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Abstract

The present study used a sample of team sport athletes (N¼ 343) to investigate to what extent the leadership quality of

the coach and the athlete leaders was related to athletes’ team confidence and team cohesion. The findings demon-

strated that the leadership quality of both coaches and athlete leaders predicted a unique part of the variance of team

confidence and team cohesion. In addition, members’ identification with the team was demonstrated to be an important

mechanism underlying this relation, thereby supporting the Social Identity Approach to Leadership. We conclude that

both coaches and athlete leaders can inspire players to identify with their team. In turn, this feeling of ‘us’, rather than

being a group of I’s, predicts a stronger confidence in obtaining team goals and fosters the task and social cohesion within

the team. When coaches share the lead with their athletes, an optimal team environment can be created.
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Introduction

Most leadership studies in sports teams have considered
coaches as leaders and athletes as followers (for a
review, see Horn1). In this regard, it has been demon-
strated that coaches, as leaders of the team, are capable
of increasing athletes’ motivation, inspiring athletes’
confidence, and strengthening athletes’ identification
with their team. In addition to these individual out-
comes, coaches can also influence the cohesion among
their athletes and the performance of their team.2–4

However, coaches are not the only leading figures in
sports teams. Athletes themselves can also demonstrate
leadership behavior and as such contribute to a team’s
functioning.5 Although athlete leaders have received
considerably less research attention than their coaches,
over the past decade, an increasing number of scholars
have integrated athlete leadership in their research (for
a review, see Cotterill and Fransen6). The inspiring idea
of Pearce and Sims7 that shared leadership is a more
useful predictor of team effectiveness than vertical lead-
ership is gaining interest in the field of sport.

Towards shared leadership

A qualitative study investigating the leadership of three
successful US college coaches (i.e. Tom Osborne,
Bobby Knight, and Joe Paterno) illustrates the prac-
tical value of shared leadership in sports teams.8

During their careers, these three elite level coaches rea-
lized the importance of sharing their leadership with
their assistant coaches and their athletes. From a top-
down leader-centered approach, these coaches moved
towards the cutting edge leadership idea of sharing
leadership responsibilities. By empowering their ath-
letes with leadership responsibility, they strengthened
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their athletes’ belief that the input of each individual
contributed to the team’s functioning, which, in turn,
caused a higher commitment to the team goals.9 Later
studies added that high-quality athlete leadership is
linked with enhanced role clarity, higher satisfaction,
better communication, higher team cohesion, and
improved performance.5,10,11

When looking at athlete leadership, it is important to
keep in mind that a team captain is not the only one
who can take up a leadership function. Also players
without a formal leadership role can obtain a leader-
ship status through natural interactions with their
teammates.12 Previous research has shown that in
most teams these informal leaders, rather than the
team captain, are perceived as the real leaders within
the team.13,14 When we refer to athlete leaders in the
present manuscript, we therefore refer to the athletes
perceived as real leaders by their teammates, regardless
of whether or not they are appointed as team captain.

Building upon previous leadership categoriza-
tions,12,15 Fransen et al.13 distinguished between four
different leadership roles that athletes can occupy;
two leadership roles on the field, namely the task
leader (who provides tactical instructions to his/her
teammates) and the motivational leader (who is the big-
gest motivator on the field), and two leadership roles off
the field, namely the social leader (who cares for a good
team atmosphere outside the field) and the external
leader (who handles the communication with club man-
agement, media, and sponsors). Although it is possible
that one player in the team occupies all four leadership
roles, in 98% of the sports teams leadership appeared
to be shared among multiple players.13

Leaders’ impact on the team’s functioning

The present research focuses on team confidence and
team cohesion as outcomes of leadership quality. Both
team confidence and team cohesion have been cited as
key constructs characterizing the group dynamics in
sports teams.16 Most research has focused on the out-
comes of these group dynamical constructs by demon-
strating that high levels of team confidence and team
cohesion are likely to produce better performances.17–19

However, only little is known about the sources of these
constructs.

Therefore, the present study will examine both coach
and athlete leadership as antecedents of team confi-
dence and team cohesion. Loughead and Hardy20

noticed that coaches and athlete leaders demonstrated
different leadership behaviors. More specifically, coa-
ches were perceived as exhibiting training and instruc-
tion and autocratic behaviors to a greater extent than
athlete leaders, whereas athlete leaders exhibited more
social support, positive feedback, and democratic

behaviors than coaches. Given these differentiating
leadership behaviors of coaches and athlete leaders,
also a unique relation with team confidence and team
cohesion can be expected. We first outline the research
knowledge so far with regard to the differential impact
of coaches or athlete leaders on both team confidence
and team cohesion.

