaction (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995). To date, the majority of research in sport 

leadership has focused on the coach, specifically by identifying personahty traits, 

behavioural attributes, and situational determinants (Chelladurai, 1984; Dupuis et al., 

2006). Coaches have received the most attention from sport leadership researchers 

because of the variety of significant responsibility they assume. For example, 

coaches take responsibility for making final decisions in numerous team related 

issues such as strategy, tactics, and team personnel (Loughead et al , 2006). Coaches 

also fulfil multiple roles such as setting goal priorities, skill development, tactical 

analysis, and adjusting their behaviours to meet individual needs (Smoll & Smith, 

1989). Coaches often develop significant relationships with athletes, assistant 

coaches, and managers (Balague, 1999; Jowett, 2003). Moreover, the direct influence 

of coaches on those they coach has been widely reported particularly in sport 

involvement, enjoyment, and withdrawal (Bamett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992; Liukkonen, 

1999), athletes' perception of their ability and skills (Balaguer, Duda, Atienza, & 

Mayo, 2002; Black & Weiss, 1992; Hom, 1985; Lam, 1996; Sarrazin, Gqillet, & 

Cury, 2001), motivation (Alfermann, Lee, & Wiirth, 2005; Amorose & Hom, 2000; 

2001; Hollembeak & Amorose, 2005; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003), coach-athlete 

relationship (Jowett & Cockerill, 2002; Lyle, 1999; Prapavessis & Gordon, 1991), 

team cohesion (Carron, Colman, Wheeler, & Stevens, 2002; Gardner, Shields, 

Bredemeier, & Bostrom, 1996; Wiftiams & Widmeyer, 1991), and self-esteem 

(Smith & Smoll, 1990; Smoll, Smith, Bamett, & Everett, 1993). ft is evident that 
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coaches have an enormous influence on athletes' physical and psychological status 

(Chelladurai, 1990; Reinboth, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2004; Serpa, 1999; Smith & 
ft 

Smoll, 1996). Thus, sport psychologists (Gould, Guinan, Greenleaf, Medbery, 

Peterson, 1999; Smoll & Smith) unilaterally attest to the importance of leadership in 

the form of coaching. 

Researchers have sought to understand leadership in a variety of disciplines 

such as psychology, history, philosophy, education, political science, theology, 

industry, and sport (Klenke, 1993). Particularly, leadership has been heavily 

investigated in business and organisational psychology (Chelladurai, 1984). 

Although a number of researchers have attempted to develop a universal 

conceptualisation of leadership, exacfly what constitutes leadership has not been 

universally agreed upon in the literature (Bryman, 1992; Yukl, 1994). A definitive 

conceptualisation has not eventuated, perhaps due to the complexity of the leadership 

constmct. Bums (1978) stated, "Leadership is one of the most observed and least 

understood phenomena on earth" (p.3). Bass (1990) pointed to a redundancy in 

leadership studies by stating, "An enormous amount of original, creative research [in 

leadership] has been coupled with a wastefiil repetition of tests of shopworn 

hypotheses and a general disregard for negative results" (p. 913). 

Leadership in sport has also received some attention from researchers, yet 

much remains to be understood. Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) stated that leadership 

research in the athletic context has been sparse and sporadic. Despite the general 

agreement on its importance, leadership in sport remains relatively under-researched 

compared to other fields. Murray (1986) indicated, "There is a paucity of research 

and conceptual literature about leadership in sport situations even though coaching 

requires one to be a leader" (p. 93). Although previous researches have provided a 



number of insights into leadership in a variety of fields, there are ongoing issues 

associated with the ambiguity of conceptualising leadership such as the lack of a 

clear and consistent definition of leadership (Loughead et al., 2006) and lack of 

stability in the operation of variables underlying theory (Chelladurai & Riemer). For 

a number of decades, despite more than 350 leadership definitions and thousands of 

empirical examinations on leadership conducted in a wide variety of disciplines, 

"there appears to be little consensus of an accepted characterization of leadership" 

(Mondello & Janefte, 2001, p. 40). 

General Definitions of Leadership 

Purposes of definitions include ascertaining the object being investigated, 

identifying a structure for practical use, and providing a foundation for the 

development of theory (Bass, 1981). Stogdift (1974) indicated, "There are almost as 

many definitions of leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define the 

concept" (p. 259). In fact, approximately 65 different taxonomies have been used to 

define leadership over the last five decades (Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, Levin, 

Korotkin, & Hein, 1991). Janda (1960) stated, "Leadership is a word taken from the 

common vocabulary and incorporated into the technical vocabulary of a scientific 

discipline without being precisely redefined. As a consequence, it carries extraneous 

connotations that create ambiguity of meaning" (p. 3). Bums (1978) indicated that 

this lack of an unequivocal definition of leadership is exacerbated by academics in 

separate disciplines and sub-disciplines pursuing different and often umelated 

questions. 

In mainstream psychology, many of the accepted leadership definitions are 

extremely diverse. The definition of leadership has often been determined by 

researcher's individual perceptions and approaches (Yukl, 1994). To organise a wide 
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range of leadership definitions, Stogdill (1968) provided eleven perspectives on 

leadership. Although leadership definitions seem to be somewhat outdated, 

researchers tend to adapt definitions from one or more of Stogdill's major eleven 

perspectives. These perspectives are namely universal phenomenon, induce 

compliance, exercising influence, an act or behaviour, persuasion, differential power 

relationships, an instmment of goal achievement, an emerging effect of interaction, a 

differentiated role, and the initiation of structure. 

Specifically, the un/verao;/phenomenon of leadership implies that, although 

leadership is difficult to define, people, no matter which cultural background, 

acknowledge the universality of leadership in many contexts. Baker and Coy (2005) 

proposed that the term leadership in English-speaking countries originated from 

loedan, an Anglo-Saxon word, that means 'a way, road, path or journey.' From the 

perspective of the universal phenomenon, leadership exists among all people 

regardless of culture (Smith & Krueger, 1933). 

In perceiving leadership as the ability to induce compliance, researchers 

consider leadership as "a unidirectional exertion of influence and as an 

instmmentality for molding the group to the leader's will" (Bass, 1981, p. 9). With 

induced compliance, there is little space for the rights, desires, and needs of group 

members. Leadership is centered on coerciveness and authoritarianism. Some 

behavioural scientists tend to refute this authoritarian concept that disregards the 

contribution of subordinates from leadership definition (Bass). Bass, however, 

believes that we cannot avoid the fact that leadership is generally authoritarian, 

directive, and even coercive in nature. 

Exercising influence, implies that leadership is subject to social influences, 

whereby a leader intentionally influences group members in order to stmctiire the 
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activities and relationships within the group. For example, some researchers (e.g., 

Cartwright, 1965; Hollander & Julian, 1969) asserted that "influence" is synonymous 

with leadership. For example, Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massarik (1961) 

indicated that leadership is "interpersonal influence, exercised m a situation, and 

directed, through the communication process, toward the attainment of a specified 

goal or goals" (p. 24). Two underlying themes that follow from this perspective are: 

(a) leaders and followers influence each other in a reciprocal manner; and (b) 

leadership might be inferred either through leader behaviours or the consequences of 

followers' behaviours (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978). Researchers generally support 

this perspective because of the implication that a mutual relationship between a 

leader and group members without domination, control, or induction of compliance 

on the leader's side (Bass, 1981). 

Leadership has also been viewed as an act or behaviour. Behaviour in 

leadership generally refers to the particular acts in which a leader engages when 

directing and coordinating the work of group members (Fiedler, 1967). For example, 

Hemphill & Coons (1957) described leadership as "behavior of an individual when 

he is directing the activities of a group toward a shared goal" (p. 7). Bass indicated 

that a number of researchers have taken this perspective especially to identify 

particular leadership behaviours that lead to group success. 

With fhe persuasion perspective, researchers perceive a leader as a determining 

factor in the relationship within a group but exclude the aspect of coerciveness (Bass, 

1981). For example, Renter (1941) indicated leadership as one's ability to persuade 

or direct otiiers without a use of the status or power of formal office or extemal 

circumstances. This perspective also directly involves the aspect of influence in 

leadership. Researchers who are against the concept of authoritarianism tend to 
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support this perspective because persuasion is a powerful tool in establishing 

expectation and belief (Bass). 

Differential power relationships among group members is underpinned by the 

notion that leadership is a type of power relationship whereby a group member has 

the right to prescribe behaviour patterns on another group member (Janda, 1960). 

Power is "a resultant of the maximum force which A can induce on B minus the 

maximum resisting force which B can mobilize in the opposite direction" (Bass, 

1981, p. 11). Leadership occurs when a member controls or changes the behavioural 

pattems of other members. Bass stated that many leaders, who are committed to 

building tmst, openness, and participatory approaches, admit that the power 

relationship is important in understanding leadership. 

Leadership has also regarded as an instmment of goal achievement. Bass 

(1981) indicated that several researchers view leadership in terms of the instmmental 

value for group achievement of goals and satisfaction of needs. Ranch, Behling, and 

Schriesheim (1984) stated that leadership is "the process of influencing the activities 

of an organized group toward goal achievemenf (p. 46). In many fields, leadership 

effectiveness is partly and sometimes solely based on group accomplishment toward 

a set goal. In a sense, the outcomes from group performance are important from a 

leadership perspective. Some researchers perceived leadership as an emerging effect 

of interaction rather than a cause or control of group action (Bass). For example, 

Pigors (1935) stated that leadership is a process of mutual stimulation that confrols 

human energy in the pursuit of a common cause by the successful interplay of 

individual differences. Quite simply, leadership does not exist unless other members 

of the group acknowledge and confer a person as a leader. 
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The leadership perspective as a differentiated role means that each member of 

a group plays a different role based on the degree of influence and has different 

contributions to the achievement of a group goal (Newcomb, Turner, & Converse, 

1965). When group members acknowledge a particular individual as a dependable 

contributing source of goal achievement, that individual becomes a leader of that 

group. Thus, group members play a role based on their expectations toward 

themselves and from other members (Sherif & Sherif, 1956). Researchers who 

support perspective of the initiation of structure focus on the differentiation and 

maintenance of role stmctures within a group. For instance, Stogdill (1974) defined 

leadership as "the initiation and maintenance of stmcture in expectation and 

interaction" (p. 411). Bass (1981) also urged that we have to appreciate the persons, 

resources, and tasks within the differentiated roles if stmcture is the consistent 

pattem of differentiated role relationships in a group. 

Leadership definition in sport 

Researchers in sport psychology utilise several leadership definitions, however, 

these definitions follow similar lines. The most popular definition of leadership is, 

"The behavioural process of influencing individuals and groups toward set goals" 

(Barrow, 1977, p. 232). Similariy, Murray (1986) combined the definitions of 

Stogdill (1974) and Barrow by stating that leadership is "the behavioural process of 

influencing the activities of an organized group toward specific goals and the 

achievement of those goals" (pp. 93-94). In addition, Loughead et al. (2006) and 

Dupuis et al. (2006) have used a more recent definition of leadership developed by 

Northouse (2004), "A process whereby an individual influences a group of 

individuals to achieve a common goal" (p. 3). Although these leadership definitions 
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used in sport are different in terms of wording, the underlining emphasis is that 

leadership is an influencing process. 

Despite a number of leadership definitions being based on various perspectives 

in mainstream psychology, sport leadership definitions generally have four common 

components (Northouse, 2004). These four components central to leadership are: (a) 

leadership as a process, (b) leadership involving influence, (c) leadership occuring 

within a group context, and (d) leadership involving goal attainment. Two of these 

four leadership components are consistent with two of Stogdill's perspectives in 

understanding leadership, namely, the exercise of influence and an instrument of goal 

achievement. 

For the present dissertation, I used Barrow's definition simply because the 

Multidimensional Model of Leadership (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978) was developed 

based on the definition proposed by Barrow (1977). Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) 

claimed that, although the managerial functions of coaches vary (e.g., planning, 

organising, allocating budget, scheduling, recmiting, public relations, leadership), the 

functions included in Barrow's definition are significant in an athletic context. 

Historical Review of Leadership Theories in Sport and Mainstream Psychology 

Researchers in sport psychology have historically follo\< êd the trends and 

paftems of leadership theories developed in mainsfream psychology. From an 

historical perspective, the study of leadership in sport began in the 1920s when 

Griffith (1926) proposed that one of the tasks of sport psychologists was to observe 

and identify the principles that the best coaches followed in developing athletic 

teams. The dominant focus areas in sport psychology between the 1940s and 1970s, 

however, were on motor behaviours, personality and sport, exercise and mental 

health, and the academic performance of athletics (Landers, 1995). When American 
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sport psychology gradually made a transition from predominantly theorietical 

investigations to applied practice, leadership studies were, however, still not 

prominent. Chelladurai and Carron (1978) described leadership as having received 

minimal and peripheral attention in sport psychology. 

From the 1970's to 1980's, sport psychologists started to investigate leadership 

behaviours more consistently. Trait theory dominated leadership studies in sport, 

reflecting established trends in mainstream psychology. Northouse (2004) explained 

that trait theory is based on the perspective that great leaders possess universal 

personality traits and characteristics conducive to leadership excellence. Specifically, 

the focus of research was on identifying the innate qualities and characteristics that 

distinguished great leaders from subordinates. Researchers in mainstream 

psychology and other fields including political and military examined so-called great 

leaders (Northouse). Researchers in sport psychology (e.g., Hendry, 1969; Lenk, 

1977; Penman, Hastad, & Cords, 1974) also studied certain traits or behaviours 

focusing on identifying personality traits and characteristics coaches possess to 

distinguished effective leaders from non-effective leaders. The belief in the innate 

nature of leadership characteristics has been referred to as the "great man theory" 

(Carlyle, 1907) 

Researchers gradually started disregarding or at least moving away from frait 

theories in mainsfream psychology. Based on the extensive review of trait sttidies, 

Stogdill (1948) concluded that despite the importance of individual differences in 

identifying effective leaders no single trait would be a universal predictor of an 

effective leader because of a various situations where leaders functioned. In tum, 

personality traits related to leadership in one situation may not necessarily apply in 

other situations (Barrow, 1977). Although this view was not immediately recognised 
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(Chemers, 2000), nowadays, it is widely held that the complexity of leadership 

cannot be explained by simply identifying the personality traits that a great leader 

possesses (Hom, 1992). 

Despite the decline of leadership sttidies based on trait theory, a number of 

researchers (i.e., Cheftadurai & Carron, 1978; Fiedler, 1967; House, 1971; House & 

Mitchell, 1974) still believed that personality traits play a role in leadership. Lord, de 

Vader, and Alliger (1986), for example, strongly argued that researchers over 

generalised that personality traits are not related to leadership effectiveness. In their 

study (Lord et al.), a strong correlation between personality traits and individual 

perception of leadership was found. In recent years, interest in trait approach has 

increased among researchers (i.e., Bryman, 1992). As a consequence, there has been 

a refocus on examining traits of leadership in the category of visionary and 

charismatic leadership (see Bass, 1990; Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Nadler & Tushman, 

1989). 

Given that traits fail to predict leadership in mainstream psychology, 

researchers shifted their focus to studying leader behaviour (Chemers, 2000). A 

number of researchers (e.g., Bales & Slater, 1955; Kahn, 1951; Lewin, Lippitt, & 

White, 1939), for example, observed the effects of leadership style (i.e., autocratic vs. 

democratic) in relation to the atmosphere of small groups, analysed the interaction 

process and the follower's perception on the behavioural styles of their supervisors. 

The common focus in these studies was to identify certain pattems of leader 

behaviour that led to high productivity or morale (Chemers). Similarly, the strong 

focus of researchers in sport around the 1970's was on identifying behaviours of the 

effective leader, that is, "the kind of activities that the leader engages in in carrying 

out the process of leadership" (Chelladurai «fe Carron, 1978, p. 7). In athletics, for 
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example, Danielson, Zelhart, and Drake (1975) investigated sport-specific leader 

behaviours using 140 of the 150 original items of Leadership Behaviour Description 

Questionnaire (LBDQ; Halpin & Winer, 1957). Danielson et al. found that leadership 

behaviour of hockey coaches are perceived to be more communicative than 

dominating. This result was inconsistent with general research findings in 

mainstream psychology suggesting that the characteristics of coaching behaviours 

are dominant, aggressive, and authoritative. The focus on identifying specific 

behavioural pattems of leaders in relation to effective leadership, however, has since 

declined. 

There has been gradual recognition that effective leadership is a function of 

multiple variables such as situational and individual factors rather than a single factor 

such as personality or behavioural. A number of more sophisticated and complex 

leadership theories were developed in mainstream psychology. In particular, 

leadership frameworks such as contingency theory (Fiedler & House, 1988), 

normative decision theory (Vroom & Yetton, 1973), path-goal theory (Evans, 1970, 

House, 1971, House & Dessler, 1974, House & Mitchell, 1974), sittiational theory 

(Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Nelson, 1993; Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Zigarmi, 1985; Hersey 

& Blanchard, 1977 ; 1988), adaptive-reactive theory (Osbom & Hunt, 1975), and 

equity theory (Adams, 1965) become the basis for leadership models developed in 

sport. 

One of tiie dominant leadership theories from the 1960s to 1970s was 

contingency theory (Fiedler & House, 1988). Fiedler (1967) investigated leadership 

styles, the situational context, and leader effectiveness, with a number of leaders who 

worked mostly in military organisations. As a result of extensive research focusing 

on personality variables and group characteristics, Fiedler developed contingency 
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theory. The underiying theme of contingency theory is that effective leadership is 

contingent on matching leadership style to situational favourableness. That is, 

leadership styles are not generically effective across all sittiations (Rice & 

Kastenbaum, 1983). Leadership style is assessed by the affective reaction of a leader 

to their least preferred co-worker with a series of bipolar items (the Least Preferred 

Co-Worder scale: LPC). Leadership style was divided into two types such as task-

oriented (i.e., low LPC scores) and relation-oriented (i.e., high LPC scores). Task-

oriented leaders concern themselves primarily with achieving goals, whereas 

relation-oriented leaders place more value on building close interpersonal 

relationships with followers. Situational favourableness is determined by three 

factors, leader-member relationship, task stmcture, and position power. Leader-

member relationship refers to the group atmosphere and the level of followers' 

confidence, loyalty, and attraction to a leader. Task stmcture relates to how clearly 

the requirements of the task are stated, how many altemative paths to accomplish the 

task are available, how clearly completion of the task can be verified, and how many 

exact solutions to task are available. Position power refers to leader's authority for 

rewarding or punishing to followers. Based on contingency theory, task-oriented 

leaders become most effective when leaders have a high degree of control and 

influence (i.e., highly favourable in situation) or when leaders have a relatively low 

degree of confrol and influence (i.e., highly unfavourable in situation) (Fiedler & 

Mahar, 1979). Conversely, the Contingency Theory predicts that relation-oriented 

leaders tend to perform best in situations where they have a moderate degree of 

control and influence (i.e., intermediately favourable in situation). 

Northouse (2004) provided several sfrengths and limitations of contingency 

theory. The strengths include: (a) contingency theory was developed from empirical 
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research; (b) the involvement of situational factors to personality variables added a 

new perspective to the understanding of leadership; (c) contingency theory is 

predictive because researchers can identify the leadership type that is most effective 

under given circumstances; (d) leaders are not required to match with every 

situations because leadership style is contingent on favourable conditions; and (e) the 

data derived from assessment tools based on contingency theory (i.e., LPC) enables 

organisations to establish leadership profiles. 

Although it provides useful information and has received substantial support, 

there are several shortcomings associated with contingency theory: (a) researchers 

have not yet provided a full explanation why particular leadership styles are more 

effective in certain situations; (b) researchers are required to use several 

measurement tools to examine leadership styles and three factors (i.e., leader-

member relations, task stmcture, and position power) to determine optimal 

circumstances; and (c) researchers have not provided suggestions or solutions for 

when a leadership style does not match a situation (Northouse, 2004). Because 

contingency theory is based on aspects of personality traits and situational variables, 

it does not flexibly alternate leadership styles to fit given situations (Northouse). 

Perhaps due to these limitations, research based on contingency theory has been 

declining in recent decades. 

Normative decision theory (Vroom & Yetton, 1973) was derived from a 

contingency approach but working more,on a deductive theoretical base (Chemers, 

2000). Vroom and Yetton focused on leadership effectiveness derived from decision 

making sfrategies of leaders integrated with sittiational factors. In the model, leaders 

are categorised in various leadership styles from autocratic (i.e., leaders making the 

decision by themselves without follower's input), to consultative (i.e., leaders 
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making the decision after taking follower's opinion into consideration), and to group 

or participative styles (i.e., leaders and groups make the decision together with equal 

weight) (Chemers). Based on normative decision theory, it is hypothesised that the 

most effective decision making style depends on the clarity and stmcture of the task, 

the degree of support from the followers in a group or an organisation, the degree of 

conflict among subordinates, and the time frame in which for leaders make decisions. 

Leaders, for instance, might take the time-efficient autocratic style when the task is 

clear and the followers are supportive. Conversely, leaders are best to use a 

consultative style when the task is unclear. The participative style seems the best for 

leaders when the followers are not supportive. Although the normative decision 

model lacks extensive empirical research, existing literatures generally support its 

basic hypothesis (Field & House, 1990). 

In the athletic context, Chelladurai and Haggerty (1978) extended the 

normative decision theory to develop the normative model of decision styles in 

coaching. Chelladurai and Haggerty proposed that coaches in sport should take the 

nature of the problem and the situation into consideration in their decision-making. 

The model consists of three types of decision-making styles; autocratic, participative, 

and delegative. The autocratic decision style occurs when the coach makes a final 

decision. The participative decision style refers to when the group including the 

coaches make the actual decision collectively. The delegative decision style occurs 

when the coach allows other members of the group to make the decision without 

being involved in the decision making process (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). 

Similar to the original normative decision theory, Chelladurai and Riemer claimed 

that the model and the model testing instmment have not been examined extensively 

to make judgments considering the validity in athletic context. 
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Another major theory of leadership in mainstream psychology is path-goal 

theory where the focus is on leadership behaviours across different situations (Evans, 

1970, House, 1971, House & Dessler, 1974, House and Mitchell, 1974). Path-goal 

theory emphasises the relationship among leadership style, the subordinate's 

characteristics, and work settings. Path-goal theory originated from expectancy 

theory (Vroom, 1964). Briefly, expectancy theory is based on the principle that the 

attitude (i.e., satisfaction) and behaviour (i.e., performance) of subordinates can be 

determined by the degree to which subordinates perceive the job or behaviour 

leading to various outcomes (i.e., expectancy) and the evaluation of these outcomes 

(i.e., valences). Based on path-goal theory, the motivational functions of leaders are 

to: (a) increase reward (e.g., payoffs) to subordinates for work-accomplishment, (b) 

clarify the path to goal-attainment, (c) remove obstacles (i.e., uncertainties, 

fiiistrations, or threats to work toward a set goal), and (d) increase the opportunities 

for subordinate's satisfaction (Wofford & Liska, 1993). 

House and Mitchell (1974) indicated that the effectiveness of leaders can be 

determined by the interaction of the four types of leader behaviours (i.e., directive, 

supportive, participative, and achievement-orientation), situational variables such as 

environmental characteristics (i.e., task stmcture), and subordinate characteristics. 

According to Northouse (2004), directive leadership refers to leaders' behaviour that 

sets a standard of performance expected of subordinates and sets the task rules and 

regulations. For example, directive leaders clarify goals (i.e., expectancy), paths (i.e., 

ways to achieve the goal), and responsibility (i.e., the deadline to accomplish the 

given task). Directive leadership behaviour is effective and also enhances 

subordinate's satisfaction most when the task demand is ambiguous and 

unstmctured. Conversely, directive leadership style may not be effective under the 
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circumstance where goals, paths, and responsibility are already clear to subordinates 

(Northouse). Northouse indicated that directive leadership style is best suited to 

subordinates who are rigid and authoritarian and prefer clear task stmcture. 

Supportive leadership refers to a style whereby the leader is approachable and 

is attentive to the well-being and personal needs of followers. Northouse (2004) 

asserted that supportive leadership style is most appropriate for subordinates who 

prefer affiliation. Moreover, a supportive leadership style is effective when 

subordinates are dealing with stressful, fi:ustrating, and dissatisfying tasks. 

Participative implies leadership behaviour involving subordinates in the process of a 

decision-making. House (1996) hypothesised ^at participative leadership enhances 

subordinate's satisfaction and motivation when subordinates are highly ego-involved 

in decision making tasks and also when the task demands are ambiguous and 

unstmctured. Participative leadership is apparently effective for subordinates who 

resist authority and who need high independence and self-control (Northouse). 

Achievement-oriented leadership can be used by leaders to challenge subordinates to 

strive for higher standards of performance and develop more confidence in their 

ability to respond effectively to challenging goals. Achievement-oriented leadership 

is effective for enhancing subordinates' performance under circumstances where 

tasks are ambiguous and non repetitive. In summary, path-goal theory, therefore, 

provides an explanation of the ways that leaders can help subordinates by choosing 

appropriate behaviours that match the subordinates' needs. Northouse described the 

essence of path-goal theory as "to be effective, leaders need to help subordinates by 

giving them what is missing in their environment and by helping them compensate 

for deficiencies in their abilities" (p. 129). 
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Northouse (2004) indicated that there are several identified strengths and 

weaknesses of path-goal theory. The strengths include: (a) path-goal theory adds the 

perspective of exploring the relationship among leadership behaviour, subordinate's 

satisfaction, and performance; (b) path-goal theory was the first leadership theory 

that involved a motivational function of leaders; and (c) path-goal theory is practical 

because recommendations are given for how leaders can help subordinates. Leaders 

can thereby identify what is lacking in situations and assist subordinates accordingly. 

Despite the support for path-goal theory, researchers have also raised a number of 

concems. Path-goal theory is relatively complex and, consequently, it is challenging 

to implement path-goal theory in organisational contexts. Path-goal theory has been 

partially, but not fully supported by empirical studies (House & Mitchell, 1974; 

Indvik, 1986; Schriesheim & Kerr, 1977; Schriesheim & Schriesheim, 1980; 

Wofford & Liska, 1993). Furthermore, although path-goal theory possesses the 

unique aspect of including a motivational function in leadership, the relationship 

between leadership and motivation is not fully expounded. 

Another widely recognised theory is situational theory (Blanchard et al., 1993; 

Blanchard et al., 1985; Hersey 8c Blanchard, 1977; 1988). The basic principle 

underlying situational theory is that different situations demand leaders to adapt their 

style. Northouse (2004) described that situational leadership theory consists of two 

main components that are similar to path-goal theory, directive (i.e., task-oriented) 

and supportive (i.e., relationship-oriented). The directive leadership style is based on 

one-way communication, whereas the supportive behaviour is based on two-way 

communication. Leaders first assess subordinates' ability and task commitment, and 

then adjust their style to being directive or supportive to match the needs of 

subordinates. According to Hersey and Blanchard, the mattirity level of subordinates 
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in terms of accomplishing a specific task is a determining factor for leadership 

behaviour. Maturity in this context is defined as "the capacity to set high but 

attainable goals (achievement motivation), willingness and ability to take 

responsibility, and education and/or experience of an individual or a group" (Hersey 

& Blanchard, p. 161). 

With situational theory, leadership styles are further divided into four 

approaches (Northouse, 2004). In the directing approach (i.e., a high directive - low 

supportive), leaders primarily emphasise their communication on goal-achievement 

behaviours. In the coaching approach (i.e., high directive - high supportive), leaders 

communicate primarily on both goal achievement and maintenance of subordinates' 

social and emotional needs. In the supporting approach (i.e., high supportive - low 

directive), leaders exclusively focus on providing support such as listening, praising, 

asking for input, and providing feedback. In the delegating approach (i.e., low 

supportive - low directive), leaders provide less task input and social support. 

Blanchard et al. (1985) discussed how the effectiveness of leadership styles is 

determined by the development level of subordinates including their competence and 

commitment to accomplish a given task. Researchers have identified four levels of 

subordinate's development that increasing linearly from Dl to D4. Dl refers to 

subordinates being low in competence and high in commitment. Specifically, these 

subordinates lack familiarity and knowledge in a given task but are excited about the 

challenge of a task. D2 is where subordinates have obtained some competence but 

have low commitment to the task. D3 is where subordinates maintain moderate to 

high competence but lack commitment. These subordinates have developed the skills 

for the task but are anxious about whether they can accomplish the task. D4 refers to 

subordinates attaining both high competence and high commitment to a task. 
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Northouse indicated that these subordinates have maximised their skill to perform the 

task and are motivated to accomplish the task. Leaders are required to identify where 

subordinates are on the developmental continuum and adjust their style accordingly. 

Specifically, leaders are required to perform high levels of supportive behaviour and 

relatively low level of directive behaviour as subordinates increase their 

developmental level. Leaders then have to shift their leadership behaviour from 

supportive to directive as subordinates reach moderate level of development. Finally, 

leaders reduce both supportive and directive behaviours to maximise the 

effectiveness as some subordinates progress or attain above average levels of 

development. 

There are several advantages and disadvantages of situational leadership 

theory. The strengths include: (a) a well-known and frequently used theory with 

evidence that a number of business organisations (i.e., 400 of the Fortune 500 

companies) utilised situational theory in leadership training and development 

programs; (b) practical use because situational leadership is relatively easy to 

understand, instinctively sensible, and easily applied in a wide range of settings; (c) 

prescriptive because the theory provides useful information on what leaders should 

and should not do in various situations; (d) a focus on leader flexibility in adapting 

their leadership style to the changing needs of subordinates; and (e) new insights in 

leadership research whereby leaders are required to freat subordinates differently 

based on individual needs and task requirements (Northouse, 2004). Conversely, the 

negative aspects of situational leadership theory are: (a) the lack of published studies 

to confirm the assumptions and proportions of the situational theory; (b) ambiguous 

conceptualisation in measuring the competence and commitment of subordinates in 

relation to the level of development; (c) inconsistent findings to support the basic 
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model prescriptions; and (d) leaders may find it difficult to adjust their style to match 

the individual needs and task requirements within a group. Despite several criticisms, 

the situational leadership approach has been widely used in various types of 

organisational setting (Northouse). 

Another leadership theory that is more easily related to sport contexts model is 

the adaptive-reactive leadership theory (Osbom & Hunt, 1975). The basic premise of 

adaptive-reactive theory is that leaders adapt to the situations and conditions of the 

organisational system and react to the needs, desires, and pressures of subordinates. 

Adaptive-reactive theory includes a set of variables namely macro-variables and 

micro-variables. Macro-variables are constituted in the organisational system such 

as unit size, level of technology, and formal stmcture. Micro-variables are comprised 

of personality differences and task demands such as stmcture and degree of 

ambiguity. Osbom and Hunt indicated that the macro-variables influence leadership 

behaviour because, for example, the size of a group and the level of technology 

determine the way leaders implement different formal stmcture. Micro-variables 

such as task demands and personality characteristics of subordinates, conversely, 

determine the influence of leadership behaviour. The adjustment of leadership 

behaviour depending on subordinates' task level and ability, for instance, influences 

performance outcome. 

A final leadership theory proposed in general psychology is equity theory 

(Adams, 1965). The basic principle of equity theory is the exchange relationship 

between effort and outcome should be fair and equal. The exchange ratio between 

effort and outcome should be equal to that of other members or of previous 

experience. If individuals perceive that the exchange relationships are unequal or 

unsatisfactory, they may attempt to readdress this perceived inequity by intentionally 
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reducing effort, avoiding the situation, or cognitively distorting comparisons (Bretz 

& Thomas, 1992). Equity theory has been criticised because most studies have been 

conducted in laboratory settings with poor study designs that in some instances 

threatened the self-esteem of participants, in tum, leading to a compensatory 

equalization bias (Mowday, 1987). Thus, researchers have not fully examined the 

effects of perceived inequity on maintained repetitive performance (Bretz & 

Thomas). 

Many of the leadership studies in sport have been also developed utilizing the 

theoretical frameworks existing in general psychology and businesses. For example, 

based on Path-goal theory, it was hypothesised that athletes who participates in 

highly variable and interdependent sports (e.g., soccer and basketball) would prefer a 

more stmctured -and autocratic leadership behaviour than athletes who participates in 

more predictable and independent sports (e.g., shooting and diving) (Bolkiah & 

Terry, 2001). A few researchers (Capitao, 1995; Terry & Howe, 1984) have provided 

partial support for the applicability of path-goal theory to the sport leadership process. 

The results derived by Terry and Howe, for instance, demonsfrated that athletes 

involved in independent sports indicated a greater preference for democratic 

behaviour and less autocratic behaviour than athletes involved in interdependent 

sports. Bolkiah and Terry then found that task variability did not influence the 

preference of athletes for leadership behaviour, whereas task interdependence and an 

interaction between variability and interdepence had an effect on leadership 

behaviours. Specifically, athletes involved in independent sports showed greater 

preference for democratic behaviour and social support than athletes in 

interdependent sports. Thus, the path-goal theory has been partially supported 
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whereby task interdependence has influenced leadership behaviour whereas task 

variability did not result in clear effects. 

