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2A7} A4S HNe R A WAE FAFES 41 | 38| 12| 48 | 28
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Soccer coach’s leadership applicablity of Korean
version leadership scale for sport.

So Jae Suk

The preferred and perceived korean versions of Leadership Scale for Sport(LSS) developed by P. Che-
lladurai in 1980 were administered to 29 soccer coaches and 201 soccer phayers belonging to university
level in korea. Each item in the LSS was correlated with the sum of the other items from the same subs-
cale and the sums of the item in each of the other four subscales. The results showed that 39 of the 40
items correlated higher with their own subscle than with the other subscales in at least one of the versions.
Further, the correlations of remaining 1 item with their own totals were sihnificant(p < .001). The internal
consistency estimates(Cronbach’s alpha) of LSS ranged from .49 to .81 in the preferred behavior of the
scale, and from .61 to .84 in the perceived behaviro.

While these estimates are considered adequate, they are relatively lower than those reported for the
Canadian Data.

There were difference between athlete’s prefered behavior and behavior and coachis perception of own

behavior(p{ .01) in the only positive feedback behavior style.