Leaders’ impact on team confidence. In sports teams, two
types of team confidence can be distinguished; (1) col-
lective efficacy, referring to athletes’ confidence in the
team’s abilities to function well (e.g. effective tactical
communication); and (2) team outcome confidence,
referring to athletes’ confidence in the team’s chances
to obtain an outcome, for example winning the game.21

We will use the term team confidence as overarching
construct that encompasses both collective efficacy
and team outcome confidence.

A cross-sectional study with soccer and basketball
players revealed that modeling behavior is perceived
as an important source of both types of players’ team
confidence.22 More specifically, both coaches’ and
atlete leaders’ expressions of team confidence were per-
ceived as very important predictors of athletes’ collect-
ive efficacy and team outcome confidence. With respect
to coach leadership, only sparse research has been con-
ducted to link leadership behaviors to athletes’ team
confidence. The few research studies that do exist on
this topic demonstrated that coach behaviors, such as
training and instruction, democratical behavior, social
support, and positive feedback were positively related
with athletes’ team confidence.4,23

With regard to athlete leadership, several cross-
sectional studies corroborated the link between athlete
leadership behavior and team confidence.10,13,24,25 Two
recent experimental studies, one in a basketball context
and one in a soccer context, investigated the influence of
the expression of team confidence by the athlete
leader.26,27 The findings revealed that when the athlete
leader expressed high confidence in his team, the leader’s
behavior instigated a team confidence contagion
throughout the team, thereby inspiring the other players
to be more confident in the team’s abilities as well. In
turn, team confidence had a positive effect on the ath-
letes’ performance. In addition, athlete leaders could
also negatively influence their teammates by expressing
low team confidence.More specifically, it was found that
when the athlete leader expressed that he had lost all
confidence in the team, his teammates’ team confidence
decreased concurrently, thereby causing performance
decrements.

Leaders’ impact on team cohesion. Team cohesion can be
divided in two facets, namely task cohesion and social
cohesion. While task cohesion refers to the shared
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commitment among team members to achieve a
common goal, social cohesion refers to the nature and
quality of the emotional bonds of friendship and
closeness among team members. It has been shown
that coach behaviors can significantly impact team
members’ task and social cohesion. For example, the
coach’s perceived justice was shown to be positively
associated with both task and social cohesion.2 In add-
ition, various coach behaviors including training and
instruction, social support, democratic behavior, and
positive feedback (measured by the Leadership Scale
for Sports28) have been found to be strongly related
to task cohesion. By contrast, social cohesion was
only predicted by social support displayed by the
coach.29

Besides the coach, also athlete leaders are crucial
actors in fostering the team’s cohesion. In this regard,
it was found that athlete leadership behaviors, such as
training and instruction and social support, positively
influenced both task and social cohesion.30 Also
Loughead et al.11 highlighted the importance of high-
quality athlete leadership for both task and social
cohesion.

Other studies reported different predictors for task
and social cohesion. Price and Weiss,25 for example,
demonstrated that perceptions of athlete leadership
were associated with social cohesion, but not with
task cohesion. In contrast, another study revealed
that team captains were able to foster high task cohe-
sion in the team by demonstrating genuine concern for
the needs and feelings of their teammates, by expressing
high performance expectations for their team, and by
fostering acceptance of the group goals and
teamwork.31 Furthermore, it was shown that athlete
leadership behaviors such as high performance expect-
ations and individual consideration predicted solely
task cohesion, while fostering acceptance of group
goals and promoting team work significantly predicted
both task and social cohesion.32

A correlational study comparing leadership behav-
iors of coaches and athlete leaders revealed that both
athlete and coach leadership were equally important for
task cohesion, while athlete leadership was more
strongly related to social cohesion than was coach lead-
ership.33 These findings concur with recent research
showing that both coaches and athlete leaders are
seen as high-quality task leaders for their team, while
athlete leaders are perceived as better social leaders
than their coaches.14

How ‘us’ can impact how ‘I’ feel

As outlined above, the literature provides ample sup-
port for the impact of leaders on the confidence and
cohesion within their team. However, only sparse

research has been conducted on the mechanisms under-
pinning these relationships. The Social Identity
Approach to Leadership34 suggests that group mem-
bers’ identification with their team intermediates
leaders’ ability to impact the team’s functioning.
The Social Identity Approach35 asserts that people
can define themselves depending on the social context,
either in terms of their personal identity (i.e. in terms of
‘I’, as unique individuals), or in terms of their social
identity (i.e. in terms of ‘us’, as group members who
share goals, values, and interests with other team mem-
bers). In its recent application to leadership, Haslam
et al.34 argued that leaders are able to exert influence
on their team members to the extent that they make
their social identity salient and, as a result, foster a
collective sense of ‘us’.