Unique Aspects of Sport 

Leadership theories derived from general psychology are not necessarily fully 

transferable to sport because sport is unique in several ways. First, according to 

Chelladurai (1984), the coach has almost total control and influence on athletes at 

neariy all levels (e.g., youth sport, club sport, university sport). Second, athletic 

training requires an enormous time commitment to prepare for competition (Zhang et 

al., 1997). Third, unlike other organizations, winning and losing in sport is definitive. 

Fourth, sport teams are organized for a prescribed period of time (Zhang et al.). Fifth, 

the level of athletic competition falls into a wide range from recreational to Olympic 

(Russell, 1993). Leaders in athletic contexts must also adapt their leadership styles 

based on the level of the sport. 

A number of researchers (e.g., Alfermann et al., 2005; Chelladurai, 1990; 

Gumming, Smith, & Smoll, 2006;) indicated that, over twenty five years, the 

majority of leadership studies in sport have been conducted based on two major 

theoretical frameworks, namely the Mediational Model of Leadership (Smith & 

Smith, 1989; Smoll, Smith, Curtis, «& Hunt, 1978) and the Multidimensional Model 

of Leadership (MML; Cheftadurai & Carron, 1978). 

Mediational Model of Leadership 

Based on social leaming theory (Bandura, 1969; Mischel, 1973), Smoll et al. 

(1978; Smoll & Smith, 1989) developed the Mediational Model of Leadership that is 

a cognitive-behavioral model in youth sports. In the Mediational Model of 

Leadership, it was hypothesized that athletes' perception and recall of coach's 

behaviours influence athlete's reactions to coach behaviours (Smoll & Smith; Smoll 
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et al.). Smoll and Smith (1989) also stated, "a tmly comprehensive model of 

leadership requires that consideration be given not only to situational factors and 

overt behaviours, but also the cognitive processes and individual difference variables 

which mediate relationships between antecedents, leader behaviours, and outcomes" 

(p. 1532). In ttim, the focus of the Mediational Model of Leadership is on athlete's 

cognitive aspects such as player's perceptions, recall, and reactions. Smoll and Smith 

also included situational and individual difference variables that effect coach 

behaviours, player's perceptions and recollections of coach behaviour, and player's 

evaluative reactions. 

In the Mediational Model of Leadership, Smoll and Smith (1989) stated that 

coach behaviours influence athlete's perception and recall that in tum effect their 

evaluative reactions. The coach perceives the player's attitudes derived from player's 

evaluative reactions. Thus, all four central elements of the Mediational Model of 

Leadership (e.g., coach behaviours, player perception and recall, players' evaluative 

reactions, and coach perception of player's attitudes) coalesce. Specifically, coach 

individual difference (e. g., coaching goals and motives, behavioural intentions, 

instmmentalltles, perceived coaching norms and role conception, interred player 

motives, self-monitoring, and sex) are assumed to influence coach behaviours and 

coach perceptions of player attitudes. Player individual difference (e.g., age, sex 

perceived coaching norms, valence of coach behaviours, sport-specific achievement 

motives, competitive trait anxiety, general self-esteem, athletic self-esteem) are 

proposed to effect player's perception and recall as well as player's evaluative 

reactions. Finally, situational factors (e.g., nature of the sport, level of competition, 

practice versus game, previous success and failure, present game and practice 
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outcome, and intrateam attraction) are hypothesised to effect coach behaviours and 

coach perception of player's attitudes. 

Coaching Behavior Assessment System 

To systematically investigate coaching behaviour with the Mediational Model of 

Leadership, Smith, Smoll, and Hunt (1977) developed the Coaching Behavior 

Assessment System (CBAS). Specifically, CBAS was designed to measure coaching 

behaviours in twelve categories and two subdivided categories (i.e., reactive, 

spontaneous) using a coding system for observing and recording coaching 

behaviours during practices and games (Smith et al.). The behavioural categories and 

two subdivided categories are presented in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 

Responses Categories of the Coaching Behavior Assessment System (CBAS) 

Class I. Reactive Behaviors 

Responses to desirable performance 

Reinforcement (R) A positive, rewarding reaction (verbal or non

verbal) to a good play or good effort 

Nonreinforcement (NR) Failure to respond to a good performance 

Responses to mistakes 

Mistake-Contingent Encouragement given to a player following a 

Encouragement (EM) mistake 

Mistake-Contingent Technical Instmcting or demonsfrating to a player how to 

Instmction (TIM) correct a mistake he/she has made 

Punishment (P) A negative reaction, verbal or nonverbal, 

following a mistake 

Punitive Technical Instmction Technical instmction following a mistake which 

(TIM+P) is given in a punitive or hostile manner 

Ignoring Mistakes (IM) Failure to respond to a player mistake 

Responses to misbehavior 

Keeping Control (KG) Reactions intended to restore or maintain order 

among team members 
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Table 2.1 (Continued). 

Responses Categories of the Coaching Behavior Assessment System (CBAS) 

Class II. Spontaneous Behaviors 

Game-related 

General Technical Instmction Spontaneous instmction in the techniques and 

(TIG) strategies of the sport (not following a mistake) 

Game-related 

General Encouragement (EG) Spontaneous encouragement which does not 

follow a mistake 

Organization (O) Administrative behavior which sets the stage for 

play by assigning duties, responsibilities, 

positions, etc. 

Game-irrelevant 

General Communication (GC) Interactions with players unrelated to the game 

Note. From Smith, Smoll, & Hunt, 1977, Research Quarterly, 48, 401-407. 

In order to test athlete-perception of coaching behaviours. Smith, Smoll, and 

Curtis (1978) also developed the CBAS Perceived Behavior Scale (CBAS-PBS). The 

CBAS-PBS is a slightly modified version to investigate the coache's perception of 

their own behaviour. The CBAS has been tested by a number of researchers and is 

generally considered a valid and reliable instmment. The specific target population 

for use of the CBAS, however, is the leadership characteristics of youth sport 

coaches. Some researchers have raised concems about the applicabihty of the CBAS 

to reliably investigate the leadership characteristic of experienced coaches working 

with more mature athletes (Mondello & Janelle, 2001). 

Multidimensional Model of Leadership 

Given the unique aspects of sport, Chelladurai and Carron (1978) developed 

the Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML), a theory specific to sport. 

Chelladurai and Carron constmcted the multidimensional model by adoping and 
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extending the combined elements of existing leadership theories such as contingency 

theory (Fiedler, 1967; Fiedler & House, 1988), path-goal theory (Evans, 1970; House, 

1971; & House & Dressier, 1974; House & Mitchell, 1974), adaptive-reactive theory 

(Osbom & Hunt, 1975), equity theory (Adams, 1965), and discrepancy model of 

leadership (Yukl, 1971). Overall, the MML is a comprehensive re-illustration of 

1950's Ohio State Leadership Studies. The latest version of the MML (Chelladurai, 

2007) is presented in Figure 2.1. The basic tenet of the MML is that performance 

outcome and member satisfaction is influenced by the level of congmency among 

three aspects of leadership: required behaviour, preferred behaviour, and actual 

behaviour. In addition, situational, leader, and member characteristics are 

antecedents that influence the three facets of leadership behaviour. 

Antecedents Leader Behaviour Consequences 

T
ra

ns
fo

ra
ia

tio
na

l l
ea

de
rs

hi
p 

/ 

/ 

-

\ 

\ 

Situational 
Characteristics 

i L 

Leader 
Characteristics 

1 r 

Member 
Characi teristics 

^ 

^ 

Required 
Behaviour 

^ ' 

Actual 
Behaviour 

/ k 

Preferred 
Beh aviour 

Performance 

and 

Satisfaction 

Figure 2.1. The Multidimensional Model of Leadership from Chelladurai (2007). 

Required leader behaviour indicates that leaders behave based on the demands 

of the situation and member characteristics. Specifically, Chelladurai (1990) 

proposed that sittiational characteristics include organisational goals and stmctures 

(e.g., tiie professional versus high school teams), group tasks and technology 

provided within the organisation, social norms, culttiral values, and government 
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regulations. The hypothesis of situational variables influencing the required 

leadership behaviour originated from the Osbom and Hunt's (1975) adaptive-

reactive theory. Chelladurai and Carron (1978) added a few additional variables (e.g., 

organisational goals, normative forces, group tasks) from the original macro-

variables (e.g., unit size, level of technology, formal stmcture), a feature of adaptive-

reactive theory. 

Member characteristics are also believed to determine required leadership 

behaviour in the MML. Member characteristics include gender, age, intelligence, 

performance ability, experience in sport, and personality dispositions. For example, 

if individuals lack the ability to perform valid decision-making in accordance to the 

given situation or task, the leader will be required to decide for them. The 

hypothetical influence of member characteristics on required leadership behaviour 

was derived from situational theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). As the maturity 

level and the ability of a member increases, coaches are required to altemate their 

leadership styles. 

Preferred leadership behaviour refers to leader's behaviours that are preferred 

by group members. Similar to required leadership behaviour, preferred leadership 

behaviour is also influenced by situational and member characteristics. Situational 

characteristics are believed to affect preferred leadership behaviour to the extent that 

athletes face situational demands and constraints (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). 

Member characteristics also influence preferred leadership behaviour. Specifically, 

individual differences in ability, personahty traits, need for achievement, need for 

affiliation, and subordinates' cognitive processes affect preferences that athletes have 

for a leader's behaviour (Chelladurai & Riemer). Preferred behaviour, therefore, is 

heterogeneous across all members. 
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Actual leader behaviour indicates how leaders behave depending on individual 

characteristics, required leadership behaviour, and preferred leadership behaviour. 

Leadership characteristics include leader's personality, ability, and experiences. The 

influence of leader characteristics on actual behaviour originated from contingency 

theory and adaptive-reactive theory where personality aspects such as task-oriented 

and interpersonal oriented are thought to influence the way leaders behave 

(Chelladurai & Carron, 1978). For example, coaches who value goal accomplishment 

(i.e., task-oriented) favour adaptive behaviour, whereas coaches who value 

interpersonal relationships with athletes tend to favour reactive behaviour based on 

the needs of athletes. In addition, Chelladurai proposed that the actual leader 

behaviour is comprised indirectly from the adaptive behaviour (i.e., required 

behaviour) and the reactive behaviour (i.e., preferred behaviour). Moreover, 

performance outcome and member satisfaction also influence actual leadership 

behaviour. For example, leaders might altemate their actual leadership behaviour 

based on the results of group performance and the degree of member satisfaction. 

According to Chelladurai and Carron (1978), the two most salient 

consequences in athletic participation are satisfaction and performance. Satisfaction 

refers to "the degree to which the subordinate(s) is satisfied with the leadership 

he/she has experienced; it is a function of the extent to which the member sees the 

leader as contributing to the fulfilment of his/her needs and motives" (Chelladurai & 

Carron, p. 69). Performance is "output of the athlete or team relative to the output of 

competitors or relative to one's own previous output" (Chelladurai & Carron, p. 69). 

In the MML, Chelladurai and Carron indicated that the degree of congmence 

between required and actual leader behaviours influences performance outcome, and 

the level of congmency between actual and preferred leader behaviour determines 
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member satisfaction. Chelladurai and Carron provided several hypotheses derived 

from the MML (see Table 2.2). 

Table 2.2 

Relationship between Leader Behavior Congruence, Performance, and Satisfaction 

Leader Behaviour Outcome 

Required Actual Preferred 

+ + + Ideal 

_ _ _ LaissezFaire 

+ + Removal of Leader 

+ + _ Performance 

_ + + Satisfaction 

Note. From Chelladurai & Carron, 1978. 

A whole series of scenarios are predicted on the interplay between the various 

aspects of the MML. For instance, when all three leadership behaviours (i.e., 

required, actual, and preferred hehayiours) are congment, both performance and 

satisfaction will be enhanced (i.e., ideal environment). Conversely, if the three 

leadership behaviours are not congment, a chaotic situation may occur. In addition, 

when leader required and athlete/7re/erre<:/behaviours are congment but actual 

leader behaviour is not congment, leaders will not fiinction effectively. Moreover, 

when required and actual behaviours are congment, however, preferred behaviour is 

not congment, performance will be enhanced whereas satisfaction will be 

diminished. Finally, when actual behaviour and preferred behaviour are congment, 

satisfaction will be enhanced regardless of performance improvements. Although 

some researchers have found confradictory results (e.g., Riemer & Toon, 2001; 

Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986), the MML has remained the guiding model for theoretical 

explanations of leadership behaviour in sport for more than 20 years. Weiss and 
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Friedrichs indicated, ".. .it is the only leadership model that utilized research findings 

from sport in its formulation" (p. 334). 

Chelladurai (1999; 2007) has added a new component to the original 

Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML), termed transformational leadership 

(see Figure 2.1). Chelladurai (2007) stated, "In the transformational process, coaches 

are expected to (a) incite the higher order needs of members, (b) motivate them to 

perform beyond expectations, (c) express confidence in members, and (d) empower 

them" (p. 122). According to Chelladurai, it is necessary to include the aspect of 

transformational leadership because leadership behaviours influence athletes's 

transformation personally and situationally. Leaders, for example, play an important 

role in facilitating athlete's progress in physical, mental, and emotional capabilities 

that lead to performance excellence. In the pursuit of performance excellence athletes 

are transformed from being easy-going and playful to dedicated, committed, and 

hardworking (Chelladurai). In the modified MML, Chelladurai proposed that 

transformational leadership influences all three antecedents such as situational, 

member, and leader characteristics. Chelladurai announced that the Leadership Scale 

for Sport (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) did not capture the aspect of 

transformational leadership in the subscale stmcture. Additional investigations of the 

relationship between transformational leadership and three antecedents of the MML 

may be necessary to support the modified MML in the future. 

Leadership Scale for Sport 

To test the Multidimensional Model of Leadership, Chelladurai and Saleh 

(1980) developed the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS). Due to the uniqueness of 

sport, Chelladurai and Saleh claimed the necessity of identifying and describing the 

dimensions of leader behaviour in sport and to establish a valid scale for systematic 
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sport leadership investigation. Chelladurai and Saleh first proposed the need for 

verification of whether the items and dimensions comprised in the existing leadership 

measurements are equivalent to the sport context. 

At the inftial stage of the scale development, Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) 

developed 99 new items from the following leadership scales. Leader Behavior 

Description Questionnaire (Halpin & Winer, 1957), Supervisory Behavior 

Descrption Questionnaire (Fleishman, 1957a), Leadership Opinion Questionaire 

(Fleishman, 1957b), and Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII 

(Stogdill, 1963). Chelladurai and Saleh then administered the 99-item questionnaire 

to 160 Canadian physical education students, using a 5-point Likert-scale. Each item 

began with the phrase of "The coach should...." Data were analysed with principal 

factor analysis with varimax rotation (Chelladurai & Saleh). 

Based on the several solutions with different factor numbers for exfraction, a 

five-factor solution appeared to best fit the data. These five factors were named as 

training, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and rewarding 

behavior (see Table 2.3). Thirty-seven of the 99 items had high loadings (> .40) on 

one factor and low loading (30 or less) on the other four factors. Chelaldurai and 

Saleh claimed that, at this stage, the proposed 99 items did not include the teaching 

aspect of leadership even though the items in training dimension reflected, at least to 

degree aspects of teaching behaviour. Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) developed seven 

additional items that reflected teaching behaviour of coaches within the second stage 

of scale development. Furthermore, Chelladurai and Saleh added six new items to the 

social support dimension. These six items were closely related to the "consideration" 

(Halpin & Winer, 1957) and interpersonal relations aspects discussed in contingency 

theory (Fiedler, 1967). With a total of 50 items representing five leadership 
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dimensions, Chelladurai and Saleh administered the revised scale to a total of 325 

participants from Canadian universities. 

Table 2.3 

Dimensions of Leader Behaviour in Sport 

Dimension Description 

Training and Instmction Coaching behaviour aimed at improving the athletes' 

performance by emphasizing and facilitating hard and 

strenuous training; instmcting them in the skills, 

techniques and tactics of the sport; clarifying the 

relationship among the members; and by stmcturing 

and coordinating the members' activities. 

Democratic Behaviour Coaching behaviour that allows greater participation by 

the athletes in decisions pertaining to group goals, 

practice methods, and game tactics and strategies. 

Autocratic Behaviour Coaching behaviour that involves independent decision 

making and stresses personal authority. 

Social Support Coaching behaviour characterized by a concern for the 

welfare of individual athletes, positive group 

atmosphere, and warm interpersonal relations with 

members. 

Positive Feedback Coaching behaviour that reinforces an athlete by 

recognizing and rewarding good performance 

Note. From Chelladurai, 1989. 

Participants were specifically asked to respond based on their current sport and 

perceptions of their coach's actual leadership behaviours. Again, using factor 

analysis, Chelladurai and Saleh first extracted five factors and confirmed the factor 

stmcture proposed from their earlier study. Based on these results, Chelladurai and 

Saleh retained 40 of the 53 items. In summary, the original LSS consists of 40 items 

ftiat are typically used in three parallel forms: (a) athlete's perception of leader 
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behaviour, (b) athlete's preference for leader behaviour, and (c) coaches' perception 

of their behaviour. These three forms differ only in the preamble and target audience. 

Psychometric Properties of the LSS 

Several researchers have tested the psychometric properties of the three 

versions of the LSS. A number of researchers (Benneft & Maneval, 1998; Brooks, 

Ziatz, Johnson, & Hollander, 2000; Chelladurai & Carron, 1981; Chelladurai et al., 

1988; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Dwyer & Fischer, 1988b; Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; 

Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, & Bostrom, 1996; Hastie, 1993; Isberg & Chelladurai, 

1990; Keehner, 1988; Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Shields, Gardner, Bredemeier, & 

Bostrom, 1997; Sullivan & Kent, 2003) have investigated the intemal reliability of 

the three LSS versions using coefficient alphas (see Table 2.4). 

Most studies have reported adequate level of intemal reliability, that is, above 

.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). When researchers (Brooks et al., 2000; Dwyer & 

Fischer, 1988a) have investigated the intemal reliability of the LSS with smaller 

samples, however, the coefficient alphas has failed below .70. In most studies where 

researchers administered the athletes' preference and perception versions, the 

perception version of the LSS produced better intemal reliability compared to the 

preference version. Several researchers have suggested interpreting the autocratic 

behaviour factor with caution due to low intemal reliability. Cronbach's alphas in 

autocratic behaviour have consistently been below the acceptance level of .70 in 

most studies using the preference version of the LSS, except in the study by 

Chelladurai and Saleh (1980). 

Findings from the athletes' perception version, have been somewhat variable 

within a modest range. Some researchers (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Hastie, 1993; 

Keehner, 1988; Loughead & Hardy, 2005) have reported alpha coefficients higher 
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than .70. Other researchers (Gardner et al, 1996; Shields et al., 1997) reported 

coefficient alphas above .60 and have considered those acceptable. Similar to the 

preference version, a number of researchers have proposed caution when usuig the 

autocratic behaviour factor. 

Use of the coach's perception version of the LSS has been limited in 

comparison to the other two versions. The results derived from Bennet & Maneval 

(1998) showed that all leadership behaviour factors except for autocratic behaviour 

obtained acceptable alpha coefficients indicating intemally reliable. Other findings 

(Dwyer & Fischer, 1988b; Sullivan & Kent, 2003), however, have indicated that 

autocratic behaviour and social support sometimes fall below the minimum accepted 

alpha level of .60. Furthermore, all leadership dimensions with the coach's 

perception version failed to achieve an alpha of .60 in Brooks et al. (2000) study. 

These inconsistent findings in terms of intemal reliability should guide researchers in 

being conscious not to automatically assume the LSS is intemally consistent across 

all factors (e.g., Cheftadurai, 1993; Kozub & Pease, 2001; Jambor & Zhang, 1997; 

Schliesman, 1987; Sullivan & Kent). Fundamental and ongoing issues associated 

with the LSS is that, even though researchers have drawn attention to problems 

associated with the autocratic behaviour factor for several decades, few if any have 

investigated the cause of the problem and suggested a viable solution. 

To further test reliability, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) also used test-retest 

reliability and reported test-retest reliability estimates of .72 for training and 

instruction, .82 for democratic behaviour, .16 for autocratic behaviour, .71 for social 

support, and .79 for positive feedback. Moreover, Martin, Jackson, Richardson, and 

Weiller (1999) conducted test-retest reliability based on a 1-month interval analysis 

with youths and their parents and ranged from .60 to .93, and indicated adequate 
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stability over time. Although Chelladurai (1990) claimed to confirm test-retest 

reliability of the LSS, the sample size was relatively small in both studies 

(Chelladurai & Saleh; Martin et al, 1999). 

Several researchers have investigated the constmct validity of the LSS. There 

are several methods to test constmct vaHdity such as content validity, convergent 

validity, and discriminant validity. Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) reported confirming 

the content validity of the LSS. Chelladurai (1990) confirmed content validity by 

investigating the consistency of proposed factors of the LSS with earlier descriptions 

of leadership behaviour. For example, Chelladurai and Saleh claimed that 13 items 

involved in training and instruction represent a coaching task-oriented function that 

assists athletes to reach their potential. The training and instruction dimension of the 

LSS was similar to the competitive training factor introduced by Danielson et al. 

(1975). 

Nine items in the democratic behaviour factor reflect the coaching function of 

allowing athletes' participation in making decision. Five items in the autocratic 

behaviour dimension represent the leaders' behaviour of keeping a certain distance 

from the athletes and possessing coach's authority in managing athletes. Chelladurai 

and Saleh indicated that the democratic and autocratic behaviour factors represent 

leaders' decision-making style. The decision-making function of leadership in the 

LSS was derived from path-goal theory (House & Dessler, 1974). The eight items in 

the social support dimension reflect the coaching function of meeting the athletes' 

interpersonal needs. The social support fiinction of leadership is not directly related 

to athletes' performance and is not necessarily related to athletic situations and is 

similar to socially oriented behaviour as measured in other leadership scales from the 
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mainstream psychology (Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Danielson et al., 1975; House & 

Dessler). 
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Five items in the positive feedback dimension reflect coaching behaviour based 

on appreciation and complimenting the athletes for thefr contribution and 

performance irrespective of the results of competitions. The positive feedback factor 

is thought to be important in maintaining the motivational level of athletes that, in 

tum, affects athletes' performance (Oldham, 1976). The positive feedback function of 

leadership is consistent with the premise of path-goal theory that reward is necessary 

for effective and satisfying performance (House & Dessler, 1974). Although 

Chelladurai and Saleh claimed evidence for content validity, it should be noted that 

independent researchers had not carried out rigorous content validity procedures such 

as testing by a panel of experts. 

Another method to confirm constmct validity is to test for convergent and 

discriminant validity of a scale. Although there is not a great deals of published 

literature where researchers have examined convergent and discriminant validity of 

the LSS, the few studies conducted have produced varying results. For instance, 

Cheftadurai (1990) and others (e.g., Cheftadurai, 1986; Chelladurai & Carron, 1981; 

Cheftadurai et al., 1985; Dwyer & Fischer, 1988a, Keehner, 1988) have summarised 

item-to-total correlations. Based on the published literature, Chelladurai concluded 

that the LSS was satisfactory in regard to convergent and discriminant validity. A 

more recent stiidy by Gumming et al. (2006) produced equivocal results in relation to 

previous findings. Specifically, the results from Pearson product moment correlation 

analysis indicated that four leadership dimensions (i.e., trainining and instruction, 

democratic behaviour, social support, positive feedback) were significantly 

cortelated with one another with positive intercorrelations ranging from .32 to .61. 

The autocratic behaviour factor consisted of low and nonsignificant negative 

correlations with training and instruction, democratic behaviour, and social support. 
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whereas the autocratic behaviour factor was negatively correlated -.30 w^ith.positive 

feedback. The autocratic behaviour factor, thus, seemed to be the closest to a 

statistically independent dimension (Gumming et al.). The highest correlation of .61 

indicates a shared variance of less than 38% and thus the LSS subscales are 

sufficiently independent of each other. 

Researchers have investigated the constmct validity of the LSS using factor 

analysis. Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) examined the factor loadings in the three 

versions by using a five-factor extraction. In their study, the factor loadings appeared 

to be stable across the three different versions. The percentage of variance explained 

by the five-factor solutions was 41.2% of the total variance of the preference version 

for physical education students, 39.3% of the total variance of the preference version 

for athletes, and 55.8% of the total variance for the perception version for athletes. 

Chelladurai (1990) claimed that the five factors proposed in the LSS represented a 

limited amount of explained variance. To my knowledge, no researchers have 

suggested minimum criteria for the percentage of the total variance of proposed 

factors. Chelladurai, however, have cautioned that the limited amount of variance is a 

source of concern. Crespo, Balaguer, and Atienza (1994) explained the factor 

stmcture of Spanish version of the LSS using 120 tennis coaches, and were unable to 

confirm 5-factor stmcture of the LSS. Rather, Crespo et al. report a 4-factor stmcture 

namely, relationship-oriented behaviour, task-oriented behaviour, democratic 

behaviour, and autocratic behaviour. Moreover, Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) 

conducted confirmatory factor analysis using data from 217 collegiate football 

players for the perception version and 317 for the preference version of the LSS. A 

summary of the results are indicated in Table 2.5. Chelladurai and Riemer claimed 

that the overall fit of the LSS in both versions was adequate. First, the ratio of the 
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degrees of freedom and the chi-squre values is shown to be appropriate (i.e., 1.0 < 

X^df < 3.0). Second, Chelladurai and Riemer suggested that the Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .060 (preference version) and .062 (perceived 

version) thus demonstrating an acceptable model fit. 

Table 2.5 

A Summary of Goodness of Fit Results of the CFA on the LSS 

" ^ RMSEA 

J 8 !060 

Model 

PR 

(n = 247) 

PE 

(n=180) 

t 
(df) 

1376.39 

(730) 

1228.36 

(730) 

q 

.90 

.90 

C2/df 

1.89 

1.68 

TLI 

.77 

.83 .85 .062 

Note. From Chelladurai 8c Riemer (1998). 

The other two indices such as Bollen's fit index and Tucker Lewis Index, 

however, did not reach the adequate level (i.e., minimum > .90 and preferably > .95). 

Based on these results from the CFA, it can be concluded that the constmct validity 

of the LSS has been partially supported. To support Chelladurai and Riemer's 

findings, Trail (2004) also provided the evidence for partially adequate constmct 

validity of the LSS. Trail indicated that, although RMSEA and the ratio of chi-square 

and degree of freedom were acceptable (RMSEA -= .58, x^/df = 1.65), the results 

from the data using high school basketball players was not a strong fit using the 

perception version of the LSS. Overall, several studies have partially supported the 

constmct validity of the LSS and additional research is most hkely required. 

Situational Characteristics 

A number of researchers have tested the Multidimensional Model of 

Leadership using the LSS (see Figure 2.2). The majority of these studies have been 

descriptive in nature (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). A number of researchers have 
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examined the influence of the three antecedent variables (i.e., situational, leader, and 

member characteristics) on preferred or perceived leadership behaviours. According 

to Erles (1981), organisational goals significantiy influences the preference of 

athletes in leadership behaviours. Specifically, Erles examined differences in 

athlete's preferences for leadership behaviours based on the organisational goals of 

intercollegiate and intramural hockey teams. Erles found that when the organisational 

goal is higher, athletes preferred high levels of training and instruction and social 

support and less positive feedback and democratic behaviour. Similarly, researchers 

(e.g., Chelladurai, 1978; Chelladurai & Carron, 1981; Kim, Lee, & Lee, 1990; 

Liukkonen & Salminen, 1989; Serpa, 1990) have provided evidence that task types 

influence preferred leadership behaviour. For instance, Chelladurai and Carron 

investigated the relationship between task dependence and task variability with 

athletes' preferences for leadership behaviour. They found that both task dependence 

and variability had a significant relationship with the athletes' preference for 

leadership behaviour in training and instruction, democratic behaviour, and 

autocratic behaviour. 

There have been equivocal findings from investigations of the influence of 

sport types on leadership behaviours. Some studies (e.g., Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; 

Chelladurai et al., 1987; Kang, 2003) have found a significant difference in athletes' 

leadership behaviour preferences based on sport types (e.g., open versus closed, 

traditional versus modem, and team versus individual). For example, Chelladurai and 

Saleh found that athletes involved in team sports (i.e., interdependent) preferred 

training and instruction to athletes involved in individual sports (i.e., independent). 

Moreover, they reported that athletes involved in closed sports showed the greatest 

level of preference for training and instruction. Chelladurai et al. found that the 
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Japanese athletes in modem sports (i.e., basketball and volleyball) preferred greater 

democratic behaviour and less autocratic behaviour compared to the Japanese 

athletes in traditional sports (i.e., judo and kendo), ft is difficuft to tell if this 

difference related to personal differences or was an artifact of involvement in a 

particular sport. Kang found that athletes in individual sports preferred greater 

democratic behaviour than athletes in team sports, whereas athletes in team sport 

preferred greater training and instruction than athletes in individual sports. The 

results derived from Ipinmoroti (2002), however, indicated that type of sport did not 

predict coaches' required leadership behaviour. Specifically, a total of 261 coaches, 

involved in either team or individual sports, evaluated their own leadership 

behaviour based on the coach's perception version of the LSS. Ipinmoroti found no 

significant difference in their own leadership behaviour based on sport types (i.e., 

team or individual sport). 

Culture was found to influence both preferred and perceived leadership 

behaviours when there is a substantial cultural difference. A number of researchers 

(e.g., Bolkiah & Terry, 2001; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Chelladurai et al., 1987; Kang, 

2003; Numata, 2002) have found that culture influenced leadership behaviours when 

comparing Western English speaking and non English speaking countries. For 

example, Kang found that culture influences athletes' preference for leadership 

behaviour. Kang investigated the difference in preferred leadership behaviour using 

American (n = 65) and Korean (n = 164) collegiate athletes who completed the 

athletes' preference version of the LSS. Kang reported the following differences: (a) 

American athletes preferred significantly greater training and instruction, social 

support, and positive feedback than Korean athletes; (b) Korean atiiletes preferred 

significantly higher level of autocratic behaviour than American athletes. Similarly, 
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Bolkiah and Terry investigated the relationship between athlete's preference for 

leadership behaviour and multiple variables (i.e., age, gender, and culture). In the 

study by Bolkiah and Terry, the participants were 159 athletes (110 males, 49 

females) from Bmnei Damssalam and 220 university and English club athletes (156 

males, 64 females). They did not find significant differences for age and gender, but 

found a significant difference for culture. Specifically, Bmneian athletes preferred 

more training and instruction, democratic behaviour, and social support behaviour 

than British athletes. It is, thus, evident that culture can affect athletes' preferences 

for leadership behaviour substantially. 

In specific reference to comparisons between Westem countries and Japan, 

significant differences have been reported. Chelladurai et al. (1987) found substantial 

differences in athletes' leadership behaviour preferences between Japan and Canada. 

Chelladurai et al. divided participants into three groups, Canadian athletes, Japanese 

athletes in traditional sports such as judo and kendo, and Japanese athletes in modem 

sports such as basketball and volleyball. The results revealed that: (a) the Japanese 

athletes in modem sports preferred greater democratic behaviour compared to 

Canadian athletes and the Japanese athletes in traditional sports, whereas, the 

Japanese athletes in fraditional sports preferred more autocratic behaviour, (b) the 

Japanese athletes in both groups preferred more social support than Canadian 

athletes; and (c) the Canadian athletes preferred more positive feedback than 

Japanese athletes in fraditional sports. These results indicated that both sport types 

and culture influence athlete's preference for leadership behaviours. 

Chelladurai et al. (1988) also investigated cultural influence with both 

preferred and perceived leadership behaviours, using the data from 115 Japanese and 

100 Canadian student athletes. Chelladurai et al. reported that the Japanese athletes 
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preferred greater autocratic behaviour and social support and less training and 

instruction behaviour than the Canadian athletes. Moreover, the Japanese athletes 

perceived more autocratic behaviour in their coaches' behaviour, whereas the 

Canadian athletes perceived more training and instruction, democratic behaviour, 

and positive feedback behaviours in their coaches' leadership behaviours. 

Importantly, these differences in athlete's preference for and perception of leadership 

behaviour led to greater satisfaction and performance with the Canadian athletes 

compared to the Japanese athletes. Overall, these findings strongly support 

Chelladurai and Carron's hypothesis that culture influences the preference for and 

perception of leadership behaviour, particularly in comparing Canadian and Japanese 

leadership behaviours. 