Several studies provided support for this theoretical
reasoning by showing that athlete leaders can influence
teammates’ confidence and foster their efforts by
strengthening members’ identification with the
team.24,26,27,36 With regard to coaches, it has been
shown that team identification mediated the relation
between the procedural justice of the coach and both
task and social cohesion in top-level sports teams.2 In
other words, when athletes perceived their coach’s deci-
sions as fair, they tended to identify more strongly with
the team, which, in turn, fostered their perceptions of
the task and social cohesion within the team.

The present study

To our knowledge, only two studies have examined the
leadership of coaches and athletes concurrently. As out-
lined above, Loughead and Hardy20 revealed that coa-
ches and athlete leaders demonstrated different
leadership behaviors. However, the authors did not
examine the impact of these differentiating behaviors
on group dynamical constructs such as team confidence
or team cohesion. Price and Weiss33 on the other hand
did examine the effect of coach and athlete leadership
behavior on team confidence and team cohesion.
Their findings revealed that coach leadership was
more predictive than athlete leadership for team confi-
dence, whereas athlete leadership was more strongly
related to social cohesion than coach leadership, and
both athlete and coach leadership were equally import-
ant for task cohesion. However, these authors did not
study the relationships between team confidence and
team cohesion, as a result of which no indirect effects
could be examined. Moreover, the authors suggested
that models in which mediating variables are con-
sidered might provide further insight into leadership
effectiveness.

In contrast to most previous studies, which studied
either the impact of the coach or the impact of the
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athlete leaders, the present study aimed to examine the
concurrent influence of coach and athlete leadership on
team identification, team confidence, and team cohe-
sion (Aim 1). In addition, the present study went
beyond mere description and also sought to explain
the mechanisms through which leaders’ impact occurs
(Aim 2).

Aim 1—The relative impact of coach and athlete

leadership. Our first aim was to examine the concurrent
relation of coach and athlete leadership with team iden-
tification, team confidence, and team cohesion.
Although the influence of the coach and athlete leaders
on team identification has not been examined simultan-
eously so far, previous research did provide support
both for the relation between coach behavior and
team identification2 and for the relation between athlete
leadership and team identification.24,26,27 Therefore, we
expected that the leadership quality of both coaches
and athlete leaders would be related with athletes’
team identification (H1a). Furthermore, in line with
previous findings of Price and Weiss,33 we expected
that coach leadership quality would be more predictive
for athletes’ team confidence than athlete leadership
quality (H1b). Finally, based on previous research on
team cohesion,14,33 we expected that coach leadership
would be more important for task leadership, while
athletes’ leadership quality was expected to be more
strongly related to social cohesion (H1c).

Aim 2—Mediating mechanisms explaining leaders’ impact. In
order to obtain a better understanding of how leaders
impact their team’s functioning, we will first investigate
how the different group dynamical constructs included
in the present study (i.e. team identification, team con-
fidence, and team cohesion) are interrelated with each
other. Previous research already demonstrated that ath-
letes’ identification with their team positively influenced
both team confidence24,26,27 and team cohesion.2

Several studies already demonstrated a significant rela-
tionship between both constructs.37,38 Heuze et al.39

provided more information on the causality of this rela-
tion by conducting a longitudinal study with elite
handball teams. Their results revealed that athletes’
team confidence predicted athletes’ perceptions of
team cohesion, rather than vice versa. In line with
these findings, we hypothesized that athletes’ team iden-
tification is positively linked with their team confidence,
which in turn predicts athletes’ perceptions of their
team’s cohesion (H2a).

It should be noted, however, that the literature
investigating the link between team confidence and
team cohesion has found differential results for task
and social cohesion. More specifically, while team con-
fidence appeared to be strongly related to task

cohesion, its relationship with social cohesion was
either small or absent.39–43 In line with these previous
findings, we expected that also in the present study
team confidence is a strong predictor of task cohesion,
but has no predictive power for social cohesion (H2b).