When cultural differences are minimal, results have been inconsistent. 

Researchers (e.g., Terry, 1984) did not found substantial cultural difference in either 

preferred or perceived leader behaviours, when comparing Westem or European 

countries, probably because of the cultural similarities. Terry (1984), for instance, 

compared athletes' preferences on the LSS five factor dimensions between Canada (n 

= 58), U.S.A (n = 29), and Great Britain (n = 48) and reported no significant 

difference in leadership behaviours among athletes from these three countries. 

Conversely, when Hastie (1993) compared the athletes' preferences for leadership 

behaviour between Australian (n = 80) and Canadian (n = 100) high school athletes, 

he found a significant difference on democratic behaviour. Australian athletes scored 

higher on the democratic behaviour factor than Canadian athletes. Although cultural 

differences between Westem countries (i.e., Australia and Canada) seem to be 

smaller than cultural differences between Westem and Asian countries, the results 
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from the sttidy by Hastie were consistent with the previous findings (e.g., Bolkiah & 

Terry, 2001; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Hastie; Kang, 2003; Numata, 2002). 

Leader Characteristics 

Compared to situational variables, research on the influence of leader 

characteristics on acttial leader behaviour is limited. Chelladurai and Carron (1978) 

hypothesised that leader characteristics directiy influence the leader's actual 

behaviour, however, there is no direct measurement to assess actual leadership 

behaviour. For instance, actual leader behaviour can only be measured by systematic 

observation rather than coach's perceptions. The coach's perception of thefr 

behaviour while important is strictly subjective measure of perception. Thus, there is 

very littie literature that investigating the relationship between leader characteristics 

and actual behaviour. 

Despite the lack of investigation on the influence of leader characteristics on 

actual leadership behaviour, previous studies have found a significant difference in 

perceived leadership behaviour based on leader variables such as coach ability, 

experience, and status. For example, the coach's status appears to influence 

perceived leader behaviour. Mondello and Janelle (2001) investigated differences in 

leadership behaviour based on coach status specifically comparing perceived 

leadership behaviours of head coaches (n= 13) and assistant coaches (n = 24). The 

findings revealed that head coaches were perceived to be more socially supportive 

than assistant coaches. Based on the findings from previous studies, leader 

characteristics such as coach's ability, experience, and status influence required 

leader behaviour. As mentioned earlier, additional research, however, is needed to 

provide evidence whether the MML hypothesis that leader's characteristics influence 

actual leader behaviour is warranted. 
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Member Characteristics 

A number of researchers have investigated the influence of member 

characteristics on preferred leadership behaviours. The primary gender difference in 

leadership behaviour appears to be related to decision-making style (e.g., democratic 

and autocratic behaviour). Researchers (e.g., Martin et al., 1999; Sherman, Fuller, & 

Speed, 2000, Wang, 1997) have found that female athletes prefer more democratic 

behaviour than male athletes. Sherman et al. used a sample of 170 male Australian 

football and baseball players with 142 female Australian basketball and netbaft 

players. Although Sherman et al. found that female athletes preferred slightly more 

democratic behaviour and positive feedback coaching than males, both rated similar 

preferences for the majority of leadership behaviours. Martin et al. used the athlete's 

preference version of the LSS and compared the results of male athletes (n = 151) 

with female athletes (n = 93) aged between 10 and 18 and found that girls 

significantly preferred more democratic behaviour than boys. Girls were also more 

likely to prefer a coach who allowed athletes to participate in decision-making in 

relation to practice and games. Wang also found that males preferred significantly 

higher autocratic behaviour than females. These findings were consistent with the 

other researches (e.g., Chelladurai, 1993; Chelladurai & Amott, 1985; Chelladurai, 

Haggerty, & Baxter, 1989; Eccles & Harold, 1991) demonstrating that females 

generally prefer a democratic and participatory leadership style. 

Athletes' personal characteristic is also considered as a predictor of their 

preference for and perception of leadership behaviour (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978). 

There is, howev'ever, few studies that have investigated the relationship between 

personality traits and leadership behaviour. Garland and Barry (1988) found that 

personality traits and leadership behaviours significantly influenced performance. 
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Specifically, they reported that athletes, who were more group dependance, tough-

minded, extroverted, and emotionally stable and perceived their coach as providing 

more training and instruction, democratic behaviour, social support, and positive 

feedback and demonstrated higher levels of performance than athletes who perceived 

thefr coaches as being more autocratic. 

Few researchers have found a significant difference in athlete's preference for 

leadership behaviour based on age. Terry and Howe (1984) predicted that, if the 

Life-cycle theory is applicable in the sport context, age of members would make a 

significant difference in preferred leadership behaviour, particularly in training and 

instruction (i.e., task-oriented), social support, and positive feedback (i.e., 

relationship-orientation). Terry and Howe administered the preference version of the 

LSS to 80 male and 80 female athletes representing a wide age range. Terry and 

Howe found no significant differences in the relationship between member's age and 

preferences for leadership behaviours. Similarly, Martin et al. (1999) compared the 

results of 239 children who were sub-divided into two groups ranging in age from 10 

to 13 representing early adolescent group (n= 113) and from 14 to 18 representing a 

late adolescent group (n = 126). Analysis of data collected on the preferred version of 

the LSS revealed no significant differences between the preferences of these two age 

groups. Regardless of the age, young athletes preferred democratic behaviour and 

social support. Moreover, Terry (1984) recmited an additional sample of 160 athletes 

and found that athletes were homogeneous in their leadership preferences regardless 

of age. 

The relationship between the ability of athletes (i.e., skill level) and leadership 

behaviours has been also examined in sport literature. Specifically, Terry (1984) 

investigated the influence of the member's ability on athlete's preference for 
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leadership behaviour comparing elite athletes (95 males, 65 females) and club 

athletes (80 males, 80 females). Terry found that elite athletes preferred more 

democratic behaviour and social support than club athletes. Terry rationalised that 

elfte athletes prefer more social support probably because they often commit long 

hours to their sport. In sharing long hours together within a team environment, 

athletes combine their social network with their sporting teammates. Similarly, 

Cheftadurai (1978) proposed that athletes may neglect social interactions outside 

their sport by relying mostly on team members or coaches social support. Overall, 

researchers have shown that the majority of member characteristics influence the 

preferred leadership behaviour except for member's age. 

Chelladurai and Carron (1978) also proposed that member characteristics 

influence required leadership behaviours with the MML. Researchers have not yet 

investigated the relationship between member characteristics and required leader 

behaviours. Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) candidly stated that required leader 

behaviour has not been sufficiently investigated and only one attempt (i.e., 

Chelladurai, 1978) has been made to operationalise this variable. Indeed, Chelladurai 

and Riemer insisted on developing measures of required leadership behaviour 

considering an organisational context, competitive level, sport types; essentially an 

enormous task. Thus, to test the relationship between member characteristics and 

required leader behaviour, the development of another instmment might be necessary. 

Member Satisfaction 

Chelladurai and Carron (1978) proposed that the degree of congmence among 

three leadership behaviours (i.e., required, actual, and preferred behaviours) directiy 

influences the level of performance outcome and member satisfaction. Several 

researchers (Chelladurai, 1984; Eichas, 1994; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer 
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& Toon, 2001; Schliesman, 1987) have investigated the relationship between the 

level of discrepancy in athlete preferences and perceptions of coaching behaviour 

and satisfaction. Generally, the hypothesis of the MML has been supported by a 

number of sttidies (e.g., Cheftadurai; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Home & Carron, 1985; 

Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Schliesman, 1987). For example, Cheftadurai's (1984) 

investigation had 196 varsity athletes completing the athletes' preference and 

perception versions of the LSS, and an additional measure of the level of athletes' 

satisfaction with individual performance, team performance, leadership, and overall 

involvement. First, Chelladurai found: (a) for participants from an interdependent 

team sport (basketball), all leadership factors were significantly correlated to the 

level of satisfaction in the linear relationship; (b) in an independent sport (wrestiing), 

there was a discrepancy in training and instruction and social support as 

significantly and negatively being correlated to the level of satisfaction with 

leadership; and (c) in a closed independent sport (track and field) the discrepancy in 

training and instruction was significantiy correlated to the level of satisfaction with 

leadership. Chelladurai reported that the discrepancies in training and instruction 

were highly correlated to the level of athlete's satisfaction across sport groups that 

support the perspective that athletics is a task-oriented activity (Gill, 1978), and 

where the coaching emphasis on training and instruction reinforces athlete's 

satisfaction. Second, Chelladurai also found that the degree of discrepancy in the 

LSS dimensions was not significantly related to athlete's satisfaction with individual 

performance. Positive feedback, however, was significantly and negatively related to 

satisfaction with team performance in the interdependent open sport (basketball). 

Chelladurai also found that the discrepancy scores in the LSS dimensions were not 

related to satisfaction with overall involvement in the interdependent groups. 



57 

whereas the discrepancy scores in training and instmction were negatively related to 

satisfaction with overall involvement in the independent group (wrestling). 

Dwyer and Fischer (1990) have also investigated whether the athletes' 

perception of leadership behaviour predicts level of satisfaction. Dwyer and Fischer 

included 152 wrestlers in their study and administered the athletes' perception 

version of the LSS and a questionnaire used to measure level of satisfaction 

introduced by Chelladurai (1984). Dwyer and Fischer found that wrestiers who 

believed their coaches were high on training and instruction, positive feedback, and 

low on autocratic behaviour scored the highest satisfaction. This finding corresponds 

with Chelladurai et al. (1988) who concluded that greater satisfaction was obtained 

when athletes perceived their coaches' leadership behaviour as being high on 

training and instruction, democratic behaviour, social support, and positive feedback 

and less on autocratic behaviour. 

Weiss and Friedrichs (1986) and Schliesman (1987), however, revealed a 

somewhat different pattem. Schliesman in using a sample of university track and 

field athletes (n = 40 males) found that satisfaction was largely related to the degree 

of discrepancy in social support and democratic behaviour factors. Riemer and 

Chelladurai (1995) also found that, when the high degree of congmence between 

athletes' preference and perception was obtained, athletes' satisfaction was highest. 

Moreover, Friedrichs (1985) found no significant relationships between perceived 

leadership behaviour and performance or satisfaction with 251 male basketball 

players. Significantly, some researchers (e.g., Riemer & Chelladurai; Schliesman) 

have found that perceived leadership behaviours in training and instruction and 

positive feedback were stronger determinants of member satisfaction compared to 
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preferred leadership behaviour or degree of congmence between preference and 

perception of leadership behaviour. 

Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) insisted that satisfaction has not been 

adequately operationalised indicating the lack of systematic development of a 

psychometrically sound measurement of athlete satisfaction. Chelladurai and Riemer 

also claimed that the constmct of athlete satisfaction is complex and 

multidimensional. A number of researchers (e.g., Chelladurai, 1993; Riemer & 

Chelladurai, 1995; Granito 8c Carlton, 1993) insist on the need for a 

multidimensional scale of athlete satisfaction. To overcome operational limitations 

associated with measurement of athlete satisfaction, Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) 

developed the Athletic Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ). The ASQ is a 

multidimensional measure of athlete satisfaction covering performance, leadership, 

team, organisation, and the individual athlete. The ASQ consists of 56 items 

measuring 15 factors such as individual performance, team performance, ability 

utilization, sfrategy, personal treatment, training and instmction, group's task 

contribution, group's social contribution, team's ethics, team integration, personal 

dedication, budget, medical personnel, academic support services, and extemal 

agents. Given an adequate level of reliability, constmct validity, and factor stmcture 

(Eys et al., 2003; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998), the ASQ has been supported as a 

psychometrically adequate instmment (Sullivan & Gee, 2007). 

Performance Outcome 

According to the MML, athletes' performance has been also hypothesised as 

the consequence of the congmence among required, actual, and preferred leadership 

behaviours. Compared to member satisfaction, a small number of researchers (e.g., 

Chelladurai, 1978; Gordon, 1986; Lam, 1996; Serpa, Pataco, & Santos, 1991; 



59 

Summers, 1983; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986) have examined the relationship between 

the congmence of leadership behaviours and performance outcome. Generally, the 

findings have, however, been inconsistent and have not provided strong support for 

the MML hypothesis that the degree of congmence between preferred and perceived 

leadership behaviours influences performance outcome (Alfermann et al., 2005; 

Chelladurai, 1993; Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). One finding derived from Weiss 

and Friedrichs was that the social support factor was negatively correlated with the 

team record in basketball. Serpa et al. have provided similar results using participants 

involved in handball teams where less social support in coaching behaviour enhances 

sport performance (Alfermann et al.). Furthermore, a few researches (e.g.. Home & 

Carron, 1985) reported that positive feedback significantly correlated with athlete's 

perception of their competence. Conversely, Lam found no significant relationship 

between athletes' perception of leadership behaviour and athletic performance (i.e., 

win-and-loss outcome) using 56 male basketball coaches in Hong Kong. Chelladurai 

and Riemer have indicated that the relationship between leadership behaviours and 

performance outcome is relatively weak. 

Leadership Behaviours and Coach-Athlete Relationship 

The coach-athlete relationship has been viewed as one of the most important 

aspect of the sport experience (Gumming et al., 2006). Smoll and Smith (2002) 

indicated that both positive and negative relationship between coaches and athletes 

significantly influence psychosocial, motivational, emotional, and performance 

outcome. Moreover, the relationship between coach and athlete is particularly 

important mediator for sport performance (Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Lyle, 1999). 

Jowett (2005) indicated the significance of coach-athlete relationship in sport context 

by stating, "The coach-athlete relationship is recognised as the foundation of 
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coaching and a major force in promoting the development of athletes' physical and 

psychosocial skills, coaches' ability to create perfect working partnerships with thefr 

athletes becomes paramounf (p. 412). 

Within the context of sport leadership, the interpersonal dynamics between 

coaches and athletes have been examined (Chelladurai, 1990; Jowett, 2005). Based 

on sttidies using the LSS, researchers (e.g., Prapavessis & Gordon, 1991) have found 

that the discrepancy scores between athletes' perception and preference versions of 

the LSS best predicted the dyadic compatibility between coaches and athletes 

compared to other two discrepancy scores between coaches' perception and athletes' 

preference versions and between coaches' perception and athletes' perception 

versions. The other two discrepancy scores, however, were also statistically 

significant as predictors of dyadic compatibility. Moreover, the discrepancy score in 

autocratic behaviour factor between the athletes' preference and perception versions 

and between coaches' perception and athletes' preference versions significantly 

predicted the degree of compatibility of coach-athlete relationship. Prapavessis and 

Gordon, thus, concluded that the degree of congmence among three LSS versions 

can predict the compatibility of coach-athlete relationship. 

Recently, Jowett (2005) asserted that the research focus on investigating the 

compatibility of coach-athlete relationship and its influence on outcome such as 

athlete's satisfaction, self-esteem, and performance may be limited because the 

leadership behaviour of coaches can be shared. Given this premise, a change in 

approach toward coach-athlete relationship in sport from the Multidimensional 

Model of Leadership (MML; Chelladurai 8c Carron, 1978) to several conceptural 

models (e.g., Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Mageau & Vafterand, 2003; Poczwardowski, 

Barott, & Peregoy, 2002) over the last five years (Joweft, 2005) has started to occur. 
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Broader Perspectives on Sport Leadership 

The focus of the leadership research for over two decades has primarily been 

on the coach (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). Loughead, Hardy, and Eys (2006) 

believe this frend is not surprising because the coach typically takes responsibility for 

making final decisions. Similarly, the majority of leadership studies using the LSS 

and the RLSS have focused on the leadership behaviours of coaches (Loughead & 

Hardy, 2005). As leadership is defined as a process of individuals influencing others, 

it is assumed that team members or personnel other than the coach can also play a 

leadership role (Bednarek, Benson, & Mustafa, 1976; Kozub & Pease, 2001; 

Loughead & Hardy). Loughead and Hardy have insisted that it is important to 

understand both coach and athlete leadership. 

To identify the differences of leadership behaviours between coach leaders and 

athlete leaders, Loughead and Hardy utilised the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) 

and a modified version of the LSS targeted at measuring athlete leadership 

behaviours. As a result, athlete leaders were perceived to exhibit more democratic 

behaviour, social support, and positive feedback than coaches, whereas coaches were 

perceived to demonsfrate more training and instruction and autocratic behaviour 

than athlete leaders (Loughead & Hardy). Although few directiy comparable studies 

are available, Loughead and Hardy believe these findings are consistent with 

research in business and industry sectors. Moreover, the results that coaches were 

perceived to demonstrate more training and instruction and autocratic behaviour 

support the notion expounded by Martens (1987) whereby assisting athletes to 

improve their performance level is considered one of the most important function of 

coaches. 
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General Limitations in Sport Leadership Research 

Loughead et al. (2006) identified five shortcomings associated with the 

previous researches on athlete leadership. First, Loughead et al. pointed out that there 

was no clear definition of athlete leadership and hence consistency in instmment 

constmction. The lack of instmment consistently used in athlete leadership studies 

precludes direct comparisons between some studies. Thus, Loughead et al. provided 

the definitions of athlete leadership stating as, "Athlete leadership may be viewed as 

an athlete occupying a formal or informal role within a team who influences a group 

of team members (i.e., a minimum of two team members) to achieve a common 

goal" (p. 144). Second, Loughead et al. indicated that the majority of athlete 

leadership sttidies have emphasised only task related function, whereas leaders are 

generally assumed to offer two intemal functions termed task functions (e.g., helping 

the group accomplish its task objective) and social functions (e.g., satisfying member 

needs (Carron, Hausenblas, Eys, 2005; KoglerHftl, 2001; Rees, 1983). Third, 

Loughead et al. also asserted that the focus of athlete leadership research was 

primarily on intemal leadership functions and not on the extemal fimctions such as 

receptions, meetings, and press conferences that a leader must deal with. Fourth, 

Loughead et al. insisted that most researchers (e.g., Glenn & Hom, 1993; Lee, 

Cobum, & Partridge, 1983; Rees & Segal, 1984; Yukelson et al., 1983) investigated 

athlete leadership at only one moment in time (i.e., cross-sectional design) although 

the basic assumption is that leadership is an ongoing process (Kogler Hill) and a 

group is dynamic in nature (Forsyth, 1998). Fifth, Loughead et al. affirmed that 

previous studies on athlete leadership have not captured the relative influence of 

athlete leadership within a team. Specifically, athletes who have the ability to 

influence a large number of teammates are considered as team leaders, whereas 
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athletes who have influence on a fewer number of teammates may be regarded as 

peer leaders. 

Limitation of the Leadership Scale for Sport 

Gumming et al. (2006) have acknowledged the LSS as an important and useful 

tool for leadership measurement. To illustrate its multicultural popularity, the LSS 

has been translated into a number of languages, such as Finnish (Liukkonen & 

Salminen, 1989), French (Lacoste & Laurencelle, 1989), Japanese (Chelladurai, 

Imamura, & Yamaguchi, 1985), Portuguese (Serpa, Lacoste, Pataco, & Santos, 

1988), and Swedish (Isberg & Chelladurai, 1990). Leadership studies, however, have 

declined in number from the mid 1990s, perhaps due to a gradual recognition of 

some limitations of the LSS and inconsistent findings (Mondello & Janelle, 2001). 

As early as 1990, Chelladurai himself identified four limitations of the LSS. First, the 

LSS may lack a robust subscale stmcture. Summers (1983), for instance, employed 

three dimensions of the LSS, training and instruction, social support, and positive 

feedback to examine how an athlete's perceived ability and perception of team 

cohesion affects coach-athlete interaction. When Summers conducted factor analysis, 

five factors were actually extracted thus showing item overlap (i.e., multicollinearity) 

across the original three factors and suggested the factors were not tmly orthogonal. 

Chelladurai (1990) mentioned that rigorous analyses and psychometric procedures 

were not followed when developing the LSS. To some extent, perceived 

psychometric limitations in the LSS may relate to the changing standards that are 

nowadays applied to psychological measurement in view of newly developed and 

more sophisticated statistical procedures. Thus, Chelladurai suggested performing 

item-to-fotal correlations or confirmatory factor analysis to confirm the factor 

stmcture of the LSS to examine the subscale stmcture. 
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The second limitation Chelladurai (1990) stated was that the response 

categories of each LSS item are based on frequencies, and not the context of leader 

behaviour. Researchers can measure the occurrence of a particular behaviour but 

cannot necessarily infer contextual differences. For example, two different 

respondents may select the same ratitig for their coaches' positive feedback 

behaviour by considering different situations or circumstances. Chelladurai candidly 

indicated that the LSS items are not specific and informative enough for respondents 

to clearly identify given a situation. For example, the item "Iprefer my coach to let 

athletes share in decision making" could be more specific to a situation by being 

changed to "Iprefer my coach to let athletes share in decision making regarding 

practice sessions (or game strategies).'' The lack of specific item anchoring may lead 

to ambiguity of items contextually. 

The third limitation associated with the LSS suggested by Chelladurai (1990) 

was that the LSS items were derived from scales used in business and industiy. In 

other words, the LSS items were not generated from the experiences and insights of 

coaches and athletes. Thus, Chelladurai (1990) recommended developing sport-

specific items relating to knowledge, understanding, experiences, and insight of 

coaches and athletes in sport contexts. Fourth, Chelladurai addressed a major 

conceming the autocratic dimension of the LSS. In a few studies (e.g., Chelladurai & 

Saleh, 1980; Gardner et al., 1996; Hastie, 1993; Keehner, 1988; Loughead & Hardy, 

2005), the autocratic behaviour factor of the LSS has reached normally acceptable 

alpha criterion level of .70. In many studies using the LSS, however, the intemal 

consistency estimates of the autocratic behaviour factor have been below.70. 

Although some studies have found an association between autocratic behaviour and 

MML variables, researchers will interpret these results with caution because the 
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autocratic behaviour dimension lacks intemal reliability. Researchers have not yet 

pinpointed the reason why autocratic behaviour has been consistently below .70. 

Some researchers (i.e., Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998) rationalised that intemal 

reliability of autocratic behaviour is violated because a few factors might be 

combined within the autocratic behaviour dimension. Thus, some researchers (e.g., 

Mondello & Janelle, 2001) have suggested further investigations to modify the 

autocratic behaviour factor to enhance the intemal consistency estimates. 

Zhang et al. (1997) have outlined other shortcomings of the LSS. First, the 

number of items within each factor is somewhat unbalanced based on recommended 

psychometric procedures (Nunnally, 1978; Safiit, 1990). The number of items within 

training and instruction, democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, social support, 

and positive feedback are 13, 9, 5, 8, and 5 respectively. While there is no absolute 

mle of test design that specifies the ideal number of items that best respresent each 

factor, test developers should be careful not to unbalance their scales with large 

differences in the number of items (e.g., three items for one factor and ten for 

another). Although it is not always practically possible, scales where a similar 

number of items represent each factor may provide a degree of symmetry and is 

generally thought to be more parsimonious. Second, although proponents of 

situational leadership theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1971) insist that leaders must 

flexibly change behaviours, the LSS is a specific inventory that does not necessarily 

accommodate all aspects of leadership behaviour (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). Thus, 

while the LSS has proved to be popular "workhorse" for sport psychologists 

investigating sport leadership over many years, some researchers clearly believe 

identified shortcomings has dictated the need for updating or modifying the LSS. 
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Development of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport 

Given the above limitations, Zhang et al. (1997) developed the Revised 

Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS). The RLSS consists of 23 items identical to the 

original LSS scale and 37 additional items that combine to represent the original five 

factors plus a new sixth factor tifled situational consideration. Situation 

consideration refers to leadership behaviours, such as considering tune, individual, 

environment, team, and game, establishing individual goals and clarifying ways to 

achieve the goals, varying coaching strategies at different phases, and placing 

athletes in the best game position. Zhang et al. have claimed several improvements in 

designing the RLSS. First, the new RLSS items were generated from the experience 

and insights of both coaches and athletes from qualitative data, thus resulting in a 

more sport-specific scale. Second, large samples of participants in a variety of sports 

were involved in the development process of the RLSS, thus improving the 

generalisability and applicability. Third, the psychometric properties of the RLSS in 

the coach's perception version, particularly intemal consistency estimates were 

improved. Researchers indicated that five of the factors are intemally reliable, with 

slightly lower estimates for the autocratic behaviour factor (Jambor & Zhang, 1997; 

Zhang et al.). It should be noted, however, stated improvements in the intemal 

reliability of the RLSS coach's perception version is based on studies conducted by 

Zhang et al., who developed the RLSS. The intemal reliability tends to increase as 

tiie number of items within a scale increases. The high alpha coefficiency in Zhang's 

study may be a function of an additional 20 items. Moreover, Jambor and Zhang 

(1997) demonstrated the alpha coefficient of the coach's perception version as 

following: .84 for training and instruction, .66 for democratic behaviour, .70 for 

autocratic behaviour, .52 for social support, .78 for positive feedback, and .69 for 
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situational consideration. Thus, the RLSS may not necessarily be more intemally 

reliability than the LSS. 

The LSS Since 2000 

Interestingly, although Zhang et al. (1997) claimed several improvements and 

provided credible psychometiic data for the RLSS, many researchers have not 

subsequentiy used the RLSS in preference to the LSS (e.g., Alfermann et al., 2005; 

Huang, Chen, Chen, & Chiu, 2003; Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Murray, 2006; 

Sullivan & Kent, 2003). It usually takes approximately two to three years to 

undertake a study, write and submit a manuscript for publication. Nevertheless, 

researchers should probably have made the transition to using the RLSS in 

preference to the LSS by around the 1999-2000 periods. 

Although a number of researchers employed the LSS after 1999, the authors 

did not explain the particular reasons for using the LSS in preference to the RLSS. 

Huang et al. (2003) most likely utilised the LSS simply because there was no 

translated version of the RLSS. Through personal communication, Loughead 

(September 8, 2005) briefly stated that they chose to use the LSS because their study 

targeted peer leadership instead of coach leadership and needed to employ an already 

established and well-tested instmment. Loughead indicated that the RLSS has not 

been examined and reported in a number of independent studies. In many cases, 

nevertheless, no justification was given for using the LSS in preference to the RLSS. 

We are left to wonder whether employing the LSS was based on considered choice 

or unawareness of the RLSS. Chelladurai (2007) stated, "it is unfortunate that Zhang 

et al. (1997) did not compare the RLSS to the original LSS, nor has there been any 

other investigation of the relationships between the two versions" (p. 122). It is 

incumbent on researchers to either use the latest and most sophisticated measurement 
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tools or provide a persuasive argument otherwise. The RLSS is predicated on the 

same five dimensions of the LSS (plus one additional scale), however, it is difficult 

for researchers to determine whether the RLSS or the LSS is more "sophisticated." 

For example, some of the previous shortcomings associated with the LSS may still 

be relevant with the RLSS because the LSS was fully incorporated into the RLSS. 

For example, the autocratic behaviour of the RLSS remained inadequate in terms of 

intemal consistency estimates. Although Zhang et al. have thoughtfully developed 

the new subscale entitled situational consideration based on the opinions of coaches 

regarding what constitutes leadership, additional research and subsequent analyses 

will be required before more definitive conclusions can be reached about the relative 

merits of these changes. As Chelladurai indicated, there is a need for studies 

comparing these two scales and independent studies that investigate the 

psychometric properties of the RLSS. 

Research using the RLSS 

Peng (1998) was the first researcher other than Zhang et al. to employ the 

RLSS by investigating gender difference in preference for leadership behaviours 

with 184 basketball players. Peng found that a significant difference between males 

and females in their preference for democratic behaviour and situational 

consideration, but no significant differences in training and instmction, autocratic 

behaviour, social support, and positive feedback. 

Lindauer (2000) used the RLSS to investigate differences in preference for 

leadership behaviours in both male and female athletes participating in individual 

sports and team sports. Lindauer found significant differences in athlete's 

preferences for democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, positive feedback, and 

social support depending on the sport type, (i.e., individual or team sports). Lindauer, 
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however, did not find a significant difference in training and instmction and 

situational consideration. 

Hightower and Houston (2001) used the RLSS to investigate the relationship 

between leadership behaviours and team cohesion using the RLSS and Group 

Environment Questionnaire (GEQ; Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley, 1985). 

Hightower and Houston found a significant relationship among social support and 

situational consideration of the preferred leadership behaviour and Group 

Integration-social (GIS) and Attractions to Group-social (ATGS) of group cohesion. 

In addition, Hightower found that all factors except social support were significantly 

related to all four team cohesion factors. 

Lee, Pease, and Hightower (2001) also utilised the RLSS to examine the 

relationship between coaching roles and team satisfaction using the RLSS and the 

Leadership Orientation Profile (Betancourt & Lopez, 1993) with ten teams (n = 102). 

In this study, Lee et al. investigated concurrent validity based on canonical 

correlation between the six dimensions of the RLSS and the ten factors of the LOP. 

Two significant pairs canonically correlated, the first pair correlating at .94 and the 

second pair correlated at .61. 

Beam, Serwatka, and Wilson (2004) studied the influence of members' 

characteristics (i.e., gender, competition level, task dependence and task variability) 

in relation to athletes' preference for leadership behaviour using the RLSS. Beam et 

al. used the RLSS because athletes preferred the RLSS rather than the LSS when 

given the choice. In regard to gender, male athletes preferred more autocratic 

behaviour and social support tiian female athletes, whereas female athletes preferred 

more situational consideration and training and instmction behaviours than male 

athletes. Moreover, Beam et al. found significant differences in gender based on task 
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variability for autocratic and democratic behaviours. Beam et al. also indicated that 

athletes participated in independent team sports rather than interdependent sports 

preferred more democratic behaviour, positive feedback, situational consideration, 

and social support. There was no significant difference in competition level. As 

shown above, several researchers have made the transition to the RLSS from tiie LSS. 

An issue with these studies, however, was that these researchers did not provide 

supporting psychometric evidence for utilising the RLSS. 

Although the LSS has been translated in a number of languages, the RLSS has 

only been translated into one language. Jerz, Fabryczewska, Araszkiewicz, and 

Szulawski (2003) used a polish translation of the RLSS to examine the relationship 

between performance achievement and the degree of congmence among the athlete's 

preferred and perceived leadership behaviours. Jerz et al. found that the lack of 

congmency in the democratic behaviour and situational consideration factors 

between preferred and perceived leadership behaviours resulted in lower 

achievement in terms of team performance. Based on the results, Jerz et al. also 

indicated that coaches tend to rate their own behaviours higher than athletes' 

perceptions and preferences for their coaches' behaviour perhaps because coaches 

believe they frequently exhibit their behaviour to all members of the team, whereas 

athletes rate their coach's behaviour and their preference for leadership behaviour 

based on the frequency to themselves primarily. 

Japan is one country where several leadership studies have been conducted. 

There is, however, no Japanese translated version of the RLSS. Thus, a primary 

purpose of this dissertation was to translate the RLSS into the Japanese language. 

Moreover, when developing a translated measurement, it is essential to evaluate the 

psychometric properties of responses to the instmment in the different cultural 
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settings to evaluate the cross-cultural constmct validity (Byrne; 2001). Thus, another 

central purpose of the present dissertation was to carry out a psychometric evaluation 

of the resultant Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) once it had 

been translated. 
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDY 1: TRANSLATION OF THE JAPANESE REVISED LEADERSHIP 

SCALE FOR SPORT (JRLSS) 

Introduction 

There is growing recognition of the substantial need for multi-language 

psychological tests (Hambleton, 2002; Hambleton & de Jong, 2003). In tum, one of 

the tasks required is to translate research measurement tools for use in different 

languages (Banville, Desrosiers, & Genet-Volet, 2000). In sport leadership research, 

the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) has been widely 

used and recognised as a psychometrically acceptable instmment (e.g., Chelladurai & 

Saleh, 1980; Dwyer & Fischer, 1988a; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1994) for over two 

decades. Thus, the LSS has proved to be a popular tool intemationally, having been 

translated into a number of languages, such as Finnish (Liukkonen & Salminen, 

1989), French (Lacoste & Laurencelle, 1989), Japanese (Chelladurai et al., 1985; 

Chelladurai et al., 1987), Portuguese (Serpa, Lacoste, Pataco, & Santos, 1988), and 

Swedish (Isberg & Chelladurai, 1990). In Japan, researchers have used the Japanese 

version of the LSS in a number of studies (e.g., Cheftadurai et al , 1988; Cheftadurai 

et al., 1987; Ito, Toyoda, Endo, & Mori, 1992). 

Despite the popularity of translating the LSS into other languages, researchers 

have rarely provided detailed information on the translation process and 

psychometric evidence of the translated LSS, except for intemal reliability. 

Translation is considered to be a complex and difficult task (e.g., Banville et al., 

2000; Candell & Hulin, 1987), perhaps because "translating is not a simple 

mechanical matter of changing words from one language to another one but a subtle 

and personal task, an act of re-creation, of reconstmction" (Caro & Stiles, 1997, p. 
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233). Banville et al., (2000), thus, insisted that, to be considered valid, researchers 

must use rigorous methodology to develop the mstmment in the new culture. 

As I mentioned (see Chapter 2), Zhang et al. (1997) developed the Revised 

Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS) due to several shortcomings associated with the 

LSS. Although Zhang et al. asserted significant improvements over the LSS such as 

sport-specificity, applicability, and psychometric properties (i.e., intemal reliability), 

only a few researchers (e.g.. Beam et al., 2004; Hightower & Houston, 2001; Jambor 

& Zhang, 1997) have utilised the RLSS in sport leadership research. Furthermore, 

researchers have not translated the RLSS into Japanese language and this possibly 

accounts for the void in Japanese leadership research over the past 10 to 15 years. 

Before evaluating the psychometric properties of the RLSS with a Japanese 

population, it is necessary to translate the RLSS into Japanese following a rigorous 

translation methodology. The purpose of the present study was, thus, to carefully 

translate the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport into the Japanese language. 

Methods 

Participants 

Translators. The translator was an accredited professional translator in 

National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters (NAATI). The 

professional translator was "advanced" English to Japanese translator. I worked with 

the professional translator as the second translator to provide content specific 

expertise. I am Japanese and fluent in both languages and familiar with both 

Japanese and Westem culture after having lived in Japan for 18 years, Canada for 

five years, and Australia for four years. 

Reviewers. Two experienced Japanese sport psychology professors provided 

expert feedback on item constmction and wording. Both professors are registered by 
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the Japanese Society of Sport Psychology (JSSP) and are fluent in Japanese and 

English. The task as explained to the professors was to assess the meaning of items 

in terms of readability and consistency with the original RLSS (Geisinger, 1994). 

Measures 

Japanese Leadership Scale for Sport (JLSS; Miyauchi, 1986). Miyauchi (1986) 

provided a Japanese translation of the LSS including 15 additional items from the 

initial translation of the original LSS (Chelladurai, Imamura, & Yamaguchi, 1985). 

Interestingly, Miyauchi did not provide psychometric information on the fifteen 

items that were added to the original 40 LSS items (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). The 

JLSS in Miyauchi's version consisted of 55 items, representing five leadership 

factors: (a) training and instruction, (b) demographic behaviour, (c) autocratic 

behaviour, (d) social support, and (e) positive feedback. An example of a JLSS item 

is " ^ M 0) T ^ T X)*"t̂ ^ ̂ +:$d-#IST- € ^ ĉ  Q C'b^if t t ^ . " Due to the lack of 

psychometric information, I omitted these 15 additional items in the present 

dissertation. Although Miyauchi did not report the intemal reliability estimates in his 

study, Chelladurai et al. (1988) reported Cronbach alpha coefficients of the athlete 

preference and perception versions of the JLSS as .81 to .89 for training and 

instruction, .72 to .81 for democratic behaviour, .55 to .57 for autocratic behaviour, 

.72 to .84 for social support, and .73 to .81 for positive feedback. Thus, the intemal 

consistency estimates of each JLSS dimension are adequate, with the exception of 

the autocratic behaviour subscale. 

Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang, Jensen, & Mann, 1995). 

The RLSS consists of 60 items representing the original five leadership factors (i.e., 

teaching and instruction, demographic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, social 

support, positive feedback) and a newer additional factor termed situation 
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consideration. Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale with response options that 

range from 'never' (1) to 'always' (5). The same 60 items are typically used in three 

parallel forms. The first form represents the athlete's perception of leader behaviours, 

starting with "My coach ..." The second form represents athletes' preference for 

leader behaviour, starting with "I prefer my coach to..." The third form represents 

the coach's perception of their own behaviour, starting with " I . . . " These three forms 

differ only in the preamble and target audience. An example of a RLSS item in the 

three versions is, "My coach/ I prefer my coach to/1 coach to the level of the 

athletes." In the present study, we developed instmctions for the athlete's perception 

and preference versions of the RLSS. Cronbach alpha coefficients of the six 

dimensions in the three parallel forms of the original RLSS have been reported as .83 

to .91 for teaching and instruction, .93 to .96 for democratic behaviour, .35 to .59 for 

autocratic behaviour, .81 to .89 for social support, .85 to .93 for positive feedback, 

and .81 to .88 for situation consideration (Zhang et al). Thus, the intemal consistency 

estimates of each RLSS factor are acceptable, except for the autocratic behaviour 

subscale. 

Procedures 

The translation procedures followed the guidelines provided by Geisinger 

(1994). Although Geisinger provided complete guidelines for translation of items, 

the steps included in the process of translation are intended to be flexible depending 

on the context. In order to make items tmly parallel between the original and 

franslated scales, they are adapted on a question-by-question basis. According to 

Geisinger, franslators are required to meet rigorous criteria for adapting measurement 

into another language. These requirements include fluency in both languages (i.e., 

English and Japanese), sound knowledge about both culttires (i.e., Westem and 
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Japanese cultures), and expertise in both the characteristics and the content of the 

measurement (i.e., Revised Leadership Scale for Sport). 

I contacted a professional translator who had engaged in translation work for 

the past 20 years and has been accredited as a NAATI translator since 2000. He had 

lived in Australia and New Zealand for 15 years and the United States for 

approximately two years. In addition, the translator has worked as a professor in the 

area of Japanese translation and interpretation at an Australian University for a 

number of years. The translator, therefore, met the first two requirements for 

translation, fluency in both languages and cultural familiarity. Although the 

translator had some sport experience as a competitive tennis player, he did not have 

in-depth knowledge about the content of the instmment or leadership theory. To 

ensure specific domain knowledge of this specific instmment, I, who also meet the 

criteria for translation, assisted in this first stage of franslation procedures. We 

separately adapted the 60 RLSS items into the Japanese language on a question-by-

question basis. 

The professional translator had two different methods of franslation to choose 

from, free (meaning-for-meaning) or literal (word-for-word) translation. We 

employed the widely used literal franslation technique (Beft, 1991). Literal 

translation is known as a very 'faithful' translation method in which translators 

translate the items on word-for-word basis, very closely matching the grammatical 

and lexical forms of the source text language (Bell). There are criticisms for both 

literal and free translation. Usually, literal franslation is criticised for tiie 'ugliness' 

of maintaining 'faithful' language, whereas free translation is criticised for 

'inaccuracy' of a 'beautiful' language (Bell). For the initial stage of translation, the 
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professional translator and I chose literal translation to maintain the faithful wording 

and meaning with the original items of the RLSS. 

After the professional translator and I independently translated each item based 

on the literal translation method, the professional translator sent me the translated 

version of the RLSS. The next step was to juxtapose the two translations for 

comparative purposes. When differences existed, we had a number of phone 

conversations in order to reconcile the differences. Subsequent discussions took 

place to revise and polish item translations. After the adjustments of each item were 

completed, the professional translator provided a final draft of the Japanese 

translated version of the RLSS (JRLSS). 

In sport psychology literature, a number of studies have utilised back 

translation procedures to translate measurements into other languages (e.g., Heuze & 

Fontayne, 2002; Peftetier, Fortier, Vafterand, Tuson, & Briere, 1995). In back 

translation, the first translator individually franslates the original items into the 

second language, and the second translator (who has not seen the original version of 

the instmment) translates it back into the original language. Then these two versions 

are compared and adjusted as needed (Geisinger, 1994). According to Geisinger 

(1994), nevertheless, the back translation technique may not be the most effective 

way of ensuring appropriate franslation. Geisinger claimed several disadvantages are 

associated with using the back franslation technique. First, when translators are 

aware their translation will be subjected to the back translation procedure, they might 

focus on wordings that ensure an exactly parallel meaning with the original, rather 

than on wordings that are most favourable in the target language (Hambleton, 1993). 

Second, Geisinger believes back translation might threaten the use of appropriate 

item content for sustaining the targeted culture. Although back translation may 
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ensure parallel meaning across two languages, we decided to exclude this procedure 

based on the criticisms outlined. 

Rather than performing back translation, Geisinger (1994) suggested holding a 

group meeting of experts who are proficient in both languages and who have content 

specific expertise. I contacted two sport psychology professors who are proficient 

both in English and Japanese and were sufficiently knowledgeable of sport 

leadership. They agreed to participate in reviewing and evaluate the quality and 

adaptation of the translated instmment. I then sent the original and franslated 

versions of the RLSS to the two expert assessors and asked them to provide feedback 

on the quality, and to recommend, if necessary, wording adjustments of the original 

translated version of the RLSS based on the need for cultural acceptability. One of 

the assessors individually provided feedback in a written form as Geisinger 

suggested, whereas the other expert offered several suggestions in both verbal and, 

written form. An extensive discussion between the translator (i.e., myself) and one of 

the assessors took place in a face-to-face meeting. During this discussion, the 

assessor provided an explanation of why he responded to each translated item in the 

final draft as he did, whereas I explained why the professional translator and I had 

translated in the manner we did. The discussion continued until both the assessor and 

the first author agreed on the best wording for each item. I then finalized the 

translation, taking the recommended modifications and also 23 items translated from 

the LSS into consideration. 

Results 

The purpose of the present study was to carefully translate the Revised 

Leadership Scale for Sport into the Japanese language. The first translation details 

are provided in Table 3.1 including both the initial translation and the amended 
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translation. Discussions of the first draft of RLSS translation between the 

professional translator and I to reconcile differences resulted in adjustments to 47 of 

the 1116 words originally translated. For instance, the professional translator used 

words such as "coaching," "performance," and "goal," as English words written in 

Katakana. Japanese writing consists of three different types of characters namely 

Hiragana, Katakana, and Kanji. Hiragana and Katakana comprise 46 characters in 

each whereas Kanji consists of approximately 5000 characters. Hiragana and 

Katakana represent only sound, whereas Kanji are ideograms (Kanji, 2005). 

Katakana syllabary was originally derived from Chinese characters in the 9th 

century, and is mainly used to write words borrowed from foreign languages other 

than Chinese (Kanji). The professional translator did not use Katakana, and the issue 

was to determine whether athletes and coaches are familiar with and use these words 

more commonly in the Japanese sporting cultural context. The discussion between 

the professional franslator and I resulted in changes in the Japanese language such as 

"shido" (i.e., coach = Zl — 5^) "purei" (play = 7 ' U—), and "mokuhyo" (goal = @ ^ 

) to make the wording more familiar to athletes. 
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Table 3.1 

Translation of Items from the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et al, 

1995) and Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

RLSS Initial Translation Final Amendment 

Coach to the level of the 

athletes. 

Encourage close and 

informal relationship with 

the athletes. 

3i¥(DU^>inz-&t>ttT m^<nv^)ic^t>^x 

zi-^'-r^. zi-5"-r^< 

Make complex things 

easier to understand and 

leam. 

Put the suggestions made 

by the team members into 

operation. 

Set goals that are 

compatible with the 

athletes' ability. 

Disregard athletes' fears 

and dissatisfactions. 

Ask for the opinion of the 

athletes on sfrategies for 

specific competition. 

m-fS-Z-L^. S ^ L ^ ii^z.L^m.my^'^t 

t<. ^C»-ri^t(DC <, ^ C » f l\fe(DlC-r 

-r̂ < ^ o 

^-K(D>^yi\-ne>o =^-jA(Dm^t'e>(r)\ 

mm^mnc^tc ^mnc^t. 

ai¥(DHgijc-^^td[- m^-x-xomtjc^ 

ji^m.'&t^o o t g ^ ^ i s ^ - f ^ , 

m^(Dmit'^^Mti:mU jM¥(7)S!ti. ^^. ^ ) i 

i^mMt^, 

--D-zxDU-kO^M^ 

c-^i^T, m^cM^^ iic-D\,\xm^cMn,^ 

i te^o 

Clarify goals and the m^trii-)lC3fAX't 

paths to reach the goals for ^ > - ,- -j — JL vs iijB 

the athletes. 

Encourage the athletes to B^j^^/iiC-ol^X. J 1 ¥ 

make suggestions for ways ^-^^^f.-^^:^,^^^^ titZt^m^Ctt>t 
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to conduct practices. 

10 Adapt coaching style to 

suit the situation. 

Table 3.1 (Continued). 

Translation of Items from the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et 

al., 1995) and Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

RLSS Initial Translation Final Amendment 

11 Use altemative methods 

when the efforts of the 

athletes are not working 

well in practice or in 

competition. 

12 Pay special attention to 

correcting athletes' 

mistakes. 

13 Let the athletes try their 

own way even if they 

make mistakes. 

14 See the merits of athletes' 

ideas when differ from the 

coach's. 

15 Show'O.K.'or'Thumbs 

Up' gesture to the athletes. 

16 Remain sensitive to the 

needs of the athletes. 

l^^l\^-&iiftfe(7)::^a^ tztt, si|<D<î vjd î̂ 7^^ 

ffll^^o =£ffll\^< 

m^(D^7.^mtztiz ji¥<D^x^^Mt-^t 

m^l^i^M^ik^, itcnmoy^M^ik'Do 

ttx^7.=£^*-rici+ tt̂ ,̂ ^a îctt̂ ife-r 

Ji. ji¥g6<D^VJ:&T- ^ t U T f e . )l¥<DSlo 

^ 6 t t ^ , i:*3VJ^6t+^< 

t(DMPfi^3i.^, ^(D<^l/^f/f^^^< 

i i¥tZ ^OKJ ^ a\0^ ii¥lC rCKj ^ a^l^ 

®#.T-$Ui^l7^o ®^,T-$UliW^, 

17 Stay interested in the b¥i#(D#mCII 'L^^ i i ^ - A - A O O i v / U -
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18 

personal well-being of the ^ S ^ l t ^ o t : - ' f > ^ ( ^ H ) IIH 

athletes. 

Pat an athlete after a good ^l^y\•7/^--y'>7.(0^ <^lV\°7'f-T>7.(D^ 

performance. 
t;»)l^^l5to^< H a : 6 < t t t \ t U L T 

19 Explain to each athlete the if (7)7.7ĵ -7<Dft1il5*f»'f̂  ^ti^'n^iM^tZXTj^-

techniques and tactics of ^ t ^ . ^ ^ ^ j g ^ t M ' y « f t i f i * ^ « * i ; S K 
the sport. 

Table 3.1 (Continued). 

Translation of Items from the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et 

ah, 1995) and Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

RLSS Initial Translation Final Amendment 

20 Congratulate an athlete 

after a good play. 

21 Refuse to compromise on 

a point. 

22 Use a variety of drills for 

a practice. 

23 Stress the mastery of 

greater skills. 

24 Alter plans due to 

unforeseen events. 

25 Let the athletes set their 

own goals. 

26 Look out for the personal 

welfare of the athletes. 

cl^U7°U-(D^lCH:iM¥ <^t\7°U-0)^lC«:ii¥ 

€l5feZct;^^< ^ K « f ^ < 

$^j5lz^l \TttS1Sf fRlSlC-Dl^xeSISL^ 

^ Z l t ^ ^ t o ^ l V 

I T ' t t ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ y -

l\ 

IT- l i ^^^ '^^KU 

3.-=£fflt^^, ;i.^ffii\^< 

m^(D%^fs^^n<DMx m^mx(r)m^mm%m 
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27 Use objective 

measurements for 

evaluation. 

28 Plan for the team 

relatively independent of 

the athletes. 

29 Tell an athlete when the 

athlete does a particularly 

goodjob. 

30 Get approval from the 

athletes on important 

matters before going 

ahead. 

'tn^m^i^'i^ot^o 

wmc^i^xm^m^^ m^cowmc^i^x^^ 

tcO^L^ff i t^^. m^Rm^m(,^^, 

^m^^'\tm^^±OX $^Uii¥tl^Sl^Sffi 

i^^^-A^ffmt^, m^iii±tcmmt^< 

Lti :€a:> ^n=£if<7) If t ( ^ l \ 7 ° U - ^ L 

m^m^, «i6^, 

Table 3.1 (Continued). 

Translation of Items from the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et 

al, 1995) and Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

RLSS Initial Translation Final Amendment 

31 Express appreciation when m^if^\^^^^tl\^tz J[M^^*<^U\^^«$lf t 

an athlete performs well. 

32 

33 

34 

Put the appropriate 

athletes in the lineup. 

Encourage the athletes to 

confide in the coach. 

Prescribe the methods to 

be followed. 

t e i z t t , ^titzj?l-r^ 6 (f i . l / \7°U-€Lt 

l¥=£An̂ < 

:i-=j--^mmt^^o: 

m^^xti^. 

i?izii^^n^<fcoic 

t^< : ^ ^ ^ j H 7 r ; t ^ o 
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35 Dislike suggestions and 

opinions from the athletes. 

36 Conduct proper 

progressions in teaching 

fundamentals. 

37 Supervise athletes' drills 

closely 

3 8 Clarify training priorities 

and work on them. 

39 Possess good knowledge 

of the sport. 

40 Fail to explain his/her 

actions. 

»2ts:;g|jj^;g,|^(C0:, jg S:2|s:^i(^^|^tZ0:. M 

•:>Td3C^5. IZT'q^OT^C^Oo 

-?-(7)X7K-\ytZ^lt^;lg ^(7)7.7H-7tz^l-t^)^ 

;6^'T-^*l^. ^ f ^ i l t ^ L ^ 

l.\ 

41 Encourage an athlete when jl^;5f"5.7.^-rn»\ -?- aM¥X)^'5.7.^Lti:^ 

the athlete makes mistakes 

in performance. 
(7)ii¥^i70'lt^< tt, -^(Dii^^M^-^c 

Table 3.1 (Continued). 

Translation of Items from the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et 

al, 1995) and Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

RLSS Initial Translation Final Amendment 

42 Praisethe athletes'good M : ^ l c : t t t t ^ . ji¥<7) 

performance after losing a 

competition. 

K^'-' 

43 Put an athlete into 

iC f t t tT t . ii¥(D 

AZ:M^/\ '7=t-T>X^ ^ l ^ 7 ° U - ^ K « - r ^ o 

»4!)^o 

^/:5iiC^^ttT. i i ¥ ^ V<.'Sl\Z^t>\tX. j i ¥ ^ 
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different positions 

depending on the needs of 

the situation. 

44 Assign tasks according to 

each individual's ability 

and needs. 

45 Recognize individual 

contributions to the 

success of each 

competition. 

46 Present ideas forcefully. 

47 Let the athletes decide on 

plays to be used in a 

competition. 

48 Perform personal favors 

for the athletes. 

49 Compliment an athlete for 

good performance in front 

of others. 

50 Give the athletes freedom 

to determine the details of 

conducting a drill. 

m-okv^miz^K, i i ^ t7Kvv3>T-^ i 

t>^xmm^^^^o s.Lxi^^^i&)\zii^o 

^o 

l:^lZ^l^T. ^r-Ai l 

^iiLtimmx-mto 

^i+^o 

m^^mx^c^:iv-[.^ ^^y^iiJ^pi^X'hm^om 

€f ô - M^^^o 

cfcl\/\°7*-T>7>^^ <i^lV\°7^-T>7.^L 

Table 3.1 (Continued). 

Translation of Items from the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang et 

al, 1995) and Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

RLSS Initial Translation Final Amendment 
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51 Get input from the athletes §B(D5^—A5.—x-O S'i?(D5^—A-5.—x-O 

at daily team meetings. >^x-ii¥;i^6«m=&<^ > /T- i i¥ ; ! , ^6#^«<^ 

$tf^< $lf^< 

52 Clap hands when an 

athlete does well. 

i i? ; i f 'd^< '< 'o t«^B: <i^[,^y'[^-^OtzttC 

«^^f^< 

53 Give credit when it is due. IE ̂  H if l i f ^ < 

H:ft¥=£t^o 

isfe^'^etc^iiSto 

54 Help the athletes with thefr ^Ae^F-^illZllUTjl^ 3l¥<?)i@AW^f°1^^M 

personal problems. 

55 Ask for the opinion of the 

athletes on important 

coaching matters. 

56 Reward an athlete as long 

as the athlete tries hard. 

57 Let the athletes share in 

decision making and 

policy formulation. 

58 Visit with the parents/ 

guardians of the athletes. 

59 Keep aloof from the 

athletes. 

60 Increase complexity and 

demands if the athletes 

find the demands are too 

easy. 

<73liltlC*^o 

zi-^y<fcmt^mm 

mmc-Di^xi;i:m^cM 

i^x'ttifzm^^^. 

¥ ^ # i n ^ i + ^ o 

-Di^xm^izMM^^^it 

* o 

m^(Dm- ^m^iiMi^ m^om-um^ii^i^ 

^t^o 

m^ti'emm^m<o 

^-r^o 

m^to^m^^t. 
MtLTl^^, 

The recommended modifications from the two Japanese sport psychology 

professors were taken into consideration and resulted in adjustinents to 48 out of 
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1116 words. Most of the suggestions made were based on cultural content and 

readability. In the questionnaire, one of the assessors strongly suggested placing the 

words "My coach is" and "Iprefer my coach to" at the beginning of every item to 

avoid athletes misunderstanding whether the question is about their preference, or 

their perception of their coaching behaviours. Although the English version did not 

include these words, we decided to adopt this suggestion for item clarification 

purpose. In addition, at the final stage of the translation process, I also reviewed 23 

items of the original Japanese version of the LSS (Miyauchi, 1986). As a result, I 

directly employed 17 of these items that were appropriate in the RLSS version and 

retained other items after modification. 

Discussion 

Difficulties in Translation Process 

Five types of typical translation difficulties were encountered. First, some 

words such as "well-being" (see item 17) and "welfare" (see item 26) can be ahgned 

with only one Japanese word, "kofuku." It did not seem appropriate to use "kofuku," 

however, because it does not really capture the whole meaning of the parallel English 

words. In this case, after extended discussions among all translators and reviewers, it 

was concluded to use Katakana (0:^)1- t.'— ̂  ><:̂ ') to represent "well-being" 

and put "kofuku" in parentheses to ensure the target population fully understood what 

was being asked. The Japanese word "kofuku" also did not fully capture the meaning 

of "welfare." Translators and reviewers looked at a range of altematives, however, 

no concrete wording was found. We made a decision to utilise the wordings taken 

from the original Japanese version of the LSS (Miyauchi, 1986). 

Second, a fiirther translation difficulty arose with English words that have 

several altemative meanings. The literal translation of "visit" would be "tazuneru" 
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(see item 58). The word "visif can be translated in several ways such as "kenbutu-

suru" meaning "see / look round," "syukufuku-suru" meaning "blessing" and so on. 

Although a Japanese sport psychology professor suggested using "visit" as "renraku 

wo tamotsu" meaning "keep a contact," the professional translator msisted on using 

"hanasu" that literally means "talk" because it is more suitable in the Japanese 

content. We, therefore, stayed with "hanasu" in the final translation. 

Third, literal translation initially led to considerably different meanings in 

content from the original version, when the professional translator translated items 

without knowledge of the theory and measurement of leadership. For example, an 

item such as "plan for the team relatively independent of the athletes" (see item 28) 

represents an autocratic behaviour component of leadership. The professional 

translator translated this item as "^M^tfl\M.^ g iZ: U T t^ ̂  5^—A ^ t t j l t " 

•5)," and this does not represent the meaning of autocratic behaviour. Moreover, the 

professional translator translated the item "perform personal favors for the athlete" 

to " iM? '^^X^^Z.X.ZLZyK/^'B'^ ^" in the meaning of coaches' personal 

favourites in athletes, whereas this item actually means whether coaches do personal 

favours for athletes. The professional translator did not mistake in his translation, 

however, the lack of knowledge of leadership theory and measurement, or 

unfamiliarity with the RLSS, resulted in this difference in the intended meaning of 

some items. As Byrne (2001) indicated, a particular difficulty is the appropriate 

translation of meaning for items that are idiosyncratic to the idiom of a particular 

country. In these cases, we employed parallel items from the Japanese version of the 

LSS to maintain the original meaning. 
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Fourth, another franslation difficulty came when we were faithful to using 

Katakana characteristics or Japanese language. There were cases when amendments 

were made to wordings that were preferably written in Katakana characteristics 

directiy using the English wording. For instance, "drill" (see item 22) was initially 

translated as "menyu" ( ^ ZIL —) directiy meaning "menu." The assessor, however, 

insisted staying with "drift" expressed in Katakana (\^^J)l) because Japanese 

athletes and coaches often use the English word "drill" ( K U ŷ l/) in practice. 

Moreover, the same reviewer was concemed that if "menyu" is used to describe 

"drill," athletes may misunderstand the meaning of "drift" as the total practice menu, 

whereas "drift" really means just one part of the practice. In this case, franslators 

took the reviewer's recommendation and modified the item from "menyu" (>( — ^ 

—) to "driir ( K U /I/). There were the other situations in which Katakana 

characteristics were not always the appropriate selection, when Japanese wordings 

seemed to be easier for athletes and coaches to understand. For example, we used the 

Japanese word, "menbar kousei" (^ y J\—M^) for "line-up" (see item 32) instead 

of simply using Katakana characteristics ( ^ -f > •:t" '> 7°). 

Fifth, we faced another difficulty in choosing the best wording among several 

vocabulary options to make readable for the Japanese population. For instance, we 

amended the word "monosashi" to "syakudo" for "measuremenf (see item 27), 

"mitomeru" to "ninshikisuru" for "recognize" (see item 45), and "game hakobi" to 

"douyuu pure wo suruka" for "plays to be used" (see item 47). Although we aimed to 

franslate all items in the RLSS, difficulties mentioned above were encountered. 
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Vallerand and Halliwell (1983) claimed that if a translated item remains 

ambiguous, altemative items should be considered in the initial version. To reduce 

some ambiguous items, we employed the 17 items from the original Japanese version 

of the LSS that seemed better than our initial translated items of the RLSS. The aim 

of this study was to simply and carefully translate all RLSS items into Japanese 

language. Carefiil steps following the guidelines of Geisinger (1994) resulted in the 

final translated Japanese version of the RLSS that represent the best judgements of 

the entire group of two translators and two reviewers. 
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY 2: PRELIMINARY TESTING OF THE JAPANESE REVISED 

LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORT 

Introduction 

The Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML) is perhaps the most 

universally accepted sport leadership model. The basic principle underlying the 

MML is that performance outcome and member satisfaction depend on the level of 

congmency among three aspects of leadership, namely required behaviour, preferred 

behaviour, and actual behaviour. In order to test the MML, Chelladurai and Saleh 

(1980) developed the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS). The LSS consists of 40 

items to specifically measure five leadership dimensions, training and instruction, 

democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, social support, and positive feedback. 

The same 40 items are typically used in three parallel forms: (a) athletes' perception 

of leader behaviour, (b) athletes' preference for leader behaviour, and (c) coaches' 

perception of their behaviour. The athlete's perception version is designed to 

measure the athlete's perspective on their coach's leadership behaviour. Similarly, 

the athlete's preference version is intended to assess the athletes' preferred leadership 

behaviour from their coach. The coach's perception version measures how coaches 

perceive their own leadership behaviour, but does not necessarily measure the 

coach's actual leadership behaviour. The tendency in sport psychology research has 

been for researchers to employ the first two versions (i.e., athletes' perception and 

preference versions) of the LSS, rather than the coaches' perception version to 

investigate leadership behaviours. Several researchers have reported a stable factor 

stmcture and acceptable intemal consistency estimates for the LSS with the possible 
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exception of autocratic behaviour (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Dwyer & Fischer, 

1988b; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1994). 

A number of researchers have identified possible shortcomings associated with 

the LSS (See Chapter 2). Zhang et al. (1997) developed the revised version of the 

LSS (RLSS) to eliminate perceived limitations of the LSS. Through careful scale 

development procedures, Zhang et al. added 23 new items to the 37 original LSS 

items. Zhang et al. claimed that the RLSS is an improvement over the LSS, 

especially in terms of intemal reliability, factor stmcture of coach's perception 

version, generalisability, and sport-specificity. 

After following re-developing the RLSS, Zhang et al. (1997) most likely 

expected researchers to adopt the RLSS in preference to the LSS. Researchers, 

however, have been somewhat slow in making the transition to the RLSS and, 

consequently, few independent studies examining the psychometric properties of the 

RLSS have been conducted. To my knowledge, there are only two published 

independent studies on the RLSS, with only one study provided intemal reliability 

estimates. Although Beam et al. (2004) used the RLSS they specifically focused on 

the athletes' preference for leadership behaviours based on gender, competitive level 

task dependence and task variability. 

When researchers develop a theory-based test, a series of studies is usually 

required to establish a range of supporting evidence (i.e., psychometric procedures). 

Although the RLSS has been carefully translated into the Japanese language, as with 

any test additional evidence to establish reliability and validity are required. From a 

psychometric perspective establishing reliability is critical (Hubley & Zumbo, 1996). 

Anastasi and Urbina (1997) defined reliability as "the consistency of scores obtained 

by the same persons when they are re-examined with the same test on different 
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occasions, or with different sets of equivalent items, or under other variable 

examining conditions" (p. 84). Reliability is often associated with terms, such as 

consistency, stability, and predictability (Hubley & Zumbo). Schutz and Gessaroli 

(1998) insisted that test developers compile items that assess the "same thing." In 

order to assess accuracy or consistency of responses to items within subscales, 

researchers commonly examine intemal consistency (Schutz & Gessaroli). 

Cronbach's alpha is often used to determine if items are polychotomous (Aron & 

Aron, 1999; Schutz & Gessaroli) and has been described as "how much each item is 

associated with each other item" and "the overall consistency of the test, the extent to 

which high responses go with highs and lows with lows over all the test items" (Aron 

& Aron, p. 527). In other words, the more homogeneous are items in a domain, the 

higher the intemal consistency (Anastasi & Urbina). Nunnally and Bemstein (1994) 

indicated that a test should consist of Cronbach alpha scores at least .70 to be 

intemally reliable. 

Zhang et al. (1997) examined the intemal consistency of the RLSS using 

Cronbach alpha. Zhang et al. calculated Cronbach alphas based on a large sample of 

696 athletes (athlete preference version), 661 athletes (athlete perception version), 

and 206 coaches (coach perception version). The results from the Zhang study 

showed high intemal consistency for all factors with all three versions except 

autocratic behaviour. Specifically, Zhang et al. found that intemal consistency 

estimates for athlete preference, athlete perception, and coach's own perception 

versions were; .96, .96, for democratic behaviour, .89, .93, for positive 

feedback, .84, .88, for situational consideration, .87, .91, for teaching and 

instruction, .88, .89, for social support, and .59, .48, for autocratic behaviour. 

Although Zhang et al. provided information on the reliability of the RLSS, it is 
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necessary in the present study to examine the intemal consistency of the JRLSS to 

determine whether the JRLSS translation has successfully maintained the consistency 

of each leadership behaviour subscale. 

Validity is defined as "the appropriateness, meaningflilness, and usefiilness of 

the specific inferences made from test scores" (APA, AERA, & NOME, 1985, p. 9). 

Validity confirms what the instmment measures and how well it does its job 

(Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Many psychology researchers believe that validity is the 

most important workhorse in test evaluation (e.g., Shultz, Riggs, & Kottke, 1998). 

Tests, measures, or observations become meaningless without validity (Hubley & 

Zumbo, 1996). Despite general agreement on the importance of establishing validity, 

Shultz et al. insisted that the type of processes researchers must follow to establish 

validity is not a matter of mutual agreement. Accordingly, there is a range of 

approaches in besting the accepted sub-domains of validity (Anastasi, 1986; Messick, 

1988; 1989). 

Constmct validity has received increasing attention from psychology test 

researchers (Anastasi, 1986) and is considered one of the most important types of 

validity. Westen and Rosenthal (2003) stated that, if a psychological measurement or 

procedure does not have constmct validity, it would be difficult to interpret results 

derived from using this measurement or procedure. Constmct validity refers to "the 

degree to which variance in obtained measures from an assessment instmment is 

consistent with predictions from the constmct targeted by the instmment" (Shultz et 

al., 1998, p. 239). Many researchers consider the process of constmct vahdity as the 

process of determining and revealing what a test measures (Anastasi; Messick, 

1988). 
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Constmct validation takes a comprehensive approach that often also involves 

other validation procedures, such as content and criterion-related validities (Anastasi, 

1986; Haynes, Richard, & Kubany, 1995). Anastasi indicated, "Aft validation 

procedures contribute to constmct validation and can be subsumed under it" (p. 12). 

Anastasi contended that it is more appropriate to consider content validation and 

criterion-related validation as particular stages in the constmct validation process of 

tests. Both content and criterion-related validity cannot stand alone as indicators of 

measurement adequacy. Rather, they become processes (not procedures) to provide 

one of many lines of evidence (Shultz et al, 1998). 

As outlined previously, I developed the Japanese version of the RLSS 

following Geisinger's translation guidelines (1994) (see Chapter 3). Although other 

validation processes are important, I commenced by examining content and face 

validity. Content validity is a vital component of constmct validity (Haynes et al., 

1995) and Anastasi (1988) suggested that establishing content validity provides 

evidence of constmct validity of an assessment measure. Haynes et al. provided a 

compilation of conscturct validity definitions when they stated, "The degree to which 

elements of an assessment instmment are relevant to and representative of the 

targeted constmct for a particular assessment purpose" (p. 238). Content validity 

provides evidence about the degree to which items are relevant to and representative 

of the target constmct (Haynes et al). The relevance of an assessment refers to the 

appropriateness of items to a particular behavioural domain of interest (e.g., Angoff, 

1988; Ebel & Frisbie, 1991; Guion, 1977; Messick, 1993; Suen, 1990). For example, 

the items comprising the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport should be relevant to 

the behavioural domains of the sport leadership constmct. Conversely, if the RLSS 

items do not reflect a given leadership behavioural domain, the relevance of the 
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RLSS is diminished. The representativeness of an assessment refers to the degree to 

which item content covers the behavioural domain of the targeted constmct (Lynn, 

1986; Messick, 1989; Nunnally «& Bemstein, 1994; Suen & Ary, 1989). Content 

representativeness can be examined by "mapping the domain, comparing this 

charting of the domain with the test blueprint, and then assessing how effectively the 

test approximates the domain and test specification blueprints" (Geisinger, 1992, p. 

208). 

Researchers (e.g., Haynes et al., 1995) have proposed that content validity is 

important because psychological assessment should consist of the items that closely 

relate to the targeted constmct. In assessing content validity, researchers first must 

provide a clear definition of the constmct, and then have "experts" rate the degree to 

which they agree on the domain and facets of the constmct (Haynes et al). Expert 

assessors' judgments of the degree to which items measure the relevant constmct in 

terms of relevance and representativeness determines content validity (Hubley & 

Zumbo, 1996). Content validity is, however, often underemphasized in sport 

psychology. Dunn, Bouffard, and Rogers (1999) reviewed scale constmction 

literature in sport psychology joumals, and reported that many researchers have a 

tendency to under-report or undervalue content relevance. Although Dunn et al. 

focused only on content-relevance and excluded content-representativeness they 

provided important suggestions for sport psychology test developers. According to 

Durm et al., sport psychology researchers in scale development or constmction must 

rigorously assess procedures of item content-relevance, particularly carefully 

selecting expert panels, maintaining the appropriate number of expert panels, 

following the procedures to rate item content-relevance or representativeness, using 
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statistical procedures to analyse a panel's rating, and setting the adequate criteria for 

item retainment or modification. 

When Zhang et al. (1997) developed the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport 

(RLSS), they first conducted interviews to establish the content boundaries for the 

constmct of leadership behaviours. Following the interviews, a list of potentially 

suitable items was developed. Zhang et al. then asked experts to assess the 

representativeness and adequacy of the proposed RLSS items and to also identify 

which factor each item best represented. From the 17 experts, Zhang et al. used a 

criterion of 70% (n= 12) as the acceptable level for acceptance of content validity in 

order to retain items. Even though Zhang et al. utilized content validation procedures 

in the development of the RLSS, independent researchers have not yet examined 

whether the RLSS items tmly represent the proposed leadership behaviour 

constmcts. 

In the present study, in addition to testing context validity, a decision was made 

to also examine face validity. According to Anastasi and Urbina (1997), face validity 

is defined as what it appears superficially to measure. Face validity pertains to 

whether tiie test "looks vahd" to the examinees, who take it, the administrative 

personnel who decide on its use and other untrained observers (p. 117). In face 

validity testing examinees judge whether the instmment "looks valid" and "looks 

useful" from their perspective as untrained observers or as a targeted population. 

Face validity as a validation process often receives littie attention in psychometric 

evaluation of measures (Bomstein, Rossner, Hill, & Stepanian, 1994). This lack of 

attention is probably a result of the perspective that face validity is not an index of 

tme validity (Parrott, 1991). Anastasi and Urbina (1997) took a simftar view to 

Parrott by suggesting that face validity is "not validity in the technical sense" (p. 
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117). hi fact, Bomstein (1996) indicated that this lack of attention to face validity 

nowdays is reflected in the fact that the original version of the American 

Psychological Association's Technical Recommendations for Psychological Tests 

and Diagnostic Techniques (1954) included a considerable discussion of face 

validity, whereas the recent version of the APA's Standards for Educational and 

Psychological Testing (1985) does not include any discussion of face validity. Kline 

(1986) demonstrates a rather extreme view when he suggests face validity is a 

"trivial aspect of the test" (p. 152). 

Although face validity maybe not considered as a type of'tme' validity, a 

number of researchers (e.g., Anastasi, 1988; Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Bomstein, 

1996; Bomstein et al., 1994) still acknowledge the meaningfulness efface validity in 

a practical sense. First, face validity is important because it confirms the effective 

function of a measurement in terms of the items' appropriateness and relevance to 

applied situations (Anastasi 8c Urbina). For instance, the RLSS was originally 

designed for a Caucasian population and developed within the Aiherican setting. The 

content of the RLSS could potentially appear to be irrelevant and inappropriate, for 

example, in the Japanese context based on the subjective Japanses athletes or 

coaches. In this case, the results will lack support and engagement with participants 

no matter how high the actual validity is because the participants may lose interest in 

responding honestly and seriously. Thus, face validity helps researchers to examine 

how well participants cooperate with tests by assessing the subjective judgement of 

item relevance and representativeness. Face validity also serves as a determinant of 

participants' 'appropriate' motivation to take tests (Parrott, 1991). Cronbach (1990) 

argued. 
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In selecting a test one must consider how worthwhile it will appear to the test 

taker.... If a test is interesting and sensible, taking it is likely to be a pleasant 

experience. This not only tends to make the scores valid but also helps to 

establish good relations between [taker and testee]. (p. 215) 

Bomstein suggested high face validity enhances respondent motivation and effort, 

and in tum, contributes to test-score validity. It is, thus, important to assess face 

validity at the design stage. 

In addition, face validity also fulfils several other aspects required for validity. 

Bomstein (1996) argued the importance efface validity by stating, "face validity 

can, in and of itself, fiinction as a unifying force that links the psychometric 

properties of a test with the social policy implications of scores derived from that 

tesf (p. 983). Bomstein also indicated that face validity relates to four of the six 

aspects of constmct validation mentioned by Messick (1995). The first aspect is 

content. Bomstein asserted that the high face validity of a test indicates the high 

relevance and representativeness of item content to the intended dimensions. The 

second aspect is generalisability. Test scores and interpretation can be generalised to 

and across populations, settings, and tasks. For example, in the present context, if 

Japanese athletes subjectively judge that the JRLSS items are highly related to the 

proposed leadership dimensions high generalisability can be concluded. The third 

aspect is external including convergence and discriminant evidence from multitrait-

multimethod comparisons, criterion-related evidence, and applied utility. Bomstein 

also claimed that face validity involves criterion relevance and applied use. The 

fourth aspect of validation is consequential, whereby an interpretation derived test 

score implies consequences for action, as well as for other sources of validity, such 

as issues of bias, fairness, and distributive justice associated with the instmment. 
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Bomstein asserted that face validity contributes to addressing test bias, labelling, and 

fairness issues, due to its influence on the degree to which test scores are affected by 

respondents' self-presentation. Face validity, therefore, plays an important role in 

many aspects of the validation process. 

Although the face validity procedure provides useful information as to whether 

tests appear, for the target population, to my knowledge face validity has not been a 

feature of the psychometric menu to date, regarding development of the RLSS, When 

examining the current decline in use of the leadership scale, the target population's 

judgement of the scale's appropriateness and relevance in practical settings becomes 

important for researchers, because their subjective perspective may directly lead to a 

positive or negative attitude in cooperation and motivation toward test taking. Face 

validity was, thus, included as an integral component of the present study. The 

purpose of the present study was, therefore, to provide descriptive statistics for the 

JRLSS, followed by an examination of intemal consistency estimates, content 

vahdity, and face validity of the JRLSS. Finally, this study was designed to compare 

the psychometric properties of the original RLSS and the Japanese RLSS. 

Method 

Participants 

Internal consistency. Participants were 154 university athletes recmited from 

four instittitions (41 females, 113 males), aged 18 to 26 years. Participants were 

recmited from eight teams representing five sports; soccer (n = 63), baseball (n = 

28), Softball (n = 10), volleyball (n =24), and basketball (n = 29). The participants 

had an average of 9.99 years of experience in their current sport and an average of 

2.15 years of involvement in their current team. The selected university teams 
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participated in competitions ranging in level from regional leagues to uitercollegiate 

tournament level. 

Content Validity. Five Japanese sport psychology professors participated in an 

item sorting procedure (Zhang, Jensen, & Mann, 1997) to examine the content 

validity of the franslated version of the RLSS. All five participants were registered 

members of the Japanese Society of Sport Psychology (JSSP). 

Face Validity. To measure face validity, participants from the target population 

to whom the questionnaire is most likely to be administered are recmited. Because 

the RLSS is most often used for measuring the congmence between athletes' 

perceptions and preferences for the coach's leadership behaviour, the target 

population in this instance, were athletes. Participants were 30 Japanese university 

female athletes, aged between 19 and 21 (M= 20.10), who were recmited from the 

volleyball (n = 15) basketball (n = 15) teams. All participants were competing at the 

sub-elite level, averaged 10.46 years of experience in their current sport, and 

attended an average of six practice sessions per week from two to four hours a day. 

Measures 

Demographic Questionnaire. A demographic questionnaire was used to gather 

detailed information about participants such as name, gender, age, sport type, the 

number of years played in their primary sport, the number of years played in a 

specific team, and league level. 

Japanese version of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS). I 

employed the Japanese language version of the RLSS as described in Chapter 3. The 

JRLSS consists of 60 items representing six leadership factors: training and 

instruction (10 items), demographic behaviour (12 items), autocratic behaviour (8 

items), social support (8 items), positive feedback (12 items), and situation 
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consideration (10 items). The same 60 items are typically used in three parallel 

forms: athletes' preference for leader behaviour, athletes' perception of leader 

behaviour, and coaches' perception of their own behaviour. These three forms differ 

only in the preamble and target audience. Among these three forms, I used the aftilete 

preference and athlete perception versions of the JRLSS in the present sttidy. To 

examine intemal consistency estimates, athletes responded to all items on a 5-point 

Likert scale: 'never' (1) to 'always' (5). All items are subsumed under the following 

six categories: training and instruction (TI), democratic behaviour (DB), autocratic 

behaviour (AB), social support (SS), positive feedback (PF), situational 

consideration (SC). For example, the item "coach to the level of the athletes" would 

be circled for the category of "SC." In order to represent items for the assessment of 

face validity, every item was divided into groupings based on the intended common 

leadership factors mentioned earlier. Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale 

from 'strongly disagree' (1) to 'strongly agree' (5). 

Procedures 

Internal consistency estimate. I contacted officials from each team such as 

managers and coaches to obtain permission to recmit players. After permission was 

granted, I travelled to different venues to meet potential participants. I first explained 

that participation in the study was voluntary and participants could absent themselves 

at any time during the study. This announcement was required to maintain athletes' 

voluntary participation because Japanese coaches or teachers have a tendancy to use 

their authority to demand participation. The data collection sessions were carried out 

without the presence of the coach. I explained the purpose of the study and informed 

consent procedures, including confidentiality provisions (see Appendix A for English, 

B for Japanese). Athletes, who chose to participate, then read and completed the 
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demographic questionnaire (see Appendix C for English, D for Japanese), the 

athletes' preferred leadership behaviour version of the JRLSS (see Appendix E for 

English, F for Japanese), and the athletes' perceived leadership behaviour version of 

the JRLSS (see Appendix E for English, G for Japanese) in that order. The 

administration of the questionnaires took approximately 40 minutes. 

Content validity. I contacted a Japanese professor who subsequently introduced 

me to five sport psychology professors. I explained the purpose of the study and 

fielded questions from these sport psychologists. I requested that they fiilfil the role 

of expert assessors to examine the content validity of the JRLSS. All five Japanese 

sport psychology professors reported being conversant with leadership theory in 

sport. These five participants read and completed informed consent procedures, and 

agreed to participate as expert assessors (see Appendix H for English, I for Japanese). 

Similar to the previous content validation procedures (see Martin, 2002; 

Subramaniam & Silverman, 2000; Zhang et al., 1997), the panel of experts was asked 

to categorise each JRLSS item into the factor they believed was the most appropriate 

in relation to the six leadership behaviour dimensions (see Appendix J). Based on the 

previous work of Zhang, et al., (1997), a 70%) respondent agreement level was set as 

the criterion for item retainment. 

Face Validity. I contacted university coaches through telephone and emails to 

explain the study and request access to the athletes they coached. Two coaches 

subsequently gave me permission to meet with the athletes they coached. I arranged 

meetings before practice sessions and fravelled to each institution to meet potential 

participants. The administration procedures were the same as the intemal consistency 

procedures mentioned earlier, including announcement of voluntary participation and 

withdrawal from the study at any time, and absence of coaches while data collection 
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was explained and conducted. 1 then asked interested participants to read and sign an 

informed consent (see Appendix K for English, L for Japanese). Participants were 

asked to carefully read the definition of each factor from the RLSS manual (Zhang et 

al , 1997) and then to rate the degree of the representativeness of all items to the six 

factors on their own perspective (see Appendix M for English, N for Japanese). The 

administration took approximately 30 minutes. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

The data from eight participants were excluded, because they either failed to 

answer a substantial number of items or used fairly obvious response sets (e.g., 

circling one for every question). Thus, I analysed the data from a total of 146 

participants both in the athletes' perception and athletes' preference versions of the 

JRLSS. The descriptive properties of the 60 JRLSS items were assessed before 

examining intemal reliability. Descriptive statistics of the JRLSS items are presented 

in Table 4.1. 

Normality of responses to items was examined by calculating skewness and 

kurtosis of each item. Based on Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), significant values for 

skewness and kurtosis were determined depending on the number of participants (N 

= 146) in the present study. Using inference tests, the significant value of skewness 

was more than .33 or less than -.33. The significant value of kurtosis was more 

than .67 or less than -.67. Based on these significant values, 34 of 60 JRLSS items 

were positively skewed and 5 of 60 items were negatively skewed in the athletes' 

preference version. Also, 7 of 60 items were positively skewed and 4 of 60 JRLSS 

items were negatively skewed in the athletes' perception version. In addition, 7 of 60 

items had platykurtic distribution and 8 of 60 JRLSS items had leptokurtic 
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distribution in the athletes' preference version. Also, 34 of 60 JRLSS items had a 

platykurtic distribution. No items had a leptokurtic distiibution in the athletes' 

perception version. 

According to these results, a total of 47 items in the athletes' preference 

version and 39 items in the athletes' perception version were not normally distributed. 

Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) explained, however, that skewness values tend to be 

more significant as the sample size increases. Tabachnick and Fidell, thus, suggested 

as follows: "In a large sample, a variable with statistically significant skewness often 

does not deviate enough from normality to make a substantive difference in the 

analysis. In other words, with large samples the significance level of skewness is not 

as important as its actual size... and the visual appearance of the distribution" (p. 73). 

In addition, with a large sample size, the significant value of kurtosis disappears: if 

the sample size exceeds 100, underestimates of variance associated with negative 

kurtosis disappear, whereas the underestimates of variance with positive kurtosis 

disappears once the sample size exceeds 200 (Watemaux, 1976). Tabachnick and 

Fidler, therefore, suggest checking frequency histograms to assess normality. Based 

on frequency histograms, I found that more than .50 or less than - .50 appears to be a 

more realistic value, with the present data, at which items are negatively or positively 

skewed. Based on the histograms, distributional properties of each JRLSS item 

showed that a total of 29 items in the athletes' preference version and 2 items in the 

athletes' perception version failed to be normally distributed. 

Table 4.1 

Descriptive Statistics for the 60 JRLSS items 

Athletes' Preference Athletes' Perception 

Item M ^D S K M 5D S K 

i 3^47 L T 3 r^53* ^42 316 L08 ^23 ^54 



106 

2 3.66 1.03 -.51* -.11 3.21 1.09 -.18 -.56 

3 4.29 .81 .82^ -.26 3.19 1.13 .03 -.65 

Table 4.1 (Continued). 

Descriptive Statistics for the 60 JRLSS items 

Item 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

M 

3.68 

3.89 

2.08 

3.24 

4.21 

3.34 

4.00 

3.91 

3.24 

3.23 

3.90 

4.40 

4.06 

3.83 

4.28 

4.23 

4.38 

4.32 

3.73 

3.84 

3.71 

4.29 

3.81 

3.57 

2.36 

Athletes' 

SD 

.85 

1.15 

1.06 

1.10 

.87 

1.00 

.99 

.88 

.99 

1.12 

.98 

.81 

.88 

.91 

.92 

.81 

.74 

.78 

1.00 

.89 

.98 

.84 

.99 

.93 

1.16 

Preference 

S 

-.23 

-.96* 

.64* 

-.12 

-.95* 

-.10 

-.82* 

-.44* 

-.03 

-.25 

-.77* 

-.12 

-.55* 

-.65* 

-1.23* 

-.77* 

-1.05* 

-.81* 

-.54* 

-.45* 

-.25 

-.95* 

-.55* 

-.25 

.77* 

K 

-.16 

.21 

-.24 

-.73* 

.53 

-.34 

.25 

-.21 

-.23 

-.56 

.40 

.86* 

-.60 

.50 

.89* 

-.12 

.75* 

-.30 

-.04 

.12 

-.54 

.04 

-.32 

-.07 

-.05 

M 

2.98 

2.99 

2.78 

2.73 

3.10 

2.99 

2.92 

3.01 

3.02 

2.83 

3.04 

3.54 

3.10 

3.10 

3.26 

3.46 

3.59 

3.66 

3.38 

3.45 

3.20 

3.29 

2.82 

2.91 

2.78 

Athletes' 

SD 

1.14 

1.15 

1.23 

1.15 

1.21 

1.19 

1.25 

1.14 

1.01 

1.12 

1.12 

1.12 

1.19 

1.08 

1.17 

1.18 

1.03 

1.12 

1.26 

1.09 

.94 

1.17 

1.22 

1.05 

1.14 

Perception 

S 

-.16 

.08 

-.07 

.02 

.00 

-.11 

.09 

-.13 

-.21 

.09 

.07 

-.41* 

-.14 

.01 

-.06 

-.44* 

-.11 

-.36* 

-.32 

-.07 

-.11 

-.16 

.12 

.18 

.24 

K 

-.76* 

-.76* 

-1.09* 

-.94* 

-1.03* 

-.89* 

-.99* 

-.71* 

-.17 

-.56 

-.66 

-.56 

-.76* 

-.56 

-.86* 

-.56 

-.81* 

-.81* 

-.93* 

-.94* 

-.02 

-.81* 

-.85* 

-.35 

-.70* 
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29 

30 

31 

32 

4.41 

3.45 

4.06 

4.61 

.86 

1.09 

1.01 

.64 

-1.59* 

-.27 

-.78* 

-2.07* 

2.30* 

-.45 

-.36 

6.59* 

3.71 

3.03 

3.22 

3.58 

.96 

1.16 

1.14 

1.17 

-.04 

-.19 

.07 

-.38* 

-1.07* 

-.69* 

-.75* 

-.74* 

Descriptive Statistics for the 60 JRLSS items 

Item 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

M 

4.52 

4.10 

1.99 

4.27 

4.41 

4.12 

4.68 

2.59 

3.07 

2.90 

3.55 

4.13 

4.04 

2.48 

3.39 

2.70 

3.32 

2.69 

3.62 

3.84 

4.45 

3.56 

3.12 

4.06 

3.43 

Athletes' 

SD 

.80 

.87 

1.11 

.84 

.80 

.78 

.65 

1.12 

1.13 

1.21 

1.12 

.86 

.11 

1.20 

1.08 

1.25 

1.17 

1.03 

.97 

1.02 

.78 

1.08 

1.02 

.89 

.96 

Preference 

S 

-1.72* 

-.45* 

1.11* 

-.96* 

-1.14* 

-.47* 

-2.16* 

.28 

.31 

.31 

-.46* 

-.59* 

-.45* 

.47* 

-.23 

.27 

-.20 

.33 

-.19 

-.56* 

-1.44* 

-.34* 

-.24 

-.66* 

-.15 

K 

2.30* 

-.91* 

.65 

.56 

.27 

-.49 

4.23* 

-.49 

-.76* 

-.78* 

-.27 

-.56 

-.19 

-.56 

-.63 

-.84* 

-.68* 

-.11 

-.52 

-.28 

1.68* 

-.54 

-.37 

-.01 

-.16 

M 

3.33 

3.43 

2.52 

3.54 

3.90 

3.32 

4.08 

2.96 

2.73 

2.84 

3.34 

3.39 

3.31 

2.54 

3.08 

2.70 

3.21 

2.84, 

3.01 

3.18 

3.65 

2.90 

2.86 

3.51 

3.03 

Athletes' 

SD 

1.12 

1.03 

1.17 

1.09 

1.11 

1.13 

.96 

1.21 

1.08 

1.13 

1.15 

1.03 

.98 

1.19 

1.07 

1.31 

1.15 

1.12 

1.20 

1.23 

1.15 

1.17 

1.18 

1.04 

1.15 

Perception 

S 

-.14 

-.27 

.42* 

-.20 

-.56* 

-.24 

-.63* 

-.02 

.22 

.20 

-.27 

-.07 

-.21 

.41* 

-.19 

.24 

-.12 

.17 

.06 

-.08 

-.24 

-.08 

.05 

-.36* 

-.10 

K 

-.76* 

-.43 

-.59 

-.75* 

-.96* 

-.50 

-.72* 

-.80* 

-.44 

-.60 

-.57 

-.57 

.02 

-.65 

-.62 

-1.02* 

-.62 

-.53 

-.85* 

-.92* 

-1.09* 

-.87* 

-.73* 

-.26 

-.62 
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58 

59 

60 

3.10 

2.15 

3.62 

1.14 

1.14 

1.00 

.05 

.76* 

-.41* 

-.73* 

-.13 

-.02 

2.52 

2.21 

3.08 

1.19 

1.08 

1.01 

.48* 

.39* 

-.01 

-.51 

-.76* 

-.12 

Note. * = significant value of skewness and kurtosis. 

Means and standard deviations for each subscale in the athletes' perception and 

preference versions are shown in Table 4.2. Mean scores for all dimensions in the 

athletes' preference version were slightiy higher than those in the athlete perception 

version, except for autocratic behaviour. Mean scores for the teaching and 

instruction factor were the highest and means for the autocratic behaviour factor 

were the lowest in both athletes' perception and preference versions. Moreover, the 

variability for the athletes' preference version was less than that for the athletes' 

perception version except for autocratic behaviour. The variabihty of responses was 

similar for all six factors in the athletes' preference version. The greatest variability 

was the autocratic behaviour factor (SD = 0.60) and the smallest variability was the 

teaching and instruction factor (SD = 0.44). Excluding autocratic behaviour the 

other five factors in the athletes' perception version, were similar in variability. The 

greatest variability was in the social support factor (SD = 0.88) and the smallest 

standard deviation in the athletes' perception version was the autocratic behaviour 

factor (SD = 0.50). 

Table 4.2 

Descriptive Statistics: Six JRLSS athletes 'perception and preference version 

subscales 

Athlete Preference Version Athlete Perception Version 

M SD M SD 

Teaching and Instmction 4.04 0.44 3.40 0.72 

Democratic Behaviour 3.43 0.50 2.95 0.74 
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Autocratic 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situation Consideration 

2.73 

3.65 

3.90 

3.91 

0.60 

0.56 

0.58 

0.47 

2.88 

2.93 

3.28 

3.17 

0.55 

0.88 

0.77 

0.72 

Internal Consistency Estimates 

To assess reliability of the JRLSS, intemal consistency was estimated by 

calculating alpha coefficients (Cronbach, 1951). Nunnally and Bemstein (1994) 

pointed out that Cronbach alpha is the estimated average of correlation among items 

within a subscale. The values of intemal rehability estimates demonstrate how items 

within each factor consistentiy measure the "same thing." Cronbach (1951) 

suggested that an alpha value of .70 is an acceptable intemal reliability estimate. 

Cronbach alphas of the JRLSS were summarized in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3 

Internal reliability estimates: JRLSS athletes 'perception and preference version 

subscales 

Number 
Leadership Factors Athletes' Preference Athletes' Perception 

of Items 

084 

0.86 

0.51 

0.89 

0.91 

0.85 

For the athletes' perception version, Cronbach alpha values showed high 

intemal consistency levels ranging from, a = .85 to a = .91, for all factors except for 

the autocratic behaviour subscale, a = .51. The results for the athletes' preference 

Teaching and Instmction 

Democratic Behaviour 

Autocratic Behaviours 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situation Consideration 

10 

12 

8 

8 

12 

10 

0.69 

0.75 

0.71 

0.68 

0.84 

0.65 
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version ranged from, a = .65 (situational consideration) to a = .84 (positive 

feedback). Results for three of six scales, namely democratic behaviour, positive 

feedback, and autocratic behaviour showed moderate intemal consistency scores 

ranging between, a = .71 and a= .84. For the remaining three subscales (i.e., teaching 

and instruction, social support, and situational consideration) alpha coefficients 

were slightiy below the usually accepted, a = .70. Some researchers, however, 

consider, a = .60, as an acceptable criterion for the intemal consistency of a scale 

(Jambor & Zhang, 1997; Papaioannou, 1994). Overall, the six factors of the JRLSS 

were adequately reliable in both versions, except for the autocratic behaviour 

subscale in the athletes' perception version of the scale. 

Content Validity 

Forty-six of the 60 JRLSS items were content valid based on the selected 

criteria guided by Zhang et al. (1997). That is, 80% of the sorters (i.e., four of five 

participants) believed the item represents the intended meaning of each leadership 

behaviour factor. As presented in Table 4, a total of fourteen items (23.3%) failed to 

achieve at the 80% criteria for content validity. 

Specifically, of the 12 democratic behaviour items presented to the 

respondents, one item did not meet the criteria for content validity. Moreover, three 

of the 12 positive feedback items, four of the 10 teaching and instruction items, four 

of the 8 social support items, and two of the 8 autocratic behaviour items failed to 

satisfy the 80% content validity criterion. Interestingly, all ten situational 

consideration items were perceived to represent the intended factor by at least four of 

the five respondents. With the limited number of participants (i.e., A'̂ = 5), however, 

caution must be exercised in reaching final conclusions about items. For further 
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investigation, I retained the 60 items although 14 of them did not appear, based on 

this preliminary testing to be satisfactory content valid. 
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Face Validity 

The data obtained from 30 athletes were used to assess face validity. First, I 

calculated the mean and standard deviation for each item. These are presented in 

Table 4.5. As mentioned earlier, the criterion set for acceptance was an average of 

3.50 or more was set. Few published studies were available for setting the criteria for 

face validity. Thus, I utilised the generally accepted 70% criterion for face validity 

testing. This is consistent with the assessment of content validity in Zhang's study 

(1997). The mean of all items in teaching and instruction were between 3.52 and 

4.62 (M= 4.02) and democratic behaviour items ranged from 3.03 and 3.41 (M = 

3.60), thus, all items comprised in the teaching and instruction and democratic 

behaviour factors were acceptable. The means of autocratic behaviour items varied 

from 1.93 to 3.72 (Af = 2.37) with two of the eight items not meeting the criterion. 

Although the overall average for autocratic behaviour was acceptable, it partly 

suffered from a lack of face validity. 

Similarly, the overall average for social support (M= 3.18) met the criterion 

level, with item means ranging from 2.67 to 3.73. All eight social support behaviour 

items (M= 2.67 to 3.73), including the overall average of social support (M= 3.18) 

also met the criterion. The means of the positive feedback items were in a range of 

3.23 to 4.27 (M= 3.89) with all items being acceptable for face validity. All 

situational consideration items were also above 2.00 (M= 3.94) ranging from 3.60 to 

4.10. Overall, a total of two of the 60 items (0.03%) did not meet the acceptance 

criterion (i.e., M = 3.50) for face vahdity. 
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Face Validity of the 60 JRLSS items 
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# Item M SD 

3.97 

3.86 

3.86 

3.97 

3.86 

3.52 

4.34 

4.28 

3.97 

4.62 

3.90 

3.66 

.68 

.69 

.95 

.68 

.64 

.79 

.72 

.80 

.73 

.56 

.56 

.55 

Training and Instruction (n = 29, M = 4.02) 

3 Make complex things easier to understand and leam. 

12 Pay special attention to correcting athletes' mistakes. 

19 Explain to each athlete the techniques and tactics of the sport. 

22 Use a variety of drills for a practice. 

23 Stress the mastery of greater skills. 

27 Use objective measurements for evaluation. 

36 Conduct proper progressions in teaching fundamentals. 

37 Supervise athletes' drills closely. 

38 Clarify training priorities and work on them. 

39 Possess good knowledge of the sport. 

Democratic Behaviour (n = 29, M = 3.60) 

4 Put the suggestions made by the team members into operation. 

7 Ask for the opinion of the athletes on strategies for specific 

competition. 

9 Encourage the athletes to make suggestions for ways to 3.83 

conduct practices. 

13 Let the athletes try their own way even if they make mistakes. 

14 See the merits of athletes' ideas when differ from the coach's. 

25 Let the athletes set their own goals. 

30 Get approval from the athletes on important matters before 

going ahead. 

47 Let the athletes decide on plays to be used in a competition. 

50 Give the athletes freedom to determine the details of 

conducting a drill. 

51 Get input from the athletes at daily team meetings. 

55 Ask for the opinion of the athletes on important coaching 

matters. 

57 Let the athletes share in decision making and policy 3.83 

formulation. 

.71 

3.03 

3.69 

4.45 

3.55 

3.62 

3.07 

3.41 

3.21 

.73 

.93 

.69 

.74 

.68 

.88 

68 

.86 

.81 
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Face Validity of the 60 JRLSS items 

# Item M SD 

Autocratic Behaviour (n = 29, M= 2.73) 

6 Disregard athletes' fears and dissatisfactions. 

21 Refiise to compromise on a point. 

28 Plan for the team relatively independent of the athletes. 

34 Prescribe the methods to be followed. 

35 Dislike suggestions and opinions from the athletes. 

40 Fail to explain his/her actions 

46 Present ideas forcefiilly. 

59 Keep aloof from the athletes. 

Social Support (n = 30, M=3.18) 

2 Encourage close and informal relationship with the athletes. 

16 Remain sensitive to the needs of the athletes. 

17 Stay interested in the personal well-being of the athletes. 

26 Look out for the personal welfare of the athletes. 

33 Encourage the athletes to confide in the coach. 

48 Perform personal favors for the athletes. 

54 Help the athletes with their personal problems. 

58 Visit with the parents/guardians of the athletes. 

Positive Feedback (« = 30, M= 3.89) 

15 Show 'O.K.' or 'Thumbs Up' gesttire to the athletes. 

18 Pat an athlete after a good performance. 

20 Congratulate an athlete after a good play. 

29 Tell an athlete when the athlete does a particularly good job. 

31 Express appreciation when an athlete performs well. 

41 Encourage an athlete when the athlete makes mistakes in 

performance. 

42 Praise the athletes' good performance after losing a 

competition 

49 Compliment an athlete for good performance in front of 

others. 

1.93* 

3.72 

2.24 

3.62 

1.93* 

2.34 

3.17 

2.90 

3.67 

3.73 

3.50 

3.00* 

3.13* 

2.67* 

3.00* 

2.77* 

4.13 

3.90 

4.03 

4.20 

4.07 

3.23* 

1.00 

.80 

.99 

.78 

.75 

.94 

.85 

.62 

.76 

.64 

.63 

.87 

.82 

.99 

.98 

1.04 

.73 

.71 

.62 

.48 

.58 

.68 

3.43' 

3.47^ 

.73 

.73 
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Table 4.5 (Continued). 

Face Validity of the 60 JRLSS items 

# Item M SD 

52 Clap hands when an athlete does well. 

53 Give credit when it is due. 

56 Reward an athlete as long as the athlete tries hard. 

Situational Consideration (n = 30, M = 3.94) 

I Coach to the level of the athletes. 

5 Set goals that are compatible with the athletes' ability. 

8 Clarify goals and the paths to reach the goals for the athletes. 

10 Adapt coaching style to suit the situation. 

II Use altemative methods when the efforts of the athletes are 

not working well in practice or in competition. 

24 Alter plans due to unforeseen events. 

32 Put the appropriate athletes in the lineup. 

43 Put an athlete into different positions depending on the needs 

of the situation. 

44 Assign tasks according to each individual's ability and needs. 

60 Increase complexity and demands if the athletes find the 

demands are too easy. 

3.90 

4.27 

4.27 

3.60 

3.87 

4.03 

4.00 

3.60 

3.97 

4.13 

4.10 

4.00 

4.07 

.71 

.52 

.64 

.81 

.63 

.49 

.74 

.72 

.67 

.51 

.71 

.74 

.74 

Note. * = Non valid JRLSS items obtaining M< 3.50. 

Discussion 

The present study was used to examine the intemal reliability, the constmct 

validity, the content validity, and the face validity of the Japanese version of the 

Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS). The summary of findings is as follows: 

(a) the JRLSS items in both versions (i.e., athletes' preference and perception 

versions) had acceptable intemal consistency estimate, except for the autocratic 

behaviour sub-scale in the athletes' preference version; (b) fourteen of the 60 items 

(23%) did not meet the set criteria of 70% for content validity; (c) seventeen of the 
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60 items (28%) were unsatisfactory in terms of face validity; (d) three of these 60 

items did not reach the acceptable levels for both content and face validity. 

The alpha coefficients of the athletes' perception version in the present study 

were fairly consistent with the previous findings of Zhang et al. The autocratic 

behaviour factor in the athletes' perception version had lower alpha coefficients, a = 

.51, than the acceptable range (a = .70). This indicates that the autocratic behaviour 

factor in the athletes' perception version remains problematic and is not satisfactorily 

intemally reliable in either the JRLSS or the RLSS. Thus, a prevailing and consistent 

finding across many studies including the present study has been the inadequacy of 

the autocratic behaviour factor including virtually all the earlier LSS and the RLSS 

studies. Sport leadership reserchers might consider designing studies that investigate 

the autocratic behaviour factor as measured with the LSS and RLSS specifically. A 

focus on the autocratic behaviour may enable researchers to establish a more reliable 

set of items for measuring autocratic behaviour that is presently being used. 

Alpha coefficients in the athletes' preference version of the JRLSS were 

slightly lower than those previously reported for the RLSS except for the autocratic 

behaviour factor. Three of the factors in the present study, namely democratic 

behaviour (a = .69), social support (a = .68), and situational consideration (a = .65), 

were slightly below the conventional alpha coefficient of .70. Nunnally and 

Bemstein (1994), however, indicated that an alpha values of .60 might be acceptable 

in the early development of a scale. In fact, the studies of Papaioannou (1994) and 

Jambor and Zhang (1997) reported alpha values between .60 and .70, concluding that 

the values were not sufficientiy low to prevent conclusions to be drawn from their 

studies. This lower alpha coefficient for some of the JRLSS factors compared to the 
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original RLSS items demonstrate a similar pattem to studies examining the LSS and 

the JLSS (Chelladurai et al., 1985; Chelladurai et al., 1987). 

In comparison of the JRLSS alpha coefficients between the athletes' perception 

and preference versions, alpha values of the athletes' preference version were lower 

than those of the athletes' perception version. This result is consistent with White, 

Crino, and Hatfield (1985) who asserted that when participants respond to both 

preferences and perceptions, perceptions are likely to dominate. A similar tendency 

in alpha values can be found in previous studies using the LSS (e.g., Chelladurai, 

1986; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Isberg & Chelladurai, 1990; Riemer & 

Chelladurai, 1995), even though items' wording in both versions is essentially the 

same. 

The results in the present study demonstrated a higher alpha coefficient for 

autocratic behaviour in the athletes' preference version of the JRLSS than in the 

corresponding RLSS analysis. This result is against the trend of most other studies 

using tiie LSS and the RLSS, including the previous studies of Zhang et al. (1997) as 

mentioned eariier. Interestingly, the findings related to Cronbach alpha in the present 

study corresponded to the previous studies using the Japanese version of the LSS 

(Chelladurai et al., 1988; Chelladurai et al., 1987). In both previous sttidies, alpha 

coefficients for autocratic behaviour in the LSS were .26 and .45, whereas the alpha 

values for the same factor in the JLSS were .63 and .67. ft appears that Japanese 

athletes have a more unified view of what constitijtes autocratic behaviour. Possibly, 

autocratic behaviour is more central to coaching in the Japanese culttire and hence 

respondents are more highly informed and familiar with what behaviours constittie 

autocratic coaching. 
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The results from the analysis of content and face validity revealed that 57 of 

the 60 items were adequacy in either content or face validity. In other words, only 

three of the 60 items failed to meet the set criterion for both content and face validity. 

Although four of the 10 teaching and instruction items did not meet the content 

validity criterion, all 10 items were judged to be face valid. For the democratic 

behaviour factor, one item for content validity item and four items for face validity 

did not meet the set criteria. These results indicated that the experts' perceptions on 

item relevance and representativeness of items for each factor are not necessarily the 

same as those of athletes. Furthermore, a number of items in the autocratic 

behaviour (content = 2, face = 6), social support (content = 4, face = 5), and positive 

feedback (content = 3, face = 2) did not meet the set criterion (70%). It is noteworthy 

that all situational consideration items met the set criterion for both content and face 

validity. All of the situational consideration items were newly developed in the 

RLSS, based on interviews reported by Zhang, Jensen, and Mann (1997). It appears 

that the inclusion of this qualitative element in data collection adds a useful element 

to the rigour of data collection and should be used more regularly in test constmction 

procedures. The results from assessing content validity, face validity, and intemal 

consistency indicate that the situational consideration factor of the JRLSS is highly 

stable and acceptable. 

There is no independent research examining content and face validity of the 

RLSS. Zhang et al. (1997) assessed content validity of 280 items, including 240 new 

items derived from the interviews with intercollegiate coaches and the 40 LSS 

original items. Zhang et al., used 17 experts to assess the representativeness, clarity, 

and adequacy of the intended factors and 280 items and to identify to which factor 

the items belonged. Based on the results, Zhang et al. rejected items that failed to 
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meet the set criterion after content validity testing, and retained 120 items that met 

the set criteria of 70% (12 of the 17 participants) for fiirther psychometric testing 

(i.e., factor analysis). In the present sttidy, however, I retained all the items that failed 

in content and face validity because I could not definitively determine whether the 

reason for lack of content or face validity was the result of translation or item 

constmction matters. Furthermore, a key purpose of the present study was to conduct 

a series of complete testing procedures on the JRLSS before making 

recommendations. That is, I did not want to prematurely conclude that certain items 

or factors were either suitable or unsuitable without exposing the constmcted JRLSS 

to a relatively complete psychometric assessment. 

There were several limitations in the present study. For example, one limitation 

of the content validation process was the small participant numbers. Although I 

followed the same criterion as Zhang et al (1997) in the present study, the number of 

expert assessors was restricted to five. Thus, to meet the set criterion, four of the five 

participants (80%) were required to sort the items into the same factors. With a 

relatively small expert panel in the present study, the requirement for meeting the 

criteria for acceptable content validity was more stringent, in comparison to the study 

by Zhang et al. (i.e., 80%) versus 70%). This shortcoming associated with the number 

of participants for examining content validity in the present dissertation may have 

resulted in several items failing to meet the set criteria. 

Moreover, a potential limitation regarding face validation in the present study 

is gender. The present study included only females. Gender might influence face 

vahdity score because, as Bomstein (1996) pointed out, women tend to admit their 

dependent feelings and behaviours on self-report more than men. Bomstein 

suggested that the higher the score on face validity, the greater the magnitude of 
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gender differences appears on interpersonal dependency tests. Considering that the 

JRLSS consists of items measuring democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, and 

social support factors, gender differences may be relevant. 

This study should be considered as preliminary testing for the Japanese 

translated version of the RLSS. The data from only 146 participants was used, 

whereas Zhang et al. (1997) involved 696 athletes in the analysis of the RLSS. 

Despite the differences in sample size there is at least some evidence that the 

translation of the RLSS into Japanese was reasonable because the results of intemal 

reliability testing of the athletes' perception version were consistent with those of 

Zhang et al. 
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CHAPTER 5 

STUDY 3: CONSTRUCT VALIDITY OF THE REVISED LEADERSHIP SCALE 

FOR SPORT 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of the present dissertation was to evaluate psychometric 

properties of the Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport. In making the RLSS 

available for the Japanese population, a logical starting point was to translate the 

RLSS into Japanese, and then to perform preliminary testing including face validity, 

content validity, and intemal reliability. According to the findings from the 

preliminary testing, intemal reliability of all factors, except for autocratic behaviour 

in the preference version, reached at the guideline level (a = .70), that is similar to 

the empirical data from Zhang et al. (1997). Face validity and content validity 

examination, however, resulted in concems regarding retaining some items. 

Before rejecting items that were deemed to be dubious from a face or content 

validity perspective, it was necessary to conduct psychometric evaluation of 

construct validity and criterion-related validity. Constmct validity is "the degree to 

which variance in obtained measures from an assessment instmment is consistent 

with predictions from the constmct targeted by the instmment" (Shultz et al., 1998, 

p. 239). Constmct validity is often considered of paramount importance when 

developing psychological tests. Westen and Rosenthal (2003) stated that if a 

psychological instmment does not have constmct validity, it would be difficult to 

interpret the results. 

One frequently used procedure to examine constmct validity is factor analysis 

(Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Factor analysis is a statistical technique used to 

investigate the interrelationships of collected data and revealing clusters among ftems 
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of a test, providing the location of common factors (Anastasi & Urbina). Specifically, 

a commonly used technique to investigate constmct validity of psychological tests is 

confirmatory factor analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is theory-driven 

and used to examine the hypothesised factor stiiicture. That is, researchers utilise 

CFA to test whether the hypothesised relationship between ftems and proposed 

factors is consistent with the stmcttire based on the observed data (Cole, 1987; 

Schutz & Gessaroli, 1998). Flora and Curran (2004) stated that CFA has received 

increasing attention in assessment-related research as a powerful method of 

examining a set of measurement variables and the hypothesised theoretical stmcture. 

In developing measurement instmments (i.e., Heuze & Fontayne, 2002), researchers 

utilise CFA to obtain support for constmct validity in the context of the underlying 

theoretical model. 

To date, however, no researchers have investigated whether the relationship 

between the subscales and items proposed by Zhang et al. (1997) were consistent 

with the factor stmcture derived from the given data using CFA. When Zhang et al. 

(1997) developed the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS), they utilised 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to determine the leadership subscales. Exploratory 

factor analysis is often used to examine subscales that best explain the correlations 

among the data based on factor loadings (Schutz 8c Gessaroli, 1998). Thus, 

exploratory factor analysis is data-driven because decisions regarding factors and 

interpretation of the results rely primarily on the intercorrelations of observed items 

based on data from participants (Schutz & Gessaroli). Although Zhang et al. did not 

perform CFA, they specifically stated that further testing, such as CFA, was required 

to clarify their results. 
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Constmct validation requires a comprehensive approach that involves other 

procedures, such as content and criterion-related validities (Anastasi, 1986; Haynes, 

Richard, & Kubany, 1995). Anastasi indicated, "All validation procedures contribute 

to constmct validation and can be subsumed under i f (p. 12). Anastasi contended that 

content validation and criterion-related validation are particular stages in the 

constmct validation process of tests. Angoff (1988) also indicated that researchers 

have viewed content, criterion-related, and constmct validity as three components of 

a unitary psychometric divinity. Both content and criterion-related validity cannot 

stand alone as indicators of measurement adequacy, rather they become processes to 

provide two of many hues of evidence (Shultz et al, 1998). Although content 

validity testing was conducted in the previous study (see Chapter 4), criterion 

validity had not been examined with the JRLSS. To investigate criterion validity, it 

was necessary to consider the level of member satisfaction and performance 

outcomes as criteria. Unfortunately, however, member satisfaction and performance 

outcomes were not measurerable without the introduction of an instmment such as 

the Japanese version of the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ: Riemer & 

Chelladurai, 1998). The purpose of the present study was, therefore, to investigate 

the constmct validity of the JRLSS, using confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, 

due to the lack of criterion variables that are measureable, the relationship between 

leadership behaviours and grouping variables such as athlete's competition level, 

gender, and sport types were investigated to provide additional information. 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 368 university athletes recmited from four institutions (117 

females, 251 males), aged 18 to 26 years (M= 19.82). Participants were recmited 
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from thirteen teams, representing six types of team sports including baseball (n = 

99), basketball (n = 78), handball (n = 26), softball (n = 10), soccer (n = 63), and 

volleyball (n =92). The average years of experience in the primary sport was 9.84 

years. The participants practised for an average of 4.70 hours per day six times a 

week. The selected university teams that the participants represented took part in 

regional leagues (n = 196) and others competing at the All Japan intercollegiate 

tournament level (n = 172). Participants who compete at the All Japan intercollegiate 

toumament level can be described as sub-elite athletes. 

Measures 

Demographic Questionnaire. I used a demographic questionnaire to gather 

detailed information about participants, including name, gender, age, sport type, the 

number of years played in their primary sport, the number of years played in a 

specific team, league level, the length of practice per day, and frequency of practice 

(see Appendix C for English, D for Japanese). 

Japanese version of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS). The 

JRLSS is comprised of the same stmcture as the RLSS with 60 items, representing 

six leadership factors: training and instruction (10 items), demographic behaviour 

(12 items), autocratic behaviour (8 items), social support (8 itexns), positive 

feedback (12 items), and situation consideration (10 items). The same 60 items are 

typically used in three parallel forms: athletes' perception of leader behaviour, 

athletes' preference for leader behaviour, and coaches' perception of their own 

behaviour. These three forms differ only in the preamble and target audience. Among 

these three forms, I used the athletes' preference and athletes' perception versions of 

the JRLSS. All items were responded to on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 

'never' (1) to 'always' (5) (see Appendix E for English, F and G for Japanese). 
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Procedures 

While I was administering the first Japanese translated version to participants, 

as reported in Chapter 4, problems arose in readability of some items for some 

participants. For example, literal translation resulted in some athletes not 

understanding the meaning of some words. As a result, it took time to complete the 

set of questionnaires. In order to improve the readability, a second professional 

translator and I worked together to examine the appropriateness, clarity, and 

readability of items. The second translator was different to the one involved in the 

first translation of the JRLSS. The second translator was not accredited by the 

national translation organisation, but worked for a translating company in Japan, 

using her experience in Canada for many years. As a result, 43 words were modified. 

In total, four of the 60 JRLSS items were altered in meaning. 

I contacted officials from each team, such as managers and coaches, to obtain 

permission to access their athletes. Each official received information about the 

purpose of the present study and made arrangements for me to distribute the JRLSS 

to their athletes. I then traveled to different venues in Japan to meet potential 

participants. After the coach or manager left the room, I explained that participation 

in the study was voluntary and participants could absent themselves at any time. The 

above announcement was required to maintain athletes' voluntary participation 

because Japanese coaches or teachers have a tendency to use their authority to 

demand that athletes or students submit to their wishes. I then explained the purpose 

of the study and carried out standard informed consent procedures, including 

confidentiality provisions. Athletes, who chose to participate, then read and 

completed the demographic questionnaire, the athletes' preferred leadership 

behaviour version of the JRLSS, and the athletes' perceived leadership behaviour 
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version of the JRLSS in that order. The administration time of the questionnaires was 

approximately 20 minutes. Because I attended every administration session, the 

return rate from participants was 100%). 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Although the return rate was 100%), a few participants failed to answer a 

substantial number of items or used fairly obvious response sets (e.g., circling ' 1' for 

every question). In such instances, the data was excluded from further analysis. I 

have presented a summary of descriptive statistics of the 60 JRLSS items and 

subscales in Table 5.1 including means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis 

of each item and subscale. 
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Table 5.1 

Descriptive Statistics of the JRLSS items for the six factors 

Factor and 

Item Number 

Teaching and 

Instmction 

3 

12 

19 

22 

23 

27 

36 

37 

38 

39 

Democratic 

Behaviour 

4 

7 

9 

13 

14 

25 

30 

47 

50 

51 

55 

57 

Autocratic 

Behaviour 

6 

Athletes' ] 

N 

362 

361 

362 

362 

361 

362 

359 

361 

361 

361 

361 

362 

362 

361 

362 

359 

360 

362 

359 

361 

362 

361 

361 

362 

362 

359 

M 

3.40 

3.08 

3.39 

3.20 

3.21 

3.59 

2.88 

3.41 

3.73 

3.32 

4.17 

2.91 

2.75 

2.74 

3.15 

2.70 

2.80 

3.52 

2.76 

3.13 

2.88 

2.86 

2.61 

2.98 

3.13 

2.92 

perception version 

SD 

.69 

1.11 

1.11 

1.14 

1.24 

1.10 

1.09 

1.13 

1.27 

1.12 

.99 

.78 

1.13 

1.14 

1.22 

1.19 

1.12 

1.18 

1.15 

1.13 

1.22 

1.16 

1.13 

1.15 

.62 

1.24 

S 

-.32 

-.05 

-.32 

-.16 

-.09 

-.32 

.21 

-.16 

-.66 

-.21 

-1.09 

.12 

.20 

.16 

-.08 

.32 

.30 

-.32 

.16 

-.14 

.26 

.28 

.35 

.10 

.14 

-.02 

K 

.07 

-.64 

-.49 

-.71 

-1.02 

-.72 

-.49 

-.80 

-.70 

-.57 

.54 

-.36 

-.79 

-.76 

-.95 

-.72 

-.62 

-.86 

-.76 

-.79 

-.83 

-.69 

-.57 

-.71 

-.41 

-1.04 

Athletes' ] 

N 

367 

365 

367 

366 

367 

367 

366 

367 

365 

367 

367 

365 

367 

367 

367 

366 

365 

366 

364 

361 

364 

363 

363 

364 

367 

364 

M 

4.11 

4.42 

3.34 

4.18 

3.95 

4.03 

3.62 

4.36 

4.31 

4.11 

4.77 

3.60 

3.70 

3.39 

3.66 

3.19 

3.90 

4.42 

3.63 

3.61 

2.99 

3.79 

3.16 

3.57 

2.87 

1.93 

preference version 

SD 

.42 

.78 

.99 

.87 

.97 

.90 

.98 

.83 

.83 

.79 

.55 

.52 

.81 

1.07 

1.00 

1.00 

.94 

.78 

1.07 

1.05 

1.02 

.93 

1.02 

1.02 

.52 

.93 

S 

-.47 

-1.37 

-.08 

-.89 

-.61 

-.69 

-.30 

-1.30 

-.92 

-.71 

-2.60 

-.52 

-.07 

-.31 

-.45 

-.01 

-.61 

-1.29 

-.43 

-.49 

.09 

-.38 

-.12 

-.37 

.55 

.80 

K 

.31 

1.97 

-.29 

.24 

-.30 

.04 

-.41 

1.53 

-.11 

.59 

6.91 

1.10 

-.40 

-.54 

-.20 

-.42 

-.02 

1.34 

-.42 

-.34 

-.31 

-.31 

-.41 

-.28 

.60 

.26 
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Table 5.1 (Continued). 

Descriptive Statistics of the JRLSS Items in Six Dimensions 

Factor and 

Item Number 

21 

28 

34 

35 

40 

46 

59 

Social 

Support 

2 

16 

17 

26 

33 

48 

54 

58 

Positive 

Feedback 

15 

18 

20 

29 

31 

41 

42 

45 

49 

Athletes' ] 

N 

360 

361 

361 

360 

361 

362 

362 

362 

361 

360 

358 

362 

360 

361 

362 

362 

362 

359 

361 

360 

361 

362 

359 

358 

362 

362 

M 

4.04 

2.89 

3.14 

2.68 

3.09 

3.30 

2.95 

2.66 

2.91 

2.82 

2.92 

3.52 

2.68 

2.51 

2.74 

2.17 

3.17 

3.30 

2.97 

3.33 

3.37 

3.30 

2.39 

2.85 

3.16 

3.16 

perception version 

SD 

1.08 

1.25 

1.04 

1.23 

1.24 

1.35 

1.25 

.81 

1.08 

1.13 

1.13 

1.18 

1.12 

1.29 

1.14 

1.14 

.71 

1.14 

1.18 

1.04' 

.99 

1.95 

1.05 

1.08 

.98 

1.07 

S 

-.88 

.07 

-.08 

.22 

-.09 

-.22 

-.04 

.40 

.12 

.28 

.25 

-.32 

.38 

.48 

.21 

.76 

.34 

-.14 

.11 

.00 

-.07 

-.12 

.56 

.27 

-.13 

-.02 

K 

-.14 

-.98 

-.47 

-.87 

-.89 

-1.13 

-.89 

-.18 

-.58 

-.65 

-.68 

-.86 

-.72 

-.84 

-.72 

-.16 

.08 

-.81 

-.84 

-.62 

-.40 

-.52 

-.18 

-.41 

-.25 

-.59 

Athletes' ] 

N 

367 

367 

367 

366 

366 

364 

363 

367 

367 

364 

366 

366 

367 

363 

363 

363 

366 

367 

366 

367 

366 

364 

363 

365 

363 

364 

M 

4.41 

2.35 

3.85 

1.87 

2.36 

3.26 

2.92 

3.55 

3.65 

3.90 

3.86 

3.40 

4.02 

2.86 

3.56 

3.19 

3.92 

4.31 

3.90 

4.31 

4.24 

4.17 

2.95 

3.27 

3.88 

3.32 

preference version 

SD 

.78 

1.08 

.92 

.98 

1.10 

1.22 

1.31 

.58 

.99 

.89 

.96 

1.05 

1.03 

1.27 

1.02 

1.17 

.57 

.92 

1.09 

.90 

.90 

.91 

1.03 

1.18 

.87 

1.09 

S 

-1.14 

.63 

-.34 

1.05 

.49 

-.28 

.04 

-.17 

-.38 

-.49 

-.48 

-.19 

-.77 

.12 

-.28 

-.10 

-.61 

-1.34 

-.72 

-1.29 

-1.09 

-.85 

.31 

-.12 

-.39 

-.24 

K 

.66 

-.14 

-.57 

.66 

-.34 

-.75 

-1.04 

-.04 

-.26 

-.17 

-.28 

-.59 

-.28 

-.99 

-.51 

.76 

.33 

1.31 

-.25 

1.39 

.63 

-.08 

-.35 

-.86 

-.30 

-.40 
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Table 5.1 (Continued). 

Descriptive Statistics of the JRLSS items in six dimensions 

Factor and 

Item Number 

Positive 

Feedback 

52 

53 

56 

Situational 

Consideration 

1 

5 

8 

10 

11 

24 • 

32 

43 

44 

60 

Athletes' 

Â  

362 

361 

361 

361 

362 

362 

362 

361 

361 

361 

361 

361 

362 

361 

361 

M 

3.17 

3.16 

3.43 

3.58 

3.16 

3.17 

3.09 

3.14 

2.73 

2.88 

3.10 

3.54 

3.40 

3.25 

3.30 

perception version 

SD 

.71 

1.16 

1.14 

1.10 

.69 

1.06 

1.14 

1.18 

1.21 

1.15 

l.OI 

1.19 

1.12 

1.03 

.98 

S 

.34 

-.07 

-.11 

-.37 

.07 

-.14 

-.03 

-.04 

.24 

.10 

-.07 

-.34 

-.26 

-.02 

-.18 

K 

.08 

-.81 

-.94 

-.51 

.-.18 

-.50 

-.74 

-.88 

-.84 

-.80 

-.38 

-.84 

-.67 

-.55 

-.15 

Athletes' 

Â  

366 

362 

363 

363 

367 

367 

367 

367 

367 

366 

367 

366 

366 

364 

363 

M 

3.92 

3.89 

4.53 

4.32 

3.98 

3.72 

3.85 

4.32 

4.05 

3.80 

3.99 

4.57 

3.63 

4.13 

3.75 

preference version 

SD 

.57 

1.04 

.72 

.81 

.45 

1.01 

1.09 

.86 

.97 

.93 

.92 

.71 

1.07 

.83 

.94 

S 

-.61 

-.60 

-1.70 

-.98 

-.41 

-.72 

-.76 

-1.18 

-.86 

-.34 

-.57 

-1.84 

-.44 

-.59 

-.45 

K 

.33 

-.46 

3.06 

.21 

.30 

.19 

-.12 

1.01 

.25 

-.59 

-.28 

3.90 

-.37 

-.42 

.083 

Note. The numbers bolded indicate values exceeding ± 1, and hence a nonnormal 

distribution. 

Mean scores of subscales in the athletes' preference version ranged from 2.87 

to 4.11 and were higher than the corresponding scores for the athletes' perception 

version, except for autocratic behaviour. The mean score of autocratic behaviour in 

the athletes' perception version was slightly higher than that for the athletes' 

preference version. Mean scores for the teaching and instruction factor were the 

highest in both versions, whereas mean scores for social support, in the athletes' 

perception version, and autocratic behaviour, in the athletes' preference version, 
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were the lowest. The variability for the athletes' perception version was greater than 

that for the athletes' preference version. In the athletes' perception version, the social 

support dimension had the greatest variability (SD = .81) and the autocratic 

behaviour factor produced the smallest variability (SD = .62). In the athletes' 

preference version, the social support dimension had the greatest variability (SD 

= .58) and the situational consideration subscale had the smallest variability (SD 

= .45). 

The normality of the distribution for each item was also examined by 

calculating skewness and kurtosis. Martin (2002) indicated that it is common to 

obtain negative skewed data from psychological measurements because many 

respondents toward the positive of scales. When the items on a Likert scale have at 

least five categories and almost all the items have skewness and kurtosis absolute 

values less than 1.0 or more than -1 .0 , researchers can safely conduct confirmatory 

factor analysis using maximum likelihood (Muthen & Kaplan, 1985; Schutz & 

GessaroH, 1998). 

In the perception version of the JRLSS, one item (item number = 39) was 

negatively skewed, whereas three items (item number 6, 22, & 46) had leptokurtic 

distribution (i.e., scores in narrow tails and the curve becomes relatively pointy). 

Based on these guidelines, one item in the athletes' perception version was markedly 

and negatively skewed, whereas 12 items in the athletes' preference version were 

skewed, mostly in a negative direction. Moreover, in the preference version of the 

JRLSS, 12 items (item number = 3, 8, 15, 20, 21, 25, 29, 32, 35, 36, 39, & 53) were 

negatively skewed, whereas nine items (item number = 3, 8, 15, 20, 25, 32, 36, 39, & 

53) had a platykurtic distribution (i.e., scores spread in tails and the curve being 

relatively flat). Mardia's coefficient of multivariate kurtosis (normalised estimate) in 
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the preference version was 329.39 and the coefficient in the perception version was 

456.32. These values were smaller than the cut-off point of 3,720. The cut-off value 

indicates the maximum value of multivariate normality that was calculated by the 

formula p (p+2). In this formula, p represents the number of measurement items, that 

is 60 in the JRLSS (Boften, 1989; Mardia, 1970). Thus, 60 x 62 = 3,720. Although 

this calculation indicated that the data had multivariate normality, it did not satisfy 

univariate normality. The altemative procedure, suggested when data is found to be 

nonnormal, is to obtain a large sample size (e.g., n > 1,000) (Hu & Bentier, 1995). 

West, Finch, and Curran (1995) suggested that, when the sample size is small, 

researchers should use normal theory estimators within the Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI; Bentier, 1990) and Incremental fit index (IFI). Thus, I utilised maximum 

likelihood for CFA in the present study. 

Internal Consistency Estimate 

To assess intemal reliability of the JRLSS, estimates were calculated using 

alpha coefficients (Cronbach, 1951). The alpha values of the modified JRLSS are 

presented in Table 5.2. For the athletes' perception version, Cronbach alpha values 

were moderately high for all factors, except for the autocratic behaviour subscale (a 

= .60). The results for the athletes' preference version ranged from a = .64 

(situational consideration) to a = .83 (positive feedback), except again the autocratic 

behaviour subscale (a = .55) was relatively low. The alpha coefficients of the 

perception version were higher than for the preference version. Overall, intemal 

consistency estimates of both versions were generally above the guideline level 

of .70, except for autocratic behaviour in both versions, and three dimensions that 

were marginal (i.e., teaching and instruction, social support, and situational 

consideration) in the preference version. 
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In comparison to the alpha coefficients derived from the preliminary testing 

conducted with 146 Japanese athletes, overall intemal consistency estfrnates were 

similar. Interestingly, the alpha coefficients of the autocratic behaviour dimension in 

the athletes' perception version were increased from .51 to .60 and, based on the 

criteria accepted by some researchers, would be accepted (Papainoannou, 1994; 

Jambor & Zhang, 1997). The alpha coefficient for the autocratic behaviour factor in 

the athletes' preference version decreased from .71 to .55 and, thus, was not 

acceptable. Overall, the six factors of the JRLSS were adequately reliable in both 

versions, except for autocratic behaviour in the athletes' preference version. 

Table 5.2 

Internal Consistency Estimates of the JRLSS Dimensions 

Leadership Factors 

Teaching & Instmction 

Democratic Behaviour 

Autocratic Behaviours 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situation Consideration 

Number 

of Items 

10 

12 

8 

8 

12 

10 

Athlete Perception 

JRLSS 

0.84 

0.86 

0.51 

0.89 

0.91 

0.85 

MJRLSS 

0.82 

0.89 

0.60 

0.85 

0.88 

0.82 

Athlete Preference 

JRLSS . 

0.69 

0.75 

0.71 

0.68 

0.84 

0.65 

MJRLSS 

0.66 

0.77 

0.55 

0.67 

0.83 

0.64 

Note. JRLSS = The initial Japanese translated version that was used in the 
preliminary testing (see Chapter 3 & 4); MJRLSS = Modified Japanese Revised 
Leadership Scale for Sport tested in the present study. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted by using the Analysis of Moment 

Stmctures version 5.0 (AMOS 5). Researchers utilise computer programs, such as 

Analysis of Moment Stmcttires (AMOS: Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999), EQS (Bentier, 

1995; Byrne, 1994), and LISREL (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993), to compute CFA. As 

perhaps the newest of tiiese three programs, AMOS has become known as a more 



139 

user-friendly program for confirmatory factor analysis, and the 5th version allows 

researchers to use incomplete data for estimation (Kline, 1998). EQS offers extensive 

capabilities to manage raw data, and provides a range of estimation methods and test 

statistics useful for extensively nonnormal data (Kline). LISREL is generally for 

experienced users and is capable of analysing highly complicated and sophisticated 

models. Kline, however, indicated that researchers can confidentiy select any of 

these three software programs because they are all very capable and represent a wide 

range of SEM. Thus, I employed the AMOS in the present study. 

To assess model fit, I analysed three types of fit statistics namely, absolute fit 

indices (i.e., chi-square, normed chi-squared, root mean-square residual, and root 

mean-square error of approximation), incremental fit indices (i.e., the Goodness-of-

Fit Index, Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index, Tucker-Lewis Index, and Comparative 

Fit Index), and indices of model parsimony (i.e., Akaike Information Criterion) 

(Holmes-Smith, Coote, & Cunningham, 2006). A summary of fit indices is presented 

in Table 5.3. 

Table 5.3 

A Summary of Fit Indices 

Name Acceptable level Comments 

Chi-Square (f) P > .05 

Normed Chi-

Square (x^/df) 

Root Mean-

square Residual 

(RMR) 

1.0<x'/df<3.0 

RMR<.05 

Greatly affected by sample size. The larger 

the sample the more likely the p-value will 

indicate a significant difference between the 

model and the data. 

Values close to 1.0 indicate good fit, but 

values less than 1.0 may indicate overfit. 

Large values for RMR, when all other fit 

indices suggest good fit, may indicate 

outliers in the raw data. 
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Table 5.3 

A Summary of Fit Indices 

Name Acceptable level Comments 

Root Mean-

Square Error of 

Approximation 

(RMSEA; 

Steiger, 1990) 

Goodness-of-Fit 

fridex (GFI) 

Adjusted 

Goodness-of-Fit 

Index (AGFI) 

Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI; 

Tucker & Lewis, 

1973) 

Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI; 

Bentier, 1990) 

Akaike 

Information 

Criterion (AIC) 

RMSEA < .05 

(.05 - .08 

reasonable fit) 

GFI > .95 

(> .90 reasonable 

fit) 

AGFI > .95 

(> .90 reasonable 

fit) 

TLI>.95 

(> .90 reasonable 

fit) 

CFI > .95 

(> .90 reasonable 

fit) 

No defined level 

RMSEA indicates the mean discrepancy 

between the observed covariance and that 

implied by the model for each degree of 

freedom ' 

A measure of the relative amount of 

variance and covariance in S that is jointly 

explained by X (Byme, 2001). 

Same as GFI except that adjusts for the 

number of degrees of freedom in the 

specified model (Byme, 2001). 

Values greater than 1.0 may indicate 

overfit, indicating that the model is less 

than parsimonious 

Values close to 0 indicate poor fit, CFI = 

1.0 indicates perfect fit. 

The model that fits with the smallest value 

of AIC is the most parsimonious fitting 

model. 

Note. From Holmes-Smith, Coote, 8c Cunningham, 2006. 

The maximum likelihood (ML) estimation method was utilised to assess the fit 

of the hypothetical 6-factor stmcture of the athletes' preference and perception 

versions of the JRLSS (Figure 5.1& 5.2), incorporating each of the 60 JRLSS items 

as observed variables and the proposed six factors as latent variables. Various 

goodness of fit statistics for the first model are presented in Table 5.4.1 should also 

note that AMOS 5 tends to produce output that can sometimes make reading specific 
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numbers difficult, especially when a lot of variables are being measures. 

Unfortunately, there was no simple way to represent these Figures (see Figure 5.1 

and 5.2) in other than what was produced by AMOS 5. For this, I apologise in 

advance. 

Table 5.4 

Goodness of Fit Indices for CFA Individual Item Model for the JRLSS 

Model t RMR GFI AGFI TLI CFI RMSEA AIC 

(df) 

PR 3655.00 ^8 /73 /71 ^1 ^3 ^6 3925.00 

(1695) 

PE 4242.08 .11 .69 .67 .72 .73 .07 4512.08 

(1695) 

As indicated, based on CFA, the hypothetical six-factor stmcture of both the 

athletes' preference and perception versions did not indicate a good fit on an absolute 

basis. The probability values of the chi-square were smaller than .05 (p = .00), thus, I 

rejected the null hypothesis that the model fits the data. All chi-square statistics were 

significant (x^ square > 2.0), probably due to the relatively large sample size. 

Although the chi-square statistic measures a fit of a model on an absolute basis, 

sample size frequentiy affects significance (p < .05), indicating an inadequate 

estimate of a model fit (Hu & Bentier, 1999). The degrees of freedom value was 

large because each of the 60 JRLSS items was used as an observed variable. The 

ratio between chi-square and degrees of freedom was less than 3.0 (xVdf of the 

preference version = 2.16, xVdf of the perception version = 2.50), indicating that the 

model had an adequate fit. As shown m Table 5.4, although the RMR and RMSEA 

of the preference version and the RMSEA of the perception version were in the 

acceptable range (i.e., < .08), the standardised measurement of factor loadings on 
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some items in Figure 5.1 and 5.2 were lower than .40 on the intended factors. 

Moreover, all incremental indexes such as GFI, AGFI, TLI, and CFI, did not reach 

the acceptable level (i.e., > .95). Based on the results, the overall 60-item JRLSS 

model did not result in an acceptable fit to the data. 

Byme (2001) suggested that ft is rare to confirm a model fit on the first attempt, 

that is, without any modification. Byme stated, "Given findfrigs of an inadequate 

goodness of fit, the next logical step is to detect the source of misfit in the model" 

(p.75). Martens and Webber (2002) recommended analysing components of the 

overall model to verify the source(s) of model mis-specification, when the first CFA 

shows a poor fitting model. To do so, researchers often divide a poor fitting model 

into several components and separately examine each component (Martens & 

Webber). In addition, sub-dividing the models into components seemed the best 

solution to the present study because of the sample size. Martens and Webber 

suggested that sub-dividing the models into a few components ensures a better ratio 

of sample size to measured variables. Although the mle of thumb for adequate 

sample size in CFA varies, the minimum number of participants per measured 

variable is recommended to be 15 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The participants in 

the present study represent approximately 6 cases per measured variable (i.e., JRLSS 

60 items), which is considerably smaller than the sample size recommended. The 

small sample size may lead to more convergence failures (i.e., the software cannot 

reach a satisfactory solution), improper solutions (e.g., negative error variance 

estimates for measured variables), and more inaccurate parameter estimates, in 

particular, standard errors. Dividing the model into separate components, however, 

resulted in 30 to 45 cases being measured for each variable. 
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Figure 5.1. Specified individual item CFA model for the preference version of the 

JRLSS. 
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Figure 5.2. Specified individual item CFA model for the perception version of the 

JRLSS. 
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To obtain superior goodness of fit, further analysis was conducted based on 

one-factor congeneric models (Joreskog, 1971), that "represents the regression of the 

set of observed indicator variables on the single latent variable" (Holmes-Smitii et al., 

2006, pp.6-1). I divided the pooriy fifting JRLSS model into the six factors teaching 

and instruction, democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, social support, positive 

feedback, and situational consideration, and analysed them separately, based on the 

guideline provided by Holmes-Smith, et al. A summary of results for each factor is 

presented in Table 5.5. 

Table 5.5 

One Factor Congeneric Model of the JRLSS Preference and Perception Versions 

Factor t RMR GFI AGFI TLI CFI RMSEA AIC 

(df) 

Preference 

T&I 92.26 .04 .95 .92 .78 .83 .07 132.26 

(35) 

DEM 121.93 .05 .95 .92 .87 .90 .06 169.93 

(54) 

AUT 118.60 .12 .93 .87 .57 .69 .12 150.60 

(20) 

SS 99.24 .09 .93 .87 .70 .79 .10 131.24 

(20) 

PF 235.04 .06 .90 .85 .81 .85 .10 283.04 

(54) 

SC 83.19 .05 .96 .93 .77 .82 .06 123.19 

(35) 

Perception 

T&I 102.38 .06 .95 .92 .90 .92 .07 142.38 

(35) 

DEM 167.79 .06 .93 .89 .91 .93 .08 215.79 

(54) 
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Table 5.5 (Continued). 

One Factor Congeneric Model of the JRLSS Preference and Perception Versions 

Factor f RMR GFI AGFI TLI CFI RMSEA AIC 

(df) 

Perception 

AUT 155.64 .14 .90* .81 .62 .73 .14 187.64 

(20) 

SS 83.22 .07 .94 .90 .91 .94 .09 115.22 

(20) 

PF 183.06 .06 .92 .88 .89 .91 .08 231.06 

(54) 

SC 129.12 .07 .93 .89 .87 .90 .09 169.12 

(35) 

Note. T&I = Teaching and Instruction; DEM = Democratic Behaviour, AUT = 

Autocratic Behaviour, SS = Social Support; PF = Positive Feedback; SC = 

Situational Consideration. 

Compared to the first CFA with the six-factor stmcture, the first one-factor 

congeneric model testing resulted in a better fit on each hypothetical factor stmcture 

for both preference and perception versions. The probability values of the chi-square 

in all factors for both preference and perception versions, however, did not reach 

acceptable levels (p > .05), indicating an inadequate estimate of a model fit (Hu & 

Bentier, 1999). The ratio between chi-square and degrees of freedom (i.e., normed 

chi-square) of the preference and perception versions of the JRLSS were 2.64 and 

2.93 (teaching and instruction), 2.26 and 3.11 (democratic behaviour), 5.93 and 7.78 

(autocratic behaviour), 4.96 and 4.16 (social support), 4.35 and 3.40 (positive 

feedback) and 2.38 and 3.69 (situational consideration). Based on the normed chi-

square, the model of teaching and instruction factor fitted adequately, but three 

factors (i.e., autocratic behaviour, social support, and positive feedback) and the 
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democratic behaviour and situational consideration of the perception version were 

more than 3.0, indicatuig that the models were not fitting adequately. As shown in 

Table 5.5, although values of the absolute fit indexes (i.e., RMR and RMSEA < .08) 

and the incremental indexes (GFI, AGFI, TLI, and CFI > .90) improved on an 

absolute basis, the results drawn from the one-factor congeneric model testing did 

not reach satisfactory levels. In order to improve values of each model fit index, I 

analysed modification indices derived from one congeneric model testing to identify 

constmct collegiality. Collegiality essentially indicates high correlations between 

items that an item also measures or loads on a second and different constmct. When 

items have a high degree of collegiality, Holmes-Smith et al. (2006) suggested re-

specifying the models by dropping one or both of the items that share this collegiality. 

I repeated the process of identifying items as indicator of collegiality, based on the 

scores of modification indices and deleting those items until the best model fit was 

obtained. As a result, in the preference version of the JRLSS, I deleted five of the 12 

items in democratic behaviour, six of the 10 items in teaching and instruction, three 

of eight items in autocratic behaviour, and three of the eight items in social support, 

six of the 12 items in positive feedback, and three of the 10 items in situational 

consideration. In the perception version, I deleted three of the 10 items in teaching 

and instruction, four of the 12 items in democratic behaviour, the same three of the 

eight items in autocratic behaviour, three of the eight items in social support, six of 

the 12 items in positive feedback, and five of the 10 items in situational 

consideration. Thus, analysis of modification indices derived from the one-factor 

congeneric model testing resulted in deleting a total of 26 items in the preference 

version and 24 items in the perception version of the JRLSS. Details of the deleted 

items are shown in Table 5.6. 



148 

Table 5.6 

Deleted Items Based on Regression Weight Scores of Modification Indices 

Factor Deleted Item (English) 

Item # (Japanese) 

Teaching and Instruction 

Preference and Perception 

23 Stress the mastery of greater skills 

Preference 

12 Pay special attention to correcting athletes' mistakes 

27 Use objective measurements for evaluation 

36 Conduct proper progressions in teaching fundamentals 

Perception 

22 Use a variety of drills for a practice 

39 Possess good knowledge of the sport 

Democratic Behaviour 

Preference and Perception 

14 See the merits of athletes' ideas when differ from the coach's 

Preference version 

7 Ask for the opinion of the athletes on sfrategies for specific 

competition 
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Table 5.6 (Continued). 

Deleted Items Based on Regression Weight Scores of Modification Indices 

Factor Deleted Item (English) 

Item # (Japanese) 

Democratic Behaviour 

Preference version 

9 Encourage the athletes to make suggestions for ways to conduct 

practices 

13 Let the athletes try their own way even if they make mistakes 

47 Let the athletes decide on plays to be used in a competition 

Perception Version 

30 Get approval from the athletes on important matters before going 

ahead 

51 Get input from the athletes at daily team meetings 

55 Ask for the opinion of the athletes on important coaching matters 

Autocratic Behaviour 

Preference and perception 

21 Refuse to compromise on a point 
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34 Prescribe the methods to be followed 

m^tL-^n''<?%>^tzt(^m' i5yk)^m^-^^ 
46 Present ideas forcefiilly 

Table 5.6 (Continued). 

Deleted Items Based on Regression Weight Scores of Modification Indices 

Factor Deleted Item (English) 

Item # (Japanese) 

Social Support 

Preference and Perception 

58 Visit with the parents/guardians of the athletes 

Preference 

26 Look out for the personal welfare of the athletes 

54 Help the athletes with their personal problems 

m^tz-^(Dmxmnm\zmi^xm^^m-f^ 

Perception 

2 Encourage close and informal relationship with the athletes 

48 Perform personal favors for the athletes 

Positive Feedback 

Preference and Perception 

42 Praise the athletes' good performance after losing a competition 
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45 Recognize individual contributions to the success of each competition 

^U^0f^:^j[}C)^iyX0mX^mM^mii)^ 

56 Reward an athlete as long as the athlete tries hard 

Preference 

15 Show 'O.K.' or 'Thumbs Up' gesture to the athletes 

Table 5.6 (Continued). 

Deleted Items Based on Regression Weight Scores of Modification Indices 

Factor Deleted Item (English) 

Item # (Japanese) 

Positive Feedback 

Preference 

18 Pat an athlete after a good performance 

29 Tell an athlete when the athlete does a particularly good job 

Perception Version 

31 Express appreciation when an athlete performs well 

m^tf<^i^^^^ih[yrc6'ttiC)^[yX(Dmm^^-t 

49 Compliment an athlete for good performance in front of others 

53 Give credit when it is due 
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Situational Consideration 

Preference and Perception 

1 Coach to the level of the athletes 

Preference 

8 Clarify goals and the paths to reach the goals for the athletes 

M^tz-bif^m^3\mx"^^<i^o\zn^'<?3\mi5^^mm\z.^ 

44 Assign tasks according to each individual's ability and needs 

^mk(r>mtit.s^^w\z.^^vxum^^x.^ 
Perception 

5 Set goals that are compatible with the athletes' ability 

Table 5.6 (Continued). 

Deleted Items Based on Regression Weight Scores of Modification Indices 

Factor Deleted Item (English) 

Item # (Japanese) 

Situational Consideration 

Perception 

11 Use altemative methods when the efforts of the athletes are not 

working well in practice or in competition 

(Df5yk^m\^^ 

43 Put an athlete into different positions depending on the needs of the 

situation 

60 Increase complexity and demands if the athletes find the demands are 

too easy 
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Note. Preference and Perception = Listed items were deleted in both the preference 
and the perception version of each factor, Preference = Listed items deleted only in 
the preference version of each factor, Perception = Listed items deleted only in the 
perception version of the each factor. 

In the preference version, deletion of items resulted in significant chi-square in 

all six factors; teaching and instruction (p = .42), democratic behaviour (p = .13), 

autocratic behaviour (p = .69), social support (p - .65), positive feedback (p = .81), 

and situational consideration (p = .47). In the perception version, teaching and 

instruction (p = .09), autocratic behaviour (p = .99) and situational consideration (p 

= .10) were significant, but not democratic behaviour (p = .01), social support (p 

= .02), positive feedback (p = .03). Because the discrepancy between the matrices is 

small at the .05 level, those factors where significant chi-square values resulted are 

evidence that the specified model is a sufficient representation of the given data. 

Normed chi-square is the ratio of the chi-square statistic and degrees of 

freedom as measures of the complexity of a model. Normed chi-square in the 

preference version was at an acceptable level in two factors, namely teaching and 

instruction (xVdf = 1.02) and democratic behaviour (x^/df = 1.44). Normed chi-

square in the other four factors was less than 1.0 (autocratic behaviour = .62, social 

support = .66, positive feedback = .59, situational consideration = .98), indicating 

that the specified model was overfitted. In the perception version, normd chi-square 

values in five factors indicated a good fit model (teaching and instruction = 1.53, 

democratic behaviour = 1.85, social support = 2.19, positive feedback = 2.00, and 

situational consideration = 1.83). Autocratic behaviour, however, consisted of 

normed chi-square less than 1.0 (x^df = .13), indicating an overfit of the model. 
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As presented in Table 5.7, all six factors of the one-factor congeneric models 

reached the most stringent cut-off criteria for both absolute fit indices (i.e., RMR, 

and RMSEA) and incremental fit indices (i.e., GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI), based on the 

item deletion. In the perception version, the social support factor obtained the 

RMSEA value of .07, but was still in the acceptable range (RMSEA < .08). Although 

four factors in the preference version and one factor in the perception version seemed 

to be overfitted, the results from the one-factor congeneric model testing based on 

item deletion significantly improved the models. 
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Table 5.7 

One-Factor Congeneric Model of the JRLSS after Deleting Items 

Factor f RMR GFI AGFI TLI CFI RMSE AIC 

(df) A 

.99 .98 1.00 1.00 .01 33.21 

.99 .97 .98 .98 .04 48.18 

.03 1.00 .99 1.01 1.00 .00 23.08 

.03 1.00 .99 1.03 1.00 .00 23.31 

02 1.00 .99 l.bl 1.00 .00 29.28 

.99 .98 1.00 1.00 .00 41.72 

Prejerence 

T&I 

DEM 

AUT 

SS 

PF 

SC 

Perception 

T&I 

DEM 

AUT 

SS 

PF 

SC 

9.21* 

(9) 

20.18* 

(14) 

3.08 

(5) 

3.31* 

(5) 

5.28* 

(9) 

13.72* 

(14) 

21.35* 

(14) 

37.02 

(20) 

.65* 

(5) 

13.96 

(5) 

18.09 

(9) 

9.14* 

(5) 

.02 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.02 

.03 

.04 

.04 

.01 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.98 .97 .98 .99 .04 49.35 

.97 .95 .97 .98 .05 69.02 

.99 .99 1.03 1.00 .00 20.65 

.99 .96 .97 .99 .07 33.96 

.98 .96 .98 .99 .05 42.09 

.99 .97 .98 .99 .05 29.14 

Note. * = achieved to the criterion for a good fit of the model 
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The Relationships between Grouping Variables and Leadership Behaviours 

The hypothesised relationship between antecedents, such as situational and 

member characteristics, and leadership behaviours, based on the Multidimensional 

Model of Leadership (MML: Chelladurai & Carron, 1978) were examined. First, the 

relationship between member characteristics (i.e., competitive level and gender) and 

athletes' preference and perception of leadership behaviours were analysed, based on 

the independent sample t-test. The t-values, probabilities, and effect size for the 

JRLSS subscales are shown in Table 5.8. 

Table 5.8 

Summary of Differences between Elite and Non-elite Groups and between Males and 

Females 

Subscale 

(Preference) 

Teaching and Instmction 

Democratic Behaviour 

Autocratic Behaviour 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situational Consideration 

(Perception) 

Teaching and Instmction 

Democratic Behaviour 

Autocratic Behaviour 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situational Consideration 

Level of competition 

t 

.33 

5.58 

.05 

-.99 

1.09 

2.31 

-1.64 

3.68 

-2.59 

-2.13 

-.54 

-.51 

P 

.14 

.00** 

.96 

.32 

.28 

.02 

.10 

.00** 

.01 

.03 

.59 

.61 

E.S. 

.03 

.56 

.00 

-.10 

.11 

.24 

-.17 

.39 

-.27 

-.22 

-.06 

-.05 

t 

-.69 

-.94 

1.67 

-.21 

-2.37 

-1.85 

1.74 

3.18 

.27 

3.01 

.74 

2.33 

Gender 

P 

.49 

.35 

.10 

.84 

.02 

.07 

.08 

.00** 

.79 

.00** 

.46 

.02 

E.S. 

-.08 

-.11 

.19 

-.02 

-.27 

-.21 

.20 

.36 

.03 

.34 

.08 

.26 

Note. ** =p < .01 
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Athletes from teams that competed at the All Intercollegiate toumament level 

were classified as the elite group, and athletes from teams that competed in the 

interstate league were classified as the sub-elite group. Bonferrioni's adjustment was 

used to reduce the likelihood of Type I errors. Thus, the criterion for significant 

difference was calculated by dividing the probability of .05 by the number of t-tests 

(i.e., twelve), and resulted inp< .004. Significant differences at the/? < .004 level 

appeared between the groups for the democratic behaviour factor both in the 

athletes' preference version and in the athletes' perception version. Cohen's (1994) 

effect sizes for the significant differences between groups were in the small to 

medium range (.39 to .56.). Significant differences (p < .004) in gender comparison 

were not found between groups in the athletes' preference version, but were found 

between groups for democratic behaviour and social support in the athletes' 

perception version. All effect sizes associated with significant differences of gender 

groups were small, ranging from .34 to .36. The relationship between situational 

characteristics, such as sport types and leadership behaviours (i.e., athletes' 

preference and perception) were analysed using one-way ANOVA. The results were 

presented in Table 5.9. 

In the preference version, democratic behaviour was significantiy different, 

based on the type of sport. The effect size of the difference was small (d < .20). In 

the perception version, three factors, teaching and instruction, democratic behaviour, 

and autocratic behaviour were significantiy different among sport types. The effect 

sizes of these factors were relatively small ranging from .05 to .22. Overall, 

significant differences in some of the factors were identified based on gender, the 

level of competition, and sport types. 
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Table 5.9 

Summary of Differences between Groups depending on Sport Types 

Subscale 

Preference 

Teaching and Instmction 

Democratic Behaviour 

Autocratic Behaviour 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situational Consideration 

Perception 

Teaching and Instmction 

Democratic Behaviour 

Autocratic Behaviour 

Social Support 

Positive Feedback 

Situational Consideration 

MS 

.03 

2.17 

.16 

.60 

.64 

.38 

1.84 

7.09 

5.97 

.96 

1.04 

.29 

df 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

F 

.18 

9.09 

.58 

1.80 

1.98 

1.86 

3.98 

13.66 

19.66 

1.48 

2.10 

.60 

P 

.97 

.00** 

.71 

.11 

.08 

.10 

.00** 

.00** 

.00** 

.19 

.07 

.70 

R 

.00 

.11 

.01 

.02 

.03 

.03 

.05 

.16 

.22 

.02 

.03 

.01 

Note. ** =p < .01 

Discussion 

A primary purpose of the present study was to examine the psychometric 

properties of the preference and the perception versions of the Japanese Revised 

Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS). The information utilised to examine the 

psychometric properties of the JRLSS included descriptive statistics, intemal 

consistency estimates, and constmct validity (i.e., factorial stmcture). Overall, the 

findings supported some aspects of the JRLSS in terms of psychometric properties, 

including intemal reliability and constmct validity. 

The findings of the present study show adequate intemal consistency estimates 

for both the preference and perception versions of the JRLSS, except for the 
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autocratic behaviour factor. These findings are consistent with previous studies 

(Chelladurai & Carron, 1981; Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; Isberg & Chelladurai, 1990; 

Zhang, Jensen, & Mann, 1997). Despfte the acceptable level of intemal consistency 

estimates for five factors, autocratic behaviour still remains somewhat problematic 

and requires further investigation to modify or delete items. 

Based on the results of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the constmct 

validity of the JRLSS was partiafty supported in the full six factor model with an 

acceptable value of RMSEA, the ratio of the chi-square and the degrees of freedom. 

All the incremental indexes such as GFI, AGFI, TLI, and CFI, however, failed to 

reach the acceptable level of .90 on an absolute basis. In this case, researchers might 

consider the overall fit indices of this scale to be very poor. Explainations to explain 

the overall poor fit of the six factor model of the JRLSS in both versions is somewhat 

speculative at this point. Possibly, the original RLSS might not enjoy discriminant 

validity that in tum, leads to a poor fit. Another possibility is that the Japanese 

translation is suspectable particularly without back translation procedure. The 

original RLSS might confirm the overall fit of the six-factor model with another 

population. With the lack of enough evidence in the literature and in the current 

studies, it is difficult to provide a concrete explanation. It is, however, necessary to 

conduct confirmatory factor analysis on the RLSS with a range of populations and 

samples to compare the results with the current studies. 

The results from one-factor congeneric model testing, using CFA provide 

another level of investigation separately for each of the six JRLSS subscales. The 

JRLSS consists of 8 to 12 items within each factor, and correlations with the 

intended factors did not provide total support for all items. Systematic deletion of 

items based on modification indices scores resulted in a better fit of the model. Given 
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these results, it is recommended that particular items be removed from the JRLSS 

factors. Statistically, however, deletion of items from a measurement demands more 

rigorous procedures. In fact, Wilson, Sullivan, Myers, and Felts (2004) mdicated that 

modification of the model is unjustified when the overall model is found to be 

severely mis-specified. Several researchers (e.g., MacCallum, 1986; MacCallum, 

Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992) also indicated that model modification can be 

applied for fine-timing of a model by a few modifications, but not for a large-scale 

re-specification. In what might be considered a relatively major respecification, a 

total of 26 items in the preference version and 24 items in the perception version of 

the 60 JRLSS items were deleted. It is, however, incumbent on researchers to 

administer the JRLSS without these items marked for deletion and administering a 

follow-up CFA. As Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) suggested, there might be a call 

for more improvements by revising the measurement, specifically tiie subscale 

stmcture. 

The findings from the present study also provided evidence for the relationship 

between grouping variables and leadership behaviours. As Chelladurai and Carron 

(1978) hypothesised, member characteristics (i.e., level of competition and gender) 

and situational characteristics (i.e., sport types) influenced the required and preferred 

leadership behaviours. A problem arises, however, in the relationship between 

antecedents and leadership behaviours. It is unclear which leadership behaviours are 

influenced by what kinds of situational, leader, and member characteristics. Findings 

from the present study were also inconsistent with some previous research. For 

example, elite athletes significantly preferred only democratic behaviour in the 

present study, whereas elite athletes showed their preference for democratic 

behaviour and social support, in a previous study (Terry, 1984). Moreover, based on 
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the sport types, in the present study, I found significant differences in athletes' 

preference for democratic behaviour and in athletes' perceptions of teaching and 

instruction, democratic behaviour, and autocratic behaviour. This finding is 

inconsistent with Ipinmoroti (2002) who indicated that sport types as a situational 

variable did not significantly predict coaches' required leadership behaviour. Thus, 

although the results from the present study confirmed the relationship between 

grouping variables and leadership behaviours using the JRLSS, further research is 

required to determine which leadership behaviours these antecedents (i.e., situational, 

leader, and member characteristics) influence. With the growing popularity of more 

sophisticated forms of factor analysis (i.e., CFA) and analysis tools (i.e., LISREL, 

AMOS), researchers have opportunities to further refine the models of leadership in 

sport. It should be emphasised that Chelladurai and Carron developed the sport 

leadership model prior to many of the current statistical tools and software being 

available. Due to the lack of psychometiic studies usmg the RLSS, ft is necessary to 

further investigate the subscale constmctions within each factor by revising or 

retaining items. In addition, I recommend identifying a more specific relationship 

between antecedents and leadership behaviours. 
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CHAPTER 6 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) extensively reviewed and discussed existing 

leadership theories and measurement related issues in sport. Their discussion of the 

Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML; Challadurai & Carron, 1978) and the 

associated measurement tool, the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS; Chelladurai & 

Saleh, 1980) provided direction for leadership research. Despite this, there remains a 

dearth of research relating to sport leadership, particularly in recent years. As, 

Chelladurai and Riemer indicated, the leadership research in sport remains sparse 

and sporadic. This is unfortunate, because leadership has been widely recognised as 

significant component of successful performance (Chelladurai & Riemer; Gould et 

al., 1987) and athlete satisfaction in competitive sport (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995). 

Despite the development of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; 

Zhang et al., 1997), some researchers have not inexplicitiy made the fransition from 

the LSS to the RLSS. Perhaps, the lack of independent psychometric support may 

account for researchers' resistance to using the RLSS. With an intention of 

stimulating use of the RLSS in Japan, the main purposes of the present dissertation 

were to develop and validate the Japanese version of the Revised Leadership Scale 

for Sport (JRLSS) and investigate the psychometiic properties of the JRLSS. 

General Findings 

The present dissertation included three interrelated studies. In the first sttidy, I 

developed the initial version of the JRLSS following the guidelines of Geisinger 

(1994). I then conducted a preliminary psychometric assessment of the JRLSS (i.e., 

intemal reliability, face validity, and content validity), followed by an examination of 

constmct validity. Witii the current research, I have achieved the intended purpose of 
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providing a Japanese version of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (JRLSS) 

available for the Japanese population. The degree of success in translation can be 

partially judged based on the degree of equivalence in psychometric properties of 

responses between the original and translated instmments (Hambleton & de Jong, 

2003). In this regard, it was difficult to absolutely determine equivalence of the 

JRLSS compared to the original RLSS because there are few mdependent 

psychometric investigations of the RLSS. 

Psychometrically, the results derived from intemal reliability testing both in 

Studies 2 and 3 were satisfactory in terms of an acceptable alpha coefficient level, 

except for the autocratic behaviour factor in the athletes' perception version. In the 

athlete's perception version of the JRLSS, the alpha coefficients were moderately 

high except for the autocratic behaviour factor and are similar to the results reported 

by Zhang et al. (1997). In the athlete's preference version, however, the alpha 

coefficients were somewhat different from Zhang et al. For example, the alpha 

coefficients of the JRLSS were of borderline acceptance (a = .60 - .70), whereas the 

alpha coefficients of the RLSS were significantly higher except for the autocratic 

behaviour factor. 

As I noted (see Chapter 4), when comparing the intemal reliability of the LSS 

and the Japanese version of the LSS (e.g., Chelladurai et al., 1985; Chelladurai et al., 

1987), the alpha coefficients of the JLSS were considerably lower than the scores 

obtained from the LSS in the athlete's preference version. Cleariy, the same pattem 

emerged in the present series of studies whereby the perception versions of the 

JRLSS and RLSS were quite similar but there was a disparity between the preference 

versions. Some researchers (e.g., Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998) might argue that the 

perception is likely to be more reliable because athletes are responding to a specific 
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form of leadership that is, their coach. Whereas, the preference version requires them 

to hypothetically respond to what types of coaching they would or do prefer. Thus, 

for practial purposes, I believe the perception version is the critical indicator of 

leadership effectiveness. The preference version, however, remains a useful indicator 

of idealised leadership but nevertheless someone more speculative. The exact reasons 

for the discrepancy between the reports results here for leadership preference and 

those reported previously are yet unclear. The degree to which translation was 

successful could be inferred, to a degree from the equivalence in psychometric 

properties of responses from the original and translated instmments. It should be 

recognized, however, that the outcomes derived from translated and adapted tests and 

instruments almost always are different from the original language versions 

(Hambleton & de Jong, 2003). 

In the present dissertation, I obtained data on content, face, and constmct 

vahdity of the JRLSS that had not previously been tested. Thus, some of the results 

from validity testing such as content validity tested with an item-sorting procedure, 

face validity tested by rating the degree of item agreement, and constmct validity 

tested by confirmatory factor analysis were not directly comparable with the RLSS. 

Overall, using a rigorous criterion assessment only a few ftems for each dimension 

(i.e., training and instruction = item 38, democratic behaviour = item 4 & 57, social 

support = item 11, positive feedback^ 15, 18, 20, 29, & 52, situational consideration 

= 10, 24, & 32) were both directiy comparable and statistically robust. 

Investigations efface and content validity of translated measures is not 

common particulary in the field of sport psychology. To follow the guidelines of 

Geisinger (1992), however, it was an essential phase to examine the perspective of 

participants (i.e., Japanese sport psychologists and athletes) on how well translated 
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RLSS items seemed to represent intended leadership factors. As indicated in Chapter 

4, the major issue associated with content validity was the small sample size. There 

is no standard guideline for acceptable sample size for content and face validity 

assessment, however, indications are at least twenty participants should be obtained 

of Heuze & Fontayne (2002). Thus, recmiting a larger sample to more adequately 

examine content validity is required in the fiiture. 

In terms of face validity testing, to some extent, the Japanese sport culture 

might have influenced the perceptions of participants in relation to the intended 

JRLSS factors. Despite the planned procedural explanations to participants, it was 

difficult to control for potential cultural bias or perceived cultural irrelevance of 

items. For example, Japanese coaches do not usually "Visit with the 

parents/guardians of the athletes." Athletes might not agree with this item 

representing social support because they have not or do not feel it is necessary for 

coaches to behave this way. Although a number of items failed to satisfy the criterion 

for face validity, the present results may provide researchers with clues regarding the 

suitability of items in the Japanese athletic context. 

The present dissertation primarily focused on investigating the factorial 

constmcts of the JRLSS CFA models (i.e., six-factor model, one-factor congeneric 

model, and one-factor congeneric model with deleted items). These findings 

provided additional psychometric information for determining the adequacy of the 

JRLSS and indirectly the RLSS factorial structure. 

Methodological Issues 

There are possible limitations associated with the present research that dictate 

some caution in the interpretation of the results. The participants in the two separate 

samples in Studies 2 and 3 might not be tmly representative of even Japanese aftiletic 
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population. The recmitment of athletes in the present dissertation was restricted to 

intercollegiate teams at the sub-elite and elite level. To satisfy the requirements of 

generalisability, it is essential to obtain samples from diverse sporting populations 

(e.g., adolescent, university, and professional athletes). In addition, the results from 

the present research are limited to two versions (i.e., athletes' preference and 

perception) of the JRLSS. Originally, the RLSS and the JRLSS were designed to test 

the Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML; Chelladurai & Carron, 1978), 

using three parallel versions. Although the coach's perception version of the RLSS 

was translated into Japanese in Study 1, further psychometric investigation was not 

conducted due to the difficulty of recmiting an adequate number of coach 

participants particularly to satisfy the sample size required for CFA testing. 

The sample sizes in the present research were inadequate to conclusively 

measure content validity and marginal for the CFA analyses of the six-factor JRLSS 

model. As discussed previously, investigations of content validity with the translated 

measurement is relatively uncommon in psychometrically driven studies in sport 

psychology. Thus, no particular standard guideline has been adopted as the standard 

sample size for content validity assessment. Moreover, the ratio of items (n - 60) to 

sample size (n = 368) was at the borderline for the full six-factor CFA model. 

Implications for Future Research 

The limitations discussed above provide potential directions for research to 

enhance the JRLSS. Given that the results derived from the present research did not 

provide sfrong overall support for tiie face, content, and constmct validity of the six-

factor model, fiirther assessment of the JRLSS with a larger sample size is warranted. 

Further psychometiic investigations of the JRLSS should enable researchers to 

confirm the 'currency' of the Multidimensional Model of Leadership, ft is also 
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necessary to investigate the psychometric properties of the coach's perception 

version of the JRLSS. This would enable researchers to assess the congmency level 

of three JRLSS versions and to conduct cross-cultural comparisons of leadership 

behaviours between Japan and English speaking countries. Furthermore, additional 

CFA testing using the RLSS would also enable researchers to cross validate the 

factorial stmcture of the RLSS and the JRLSS. 

There is difficulty and risk associated with a process of deleting a large number 

of misspecified items. In the absence of other viable leadership models in sport, the 

MML remains the most widely accepted model. Further refinement of the JRLSS or 

indeed RLSS should proceed without drastically altemating the theoretical integrity 

of these scales. Despite the risks based on the current research, I believe it would be 

beneficial to substantially reduce the number of items especially where items load 

poorly on a factor or are cross-loaded. Refining the JRLSS using item deletion 

procedures might also enhance the use of the scale because of the resultant reduction 

in time required for scale administration. At present, the adminisfration of the JRLSS 

can be somewhat time-consuming and repetitive for athletes. 

External Validity Investigation of the JRLSS 

It is important to examine the cultural specificfty and applicability of the 

JRLSS in the Japanese sport context. The present dissertation was mainly focused on 

the direct franslation of the RLSS items into Japanese and initial psychometric 

testing of the JRLSS. Generally, it has been common to assume that if the factor 

stmcture of a test remains the same in a second language version, then the test 

adaptation was successful. As a number of researchers (e.g., Gauvin & Russel, 1993; 

Gill, 1997), however, have identified test adaptation across culttire is not so simple. 

In conducting the present research I have become increasingly concemed about the 



168 

applicability of the JRLSS. I fiilly appreciate the comments of MacLachlan, Mapundi, 

Zimba, and Carr (1995) insising, "it is now well recognized that using psychometric 

instmments developed within one cultural context to assess human attributes in 

another culttiral context is fraught with difficulties" (p. 645), supporting for Helms 

(1992) and Scarr (1989). In tum, when developing translated instiiiments, it is 

essential to evaluate the psychometric properties of responses to the instmment in the 

intended cultural setting to evaluate the cross-cultural constmct validity of responses 

(Byme; 2001). The potential problems underlying the use of English-based 

measurements in other countries are two-fold, first relating to the procedures used in 

the translation process, and second an adequate understanding of the inherent cultural 

influences. Gauvin and Russel (1993), moreover, insisted that franslated measures 

should be culturally sensitive, contain relevant wording, phrases, test items, and 

underljing constructs. Although I carefully and systematically carried out translation 

processes following the guidelines of Geisinger (1992), the present research was not 

designed to assess cultural sensitivity. 

Sue (1999) explained that the lack of cultural sensitivity in translated 

instmments may stem from an overemphasis on intemal validity without equal 

concem for extemal validity. "Intemal validity is the extent to which conclusions can 

be drawn about the causal effects of one variable on another... [whereas] the extemal 

validity is the extent to which one can generalize the results of the research to the 

populations and settings of interest" (Sue, 1999, p. 1072). Alloy, Abramson, Raniere, 

and Dyller (1999) asserted that intemal validity is more closely investigated than 

extemal validity in psychology probably because researchers first concentrate on 

attaining reliable findings before seeking to generalise the results to broader 

populations. Gill (1997) emphasises that there are always diversities in populations 
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such as age, gender, and skill level. Thus, it is difficult for researchers to develop 

universal measures that can be applied unilaterally to.different culttires (Sue, 1999). 

Once the intemal vahdity of a test is confirmed using a particular population, 

researchers often assume the psychometric properties of an instrument will transfer 

to other populations. 

With the weight of research being overwhelmingly focused on intemal validity 

rather than extemal validity, there are at least two implications. First, even though 

many established psychological inventories are confirmed as intemally valid, many 

inventories are not cross-validated for culttirally relevancy. Second, establishing 

psychological instmments without a thorough examination of extemal validity may 

result in inventories being impractical or irrelevant to acttial sport settings. 

Practitioners in particular might appreciate a tighter rationale and connection 

between the content of inventory items and practical relevance. Indeed, the 

qualitative aspect of the Zhang et al. (1997) sttidy is an example of where athletes 

and coaches were consulted about leadership behaviours to enhance extemal validity 

of the RLSS. 

In the present dissertation, as is common practice, I first investigated intemal 

validity of the JRLSS. Now that the JRLSS has been translated I believe additional 

benefits would accme from investigating the extemal validity with a particular 

emphasis on relevanance of the multidimensional leadership to the Japanese sport 

setting. To be specific, in terms of the methods chosen to examine extemal vahdity, 

quantitative methods may not necessarily be appropriate because the numbers 

derived from quantitative method cannot meaningfully express certain human 

experiences (Berg, 1995). Berg stated that "if humans are studied in a symbolically 

reduced, statistically aggregated fashion, there is danger that conclusions - although 
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arithmeticafty precise - may fail to fit reality" (p. 7). This lack of qualitative 

sensitivity in scale constmction may reduce the applicability and hence usefulness of 

scales such as the JRLSS. In particular, certain qualitative methods may be well 

suited to examining conceptualizations of leadership in different cultures. For 

example. Sue (1999) asserted that ethnography is most appropriate method for 

examining extemal validity cross culturally. Ethnography as a research method 

originated from anthropology. The purpose of ethnography is to better understand the 

way of life of a cultural group based on the perspective of the group members 

(Spradley, 1979; Tedlock, 2000; Wolcott, 1995). Krane and Baird (2005), moreover, 

recommended ethnography as a method for increasing our understanding of the 

psychology of athletes' sport experiences. Thus, it is essential to include two 

components in future studies; first, how well the Japanese Revised Leadership Scale 

for Sport (i.e., JRLSS) items captures leadership behaviours in the Japanese context 

and second to examine how applicable the original JRLSS items are in the Japanese 

sporting leadership culture. Spradley emphasized that ethnographers must adapt 

themselves to the particular culture until he or she is a native of a group. An 

ethnographic approach in the present context would dictates that the researcher be 

immersed in the Japanese culture to feel comfortable with all the nuances of cultural 

elaboration. Japanese people judge each other on the basis of how much knowledge 

they demonsfrate about mles of protocol. Hendry insisted that researchers could only 

break through the barriers of formality and gain intimacy if they can relax in such 

situations 

In terms of better understanding Japanese leadership and likely issues of 

extemal validity in scale constmction it is important to recognize the unique aspects 

of Japanese culture and language. Moeran (1990) found that Japanese culttire is 
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wrapped in multiple layers and the Japanese themselves are sometimes mystified by 

this wrapping. There are a number of forms (i.e., layers) that constitute Japanese 

language. For example, Japanese people use keigo, polite and respectfiil language 

often associated with the expression of hierarchical differences. Furthermore, people 

use keigo in several different ways. First, Japanese, especially women use keigo to 

express phrases and emotions considered proper in a particular situation or 

circumstance rather than saying the actual facts or tme feelings. Second, keigo is 

used to show respect for others whom people interact with, but also to protect 

themselves from the harshness of direct interactions by wrapping their honne. The 

honne is actually their individual tme opinions and views that are wrapped in an 

appropriate layer of politeness. Close fiiends use little keigo in everyday 

conversation, especially when exchanging confidences similarly they do not need to 

use much wrapping when interacting. Third, Hendry (1990) proposed that keigo is 

used almost hke a dialect for the inside members of such groups, expressing 

commonality between them. Members of the groups, however, drop these high levels 

when they talk to people who cannot use them in the same way, so that in this case 

the language may be seen as serving to wrap and protect their elite groups from 

outside intmsion. People can be also judged on their demonstration of knowledge of 

mles of how and when to use correct forms of language for the particular sittiations. 

Japanese people, thus, choose to use the most appropriate layer of polite language 

depending on situations. The above example is included to demonstrate the 

complexities of Japanese eftiqutte and language. Without a reasonable understanding 

of these complexities it is difficult to forsee an accurate understanding of sport 

leadership. Hopefiilly, fellow researchers, particulariy tiiose of Japanese heritage will 
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be interested in sport leadership to the extent of pursuing a better understanding of 

Japanese sport leadership. 

In choosing a particular type of ethnographic approach, based on my reading, I 

would recommend the Developmental Research Sequence (DRS; Spradley, 1979). 

The concept of DRS is learning from people rather than studying people (Spradley). 

DRS, thus, emphasizes on an insider's view or informant's view of reality. The 

research results largely rely on the informant's and not investigator's frame of 

reference. Thus, I believe DRS is suitable to accomplish the goal of attaining the 

lived experience of athletes and coaches in Japan from their perspective. Furthermore, 

using DRS ensures a systematic and rigorous process of identifying common beliefs 

and values of a particular group with a focus on the meaning behind the spoken 

language (Parfitt, 1996). This emphasis of language use to investigate the Japanese 

perspective is apt because language plays a central role in making Japanese culture 

unique. 
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Final Comments 

The present dissertation was conducted to develop the Japanese version of the 

Revised Leadership Scale for Sport and to assess its psychometric properties. Based 

on the initial version of the JRLSS derived from study 1, various intemal rehability 

and validity testing was conducted in Studies 2 and 3. According to the results of 

psychometric investigations, the intemal reliability of the JRLSS was confirmed 

except for the autocratic behaviour factor, whereas content, face, and constmct 

validity were partially confirmed. I tmst that other researchers interested in sport 

leadership will be stimulated to consider the use of the RLSS and the JRLSS in the 

future research with regards to further improvement in psychometiic properties. In a 

broader sense, perhaps sport psychologists need to focus greater attention on sport 

leadership and rekindle what was a clearly more vibrant line of inquiry some 20 

years ago, when Chelladurai first developed the MML model. 
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APPENDDC A: CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN 

RESEARCH 

(ATHLETES ENGLISH VERSION) 

Consent Form for Subjects Involved in Research 

ftSlFORMATION TO PARTICIPANTS: 

We would like to invite you to participate in a part of a research project investigating 
the use of a newly translated scale titled: Japanese version of Revised Leadership 
Scale for Sport (JRLSS). The aim of this project is to test whether the JRLSS is 
suitable for a Japanese population. 

CERTIFICATION BY SUBJECT 

I, 
of 

certify that I am at least 18 years old and that I am voluntarily giving my consent to 
participate in the development of the Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport, 
being conducted by Dr Daryl Marchant, Professor Tony Morris and student Yoriko 
Yashiro. 

I certify that the objectives of the study, together with any risks and safeguards 
associated with this study, have been explained to me by Yoriko Yashiro and that I 
freely consent to participate. 

Procedures: 

As a participant in this study, you will be requested to complete the following 
questionnaires: a) a demographic questionnaire which asks you for information 
including name, age, gender, the type of sport you participate in, and experience in 
the sport, b) athlete's perceived leadership behaviour version of the JRLSS, and c) 
athlete's preferred leadership behaviour version of the JRLSS. Completing these 
questionnaires is likely to take approximately 20-30 minutes. There are no right or 
wrong answers to these items. Also, you are free to withdraw from this project at any 
time if you start feeling distress. 
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Your personal information and completed questionnaire will be stored separately in 
different locked filing cabinets for five years. Only the principle investigator, 
associate investigator, and student researcher will have the access to the information. 

I certify that I have had the opportunity to have any questions answered and that I 
understand that I can withdraw from this study at any time and that this withdrawal 
will not jeopardise me in any way. 

I have been informed that the information I provide will be kept confidential. 

Signed: } 

Witness other than the experimenter: } Date: 

} 

Any queries about your participation in this project may be directed to the researcher 
(Name: Dr Daryl Mg.rchant ph. 03-9688-4035). If you have any queries or 
complaints about the way you have been treated, you may contact the Secretary, 
University Human Research Ethics Committee, Victoria University of Technology, 
PO Box 14428 MCMC, Melboume, 8001 (telephone no: 03-9688 4710). 
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APPENDIX B: CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN 

RESEARCH 

(ATHLETES JAPANESE VERSION) 

Victoria University 

0 h^cDZ:i^;b^^Ml,^S[L^-ro 
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APPENDIX C: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

(ATHLETES' ENGLISH VERSION) 

The following questionnaire is intended to gather general information about you. 

Please read and tick the box that applies to you or fill in the blank with detailed 

information. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Name: 

Gender: Male 

Universitv: 

Universitv Year: 

The sport you participate in 

1 1 Female 

Universitv 

Year Age: 

Maior 

D 

6 The number of years you have played in this sport: 

7. The number of years you have played for this team: 

8. The team record during last season: 

9. The number of practice per week: 

10. The hours of practice per a day: 

11. Your sport experience that you involved for more than two years. Please 

circle whether that sport is individual or team sport based on your perception. 

Team / Individual 

Team / Individual 

Team / Individual 

Thank you!!! 
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APPENDIX D: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

(ATHLETES' JAPANESE VERSION) 

)!fi(D^mcmm^m^}2<A,X'<rd^i\ 
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APPENDIX E: REVISED LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORT 

(ATHLETES' PREFERENCE/ PERCEPTION ENGLISH VERSION) 

Directions: Each of the following statements describes a specific behaviour that a 
coach may exhibit. For each statement there are five altemative answers, as follows: 
5 means 'always' (100% of the time); 4 means 'often' (75% of the time); 3 means 
'occasionally' (50% of the time); 2 means 'seldom' (25% of the time); and 1 means 
'never' (0% of the time). 

Please indicate your preference by circling the appropriate space. Answer all 
items even if you are unsure of a response. For athlete's preference version, please 
note that this is not an evaluation of your present coach or any other coach. It is your 
own personal preference that is required. For athlete's perception version, please note 
that the response is according to how you perceive your present coach. There are no 
right or wrong answers. Your spontaneous and honest response is important for the 
success of this evaluation. 

Example: I prefer my coach to like each athlete on the team. 1 2 3 4 5 

I prefer my coach to/ My coach: 

1. Coach to the level of the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Encourage close and informal relationship with the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Make complex things easier to understand and leam. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Put the suggestions made by the team members into operation. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Set goals that are compatible with the athletes'ability. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Disregard athletes' fears and dissatisfactions. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Ask for the opinion of the athletes on strategies for specific 
competition. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Clarify goals and the paths to reach the goals for the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Encourage the athletes to make suggestions for ways to conduct 
practices. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Adapt coaching style to suit the situation. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Use altemative methods when the efforts of the athletes are not 
working weft in practice or in competition. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Pay special attention to correcting athletes' mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5 
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I prefer my coach to/ My coach: 

13. Lettheathletestry their own way even if they make mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Seethemeritsof athletes'ideas when differ from the coach's. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Show'O.K.'or'Thumbs Up'gesttire to the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Remain sensitive to the needs of the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Stay interested in the personal well-being of the athletes. 

18. Pat an athlete after a good performance. 

19. Explain to each athlete the techniques and tactics of the sport. 

20. Congratulate an athlete after a good play. 

21. Refuse to compromise on a point. 

22. Use a variety of drills for a practice. 

23. Stress the mastery of greater skftls. 

24. Alter plans due to unforeseen events. 

25. Let the athletes set their own goals. 

26. Look out for the personal welfare of the athletes. 

27. Use objective measurements for evaluation. 

28. Plan for the team relatively independent of the athletes. 

29. Tell an athlete when the athlete does a particulariy good job. 1 

30. Get approval from the athletes on important matters before 
going ahead. 

31. Express appreciation when an athlete performs well. 

32. Put the appropriate athletes in the line-up. 

33. Encourage the athletes to confide in the coach. 

34. Prescribe the methods to be followed. 

35. Dislike suggestions and opinions from the athletes. 

36. Conduct proper progressions in teaching fundamentals. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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1 
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I prefer my coach to/ Mv coach: 

37. Supervise athletes' drills closely. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Clarify training priorities and work on them. 1 2 3 4 5 

39. Possess good knowledge of the sport. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. Fail to explain his/her actions. 1 2 3 4 5 

41. Encourage an athlete when the athlete makes mistakes in 
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 

42. Praise the athletes' good performance after losing a 
competition. 1 2 3 4 5 

43. Put an athlete into different positions depending on the needs 

of the situation. 1 2 3 4 5 

44. Assign tasks according to each individual's ability and needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

45. Recognize individual contributions to the success of each 

competition. 1 2 3 4 5 

46. Present ideas forcefully. 1 2 3 4 5 

47. Let the athletes decide on plays to be used in a competition. 1 2 3 4 5 

48. Perform personal favours for the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

49. Compliment an athlete for good performance in front of 
others. 1 2 3 4 5 

50. Give the athletes freedom to determine the details of 
conducting a drill. 1 2 3 4 5 

51. Get input from the athletes at daily team meetings. 1 2 3 4 5 

52. Clap hands when an athlete does weft. 1 2 3 4 5 

53. Give credit when it is due. 1 2 3 4 5 

54. Help the athletes with their personal problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

55. Ask for the opinion of the athletes on important coaching 
matters. 1 2 3 4 5 

56. Reward an athlete as long as the athlete tiies hard. 1 2 3 4 5 
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I prefer my coach to/ My coach: 

57. Let the athletes share in decision making and policy 

formulation. 1 2 3 4 5 

58. Visit with the parents/guardians of the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

59. Keep aloof from the athletes, 1 2 3 4 5 

60. Increase complexity and demands if the athletes find the 
demands are too easy. 1 2 3 4 5 

Note. From Manual for the Application of the Revised Leadership Scale for Sport 

(Zhang, Jensen, & Mann, 1995). 
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APPENDIX F: JAPANESE REVISED LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORT 

(ATHLETES' PREFERENCE JAPANESE VERSION) 
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APPENDIX G: JAPANESE REVISED LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORT 

(ATHLETES' PERCEPTION JAPANESE VERSION) 

( j i ¥ E i i y \ ' - v 3 > ) 

Ji^TcD^IHSEtt, =l-5^(i£ff ):*'^tt^WBgtt(D$^#:^(7)fTS)=£ffi¥LTl\^-ro ^IB 

j^lZtt, ;^(7)t^U5^(DMiRfl5**$VJ*fo 51* ""^Cj ( 1 0 0 % ) , 4B: ' •0 '^ar^ 

IZj ( 7 5 % ) , 31* " " t ^ t ' t j ( 5 0 % ) , 21* r ^ n i Z j ( 2 5 % ) , 11* " " ^ o t 

<^ i , \ j ( 0 % ) ^ a u ^ f o 

/^(?)^n^•n(D^@=£m^T^ =l-5^(Dlll^(DffB)tZOl\T, $ T l * * ^ g g ^ 5 ^^iCj 

t Z S - J ' U T ^ ^ ^ f o '^x.Ct*, lEJS, :i^IE»i*$U*ttAo l?ffi=£IE5ilZ^C^d^, S 
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Victoria University Telephone: Facsimile: VICTORIA ° 
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MELBOURNE CITY, MC 8001 
Australia 
Footscray Park Campus 
Human Movement, Recreation and Performance 
Ballarat Road 
Footscray ^^^ » 

APPENDIX H: CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN 

RESEARCH (ENGLISH) 

(TRANSLATION REVIEWERS AND PROFESSORS) 

INFORMATION TO PARTICIPANTS: 

We would like to invite you to participate in a part of a research project investigating 
the use of a newly translated scale titled: Japanese version of Revised Leadership 
Scale for Sport (JRLSS). The aim of this project is to test whether the JRLSS is 
suitable for a Japanese population. 

CERTIFICATION BY SUBJECT 
I, 

of 

certify that I am at least 18 years old and that I am voluntarily giving my consent to 
participate in the development of the Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport, 
being conducted by Dr Daryl Marchant, Professor Tony Morris and student Yoriko 
Yashiro. 

I certify that the objectives of the study, together with any risks and safeguards 
associated with this study, have been explained to me by Yoriko Yashiro and that I 
freely consent to participation involving these procedures. 

Procedures: 

As a participant in this study, you will receive the Japanese translated version of the 
questionnaire titled. Revised Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS; Zhang, Jensen, & 
Mann, 1997). You will be asked to review the translated items and respond in writing 
to provide your opinion about the quality of translation of each item. After you send 
the completed questionnaire back to the student researcher, you will be requested to 
participate in a group meeting with other Japanese sport psychologists. Specifically, 
a group meeting will be held to share your thoughts or opinions on franslated items 
with one another and reconcile any differences of opinion. 

A number of sport psychologists will also be asked to meet one of the 
translators to express any concems and opinions about the initial translation. You 
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will be requested to provide explanations of why the particular translated items 
require changing in your opinion. 

Once item-modification is completed, you will be provided with a definition of 
each category (i.e., leadership factor) and asked to sort each item into the category 
you believe best represents the meaning of each item. 

Your personal information and completed questionnaire will be stored 
separately in different locked filing cabinets for five years. Only the principle 
investigator, associate investigator, and student researcher will have the access to the 
information. 

I certify that I have had the opportunity to have any questions answered and that I 
understand that I can withdraw from this study at any time and that this withdrawal 
will not jeopardise me in any way. 

I have been informed that the information I provide will be kept confidential. 

Signed: } 

Witness other than the experimenter: } Date: 

} 

Any queries about your participation in this project may be directed to the researcher 
(Name: Dr Daryl Marchant ph. 03-9688-4035). If you have any queries or 
complaints about the way you have been treated, you may contact the Secretary, 
University Human Research Ethics Committee, Victoria University of Technology, 
PO Box 14428 MCMC, Melboume, 8001 (telephone no: 03-9688 4710). 
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APPENDIX I: CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN 

RESEARCH (JAPANESE) 

(TRANSLATION REVIEWERS AND PROFESSORS) 

0:^|s:cD^-A7.?J<-7^Z*$^t^U-^-v7 7•^Tfi)lZOl,^T<7)W^7•p5/x 

0 h^z:i^;b^*sMu^iJ[U^-ro 

-^vy\'jmw^(D%m.^mKx^<'m.'m\^x\>tc.tt\>tc.o7LX. s2|s:^a^iT 

)15X7K-^>"J-^-5>^>7°X<r-;nz#^ti^6 Oj@(D̂ Til)7!)̂  i : 0 g - ^ 

^^^^/ j^Sd-^j f t^t i t -T'^TCDT-"-^ (^SA'[ilg/7><7--hU:>(^t^ 
^ x . ^ ) I*. b ' ^hU7A^( / )^#$^ i ' t l - :? : '>h tZ5^ femt^ t i ^ - ro 

- 5 ' l ' > h > h ~ - - TU7.CDHA(D^lZJ^U^fo 

fAa:> 

18ai'X±T:\ i5f-P- -^-=f-^yV. V--' ^ U X . A^ l i ^ tZc^^ . 
H;z|s:X7jN'-^>iJ-^-v7 7°fTll)lZi|-r^PSCD>^^#lZ^^Z:t^ftST" 
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•^^y-. H<t 

> h : +613 9688 4035) ' ^PoU^^ t> i+T<t ' ^ l \o ^^ti^<Dn^^>i'^^^^.nth^^ 

•)^^^^^1^m(D-^^Z.m&< 1t^ V ( tt^ : Po Box 14428 MCMC Melbourne. 8001, 

TEL+613 9688 4710) 
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APPENDIX J: ITEM SORTING QUESTIONNAIRE 

J-XT. - t f ^ ^ e ( 1 9 9 7 ) t Z c ^ ^ # U - ^ - v ' ; / 7 = ^ T » ^ H ( D ^ » ^ ) ^ E 

^<m/vX<tdtl\ 

A. h U - Z > ^ - -f>7.h^^5/3>=^Tll)(T- I) 

• ( Zl-^y^nma^ ) ̂ U<i![LU^ S U-ZV^^MIEUUBSt^ChCZc^ 

U. jM#(D/ \°7 : t -T>X^^fe^Ct^gf i^ i : - r^o 

- (P-5">^^Til)W: )^(7)7.7lN°-7tzat-t^7.+>ll.- T ^ ^ - ' ^ ^ - ^ i l ^ j i 

¥ l Z i g 2 i f ^ ^ t ^ g 6 ^ h ^ ^ o 

• ( P-5^>^^T11)(* ) h U - - > ^ - M^=Stt®L, J S ^ ( D / \ ° 7 ^ - T > X 

(Di¥{i5& *3 c ^ o : : t « g fi^ t - r ^ o 
• (P-9">^fi^II)t*)^M^#lZ-Dl-t, « t t# ,=£feoct^g65t f^o 

B. ^±m7W}(DB) 

• (p -5">^^Si i* ) ^ ; i . - 7 g # , ^w;^)^. ^^(D^ii- ^H^izi^-r 

- (P-5">^fi^I!)a: )iM^(7)«^iJ«^ML, ^« )^C t^gg f i ^ t t ^o 
• (P-9">^^Til)a:) A#(Dji#'<'y\°7^-^>7v(Di¥{ilZ*3l^T. JM^ 

- (z:i-f-y'fnmi;^) mmi^^m^. mmcMinkt^zii^Btf^t-t^o 

c. mu^nm ( A B ) 

- (zi-̂ v̂'̂ f̂î ffii* )ii^o^^s^#x.^#jiizAti-rfi^iiit^z:t^g 

- (zi-^y</nm\;^) tozrtcD^vj^^^^-r^ct'&gfi^t-r^o 

p. ^^^^mnm ( s s ) 
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7j^-S€ii¥lZMUT^{it-r^Ct'£g69t^^o 
• (z\-^y^nm\;^)m^0mxmmm\zmoTti\z^^zii^n^tLt^, 
- (Z}-j-y<fnm^)m^(D^m<Dtcit>cm.mt^zt^B^tt^o 

^tm<zii^B^iit^o 
• (z]-f-y^nm\;^)m^<D±y^c^i^x7.t^-'y^mL^(D-mizt^z 

- (zi-^y<fnmi;^)m^^^Eti's^^zt^B^t.t^o 

E. W:^6^7-r-KA-'><7^Til)( PF ) 

- (P-f=->^^Ilia:)jM¥^#^l|-r^<^U, fi^S^IE^otf^Ct^gfl^ 

- (zi-5=->^fi^ii)a:) j i ^ ^ $ S A t i 5 « ) ^ c t ^ g & ^ t - r ^ o 
- (Z]-5">'::/fi^il)t*)7l^7^'r-- ^> ' : r -v^ jS^ lz t^U^^z . t ^g6^ t 

F. ^>:^ti^i^rfTii) ( S O ) 

. (zi-^y':^nW}i;^)V(ummt.Lx0mm. M >̂ si^, -fiA, vi>:5f 
- . st iSu^^. MJK^.^^t '^#M-r^ct^gfl^i:-r^o 
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Victoria University Telephone: Facsimile: VICTORIA ° 
PO Box 14428 (03)9688 4467 (03)9688 4891 U M I l / P D C I T Y 
MELBOURNE CITY, MC 8001 %MWmM V B K 9 I I T 
Australia 
Footscray Park Campus 
Human Movement, Recreation and Performance 
Ballarat Roacj 
Footscray 

APPENDIX K: CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN 

RESEARCH 

(ATHLETES ENGLISH VERSION IN FACE VALIDITY TESTING) 

INFORMATION TO PARTICIPANTS: 

We would like to invite you to participate in a part of a research project investigating 
the use of a newly translated scale titled: Japanese version of Revised Leadership 
Scale for Sport (JRLSS). The aim of this project is to test whether the JRLSS is 
suitable for a Japanese population. 

CERTIFICATION BY SUBJECT 

I, 
of 

certify that I am at least 18 years old and that I am voluntarily giving my consent to 
participate in the development of the Japanese Revised Leadership Scale for Sport, 
being conducted by Dr Daryl Marchant, Professor Tony Morris and student Yoriko 
Yashiro. 

I certify that the objectives of the study, together with any risks and safeguards 
associated with this study, have been explained to me by Yoriko Yashiro and that I 
freely consent to participation involving these procedures. 

Procedures: 

As a participant in this study, you will be requested to first complete a demographic 
questionnaire which asks you for information including name, gender, age, the type 
of sport you participate in, experience in the sport. You will be asked to rate the 
extent to which you believe each item matches the relevant leadership factors (i.e., 
training and instruction, democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, positive 
feedback, social support, and situation consideration). Completing these 
questionnaires is likely to be approximately 30-40 minutes. There are no right or 
wrong answers to these questions. Also you are free to withdraw at any time in this 
project if you feel any disfress. 
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Your personal information and completed questionnaire will be stored separately in 
different locked filing cabinets for five years. Only the principle investigator, 
associate investigator, and student researcher will have the access to the information. 

I certify that I have had the opportunity to have any questions answered and that I 
understand that I can withdraw from this study at any time and that this withdrawal 
will not jeopardise me in any way. 

I have been informed that the information I provide will be kept confidential. 

Signed: } 

Witness other than the experimenter: } Date: 

} 

Any queries about your participation in this project may be directed to the researcher 
(Name: Dr Daryl Marchant ph. 03-9688-4035). If you have any queries or 
complaints about the way you have been treated, you may contact the Secretary, 
University Human Research Ethics Committee, Victoria University of Technology, 
PO Box 14428 MCMC, Melboume, 8001 (telephone no: 03-9688 4710). 
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APPENDIX L: CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN 

RESEARCH 

(ATHLETES JAPANESE VERSION IN FACE VALIDITY TESTING) 

Victoria University 
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i^sTi*. di.fs.^K\zmx^u.m^,^w^.\.x\>tcti<tz^\z. %w\. tt 
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x-5?iz7^-tz7.T^^(7)». m^^x^^/xmw^s ^-U' ^-5^-v> 
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TEL+613 9688 4710) 
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APPENDIX M: JAPANESE REVISED LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORT 

(FACE VALIDITY TESTING ENGLISH VERSION) 

Directions 

For each item statement, please rate the extent to which you believe each item 
matches the relevant leadership factor on a 5-point scale. Moreover, please indicate 
the understanding of the translated items on a 5-point scale. Five altemative 
categories are provided below (see Figure 1). Answer all items even if you are unsure 
of a response. There are no right or wrong answers. Your spontaneous and honest 
response is important for the success of this evaluation. 
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Understood 

Training & Instmction Behaviour 
Make complex things easier to understand and 
leam. 
Pay special attention to correcting athletes' 
mistakes 
Explain to each athlete the techniques and 
tactics of the sport 
Use a variety of drills for a practice 
Stress the mastery of greater skills 
Use objective measurements for evaluation 
Conduct proper progressions in teaching 
fundamentals 
Supervise athletes' drills closely 
Clarify training priorities and work on them 
Possess good knowledge of the sport 

Democratic Behaviour 
Put the suggestions made by the team members 
into operation 
Ask for the opinion of the athletes on strategies 
for specific competition 
Encourage the athletes to make suggestions for 
ways to conduct practices 
Let the athletes try their own way even if they 
make mistakes 
See the merits of athletes' ideas when differ 

Agreement 
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from the coach's 
Let the athletes set their own goals 
Get approval from the athletes on important 
matters before going ahead 
Let the athletes decide on plays to be used in a 
competition 
Give the athletes freedom to determine the 
details of conducting a drill 
Get input from the athletes at daily team 
meetings 
Ask for the opinion of the athletes on important 
coaching matters 
Let the athletes share in decision making and 
policy formulation 

Autocratic Behaviour 
Disregard athletes' fears and dissatisfactions 
Refuse to compromise on a point 
Plan for the team relatively independent of the 
athletes 
Prescribe the methods to be followed 
Dislike suggestions and opinions from the 
athletes 
Fail to explain his/her actions 
Present ideas forcefully 
Keep aloof from the athletes 

Social Support Behaviour 
Encourage close and informal relationship with 
the athletes 
Remain sensitive to the needs of the athletes 
Stay interested in the personal well-being of the 
athletes 
Look out for the personal welfare of the 
athletes. 
Encourage the athletes to confide in the coach 
Perform personal favours for the athletes 
Help the athletes with their personal problems 
Visit with the parents/guardians of the athletes 

Positive Feedback Behaviour 
Show 'O.K.' or 'Thumbs Up' gesture to the 
athletes 
Pat an athlete after a good performance 
Congratulate an athlete after a good play 
Tell an athlete when the athlete does a 
particularly good job 
Express appreciation when an athlete performs 
well 
Encourage an athlete when the athlete makes 
mistakes in performance 
Praise the athletes' good performance after 
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losing a competition 
Recognize individual contributions to the 
success of each competition 
Compliment an athlete for good performance in 
front of others 
Clap hands when an athlete does well 
Give credit when it is due 
Reward an athlete as long as the athlete tries 
hard 

Situational Consideration Behaviours 
Coach to the level of the athletes 
Set goals that are compatible with the athletes' 
ability 
Clarify goals and the paths to reach the goals for 
the athletes 
Adapt coaching style to suit the situation 
Use altemative methods when the efforts of the 
athletes are not working well in practice or in 
competition 
Alter plans due to unforeseen events 
Put the appropriate athletes in the line-up 
Put an athlete into different positions depending 
on the needs of the situation 
Assign tasks according to each individual's 
ability and needs 
Increase complexity and demands if the athletes 
find the demands are too easy 
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APPENDIX N: THE JAPANESE REVISED LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORT 

(FACE VALIDITY TESTING JAPANESE VERSION) 
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