After demonstrating the structural relations between
these group dynamical constructs, we will investigate
the mediating role of team identification underpinning
both the coach’s and athlete leaders’ impact on the
team functioning. Previous research provided support
for the mediating role of team identification in explain-
ing the impact of athlete leaders on teammates’ team
confidence.24,26,27 With regard to coach leadership, it
was shown that team identification mediated the coa-
ches’ impact on team cohesion.2

Although to date no studies exist that support the
mediating role of team identification to explain athlete
leaders’ impact on team cohesion or coaches’ impact on
team confidence, we expected that the observed effects
could be transferred from athlete leaders to coaches
and vice versa. According to the Social Identity
Approach to Leadership,34 group members’ identifica-
tion with their team underpins the extent to which lea-
ders can impact the team’s functioning, regardless of
whether it concerns athlete leaders or coaches.
Therefore, we expected that team identification would
act as a mediator, explaining the impact of coach and
athlete leadership quality on both team confidence and
task cohesion (H3). All postulated hypotheses are
visualized in Figure 1.

Method

Procedure

A research assistant attended a training session of the
participating teams to inform the players about the pur-
pose of the study. In order to allow players to obtain a
more complete insight in the team dynamics of their
team, we administered the study in all teams during
the second half of the season (January–March).
Informed consent was obtained from all participants
and confidentiality was guaranteed. As the participants
filled out the questionnaire, the research assistant was
present to answer all questions of the participants. The
APA ethical standards were followed in the conduct of
the study and players could withhold their participation
at any time. No rewards were given for participation in
the study.

Participants

In total, 25 complete teams participated (i.e. 8 soccer
teams, 8 volleyball teams, and 11 handball teams),
yielding a response rate of 83% of the contacted
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teams. Within each sport, we selected both male and
female teams, either active at elite level (i.e. national
level) or active at lower competition levels (i.e. provin-
cial or regional level). In total, 343 athletes participated,
who were on average 24.5 (SD¼ 7.47) years old
(ranging from 14 to 64 years old, with 85% of the par-
ticipants being between 18 and 32 years old). The
participants had on average 15.3 (SD¼ 7.02) years of
experience in their sport and played already 6.3
(SD¼ 6.9) years for their current team. Detailed infor-
mation on participants’ sex, sport, and competition
level is provided in Table 1.

The data of the present manuscript have been used
together with the data of another study for three other
manuscripts.11,14,44 However, these manuscripts
addressed clearly distinct research questions, which
required a different methodology (i.e. social network
analysis) and different variables of interest.

Measures

Athlete leadership quality. Fransen et al.13 distinguished
between four different leadership roles; two roles on
the field (i.e. task and motivational leader) and two
roles off the field (i.e. social and external leader). In
their study, the respondents often did not recognize
the external leader in their team. In addition, the exter-
nal leader was perceived as the least important leader of
the team. Moreover, the external leader is focused on
the external representation of the team and is therefore

less focused on the confidence and cohesion among the
team members than the other three leaders, who are
more involved with the intra-team relations. Taken
together, including the quality of the external leader
would not only reduce the amount of useful responses,
it would also create a bias of the total perception of
intra-team athlete leadership quality. Consequently, we
decided to exclude the external leader of our analysis.

To describe the other three leadership roles (i.e. task,
motivational, and social leadership), we adopted the
definitions proposed by Fransen et al.13 After present-
ing a description of a particular role, participants were
asked which player in their team corresponded best
with this role. In each role, only one player could be
ascribed as a leader, but one and the same player could
occupy different leadership roles.

Next, we assessed the perceived leadership quality
of the assigned leaders by a single-item measure for
each leadership role, in line with previous research.24

For example, with regard to task leadership, partici-
pants had to indicate whether the appointed task
leader fulfilled his/her role as a task leader very
well, on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from �3
(very poor) to 3 (very well). Likewise, participants
were asked to rate the perceived quality of the motiv-
ational and social leader, with respect to their specific
role fulfillment. A single-item measure was used to
assess athlete leadership quality, because previous
research argued for a higher ecological validity of
these measures.24,45,46

Athlete 
leadership quality 

Team 
confidence 

Team 
identification 

Coach 
leadership quality 

Team 
cohesion 

Figure 1. The hypothesized model, with team identification underpinning the impact of coach and athlete leadership on both team

confidence and team cohesion.

Table 1. The number of participants in terms of sport, sex, and level.

High level Low level

Total sample Male Female Total Male Female Total

Soccer 130 40 30 70 33 27 60

Volleyball 81 22 23 45 21 15 36

Handball 132 44 41 85 22 25 47

Total 343 106 94 200 76 67 143
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Coach leadership quality. In addition to the athlete lead-
ership quality, we also asked participants to rate the
leadership quality of their coach. In order to allow a
comparison between coach and athlete leadership, we
opted for a similar assessment. More specifically, par-
ticipants were asked to rate the extent to which their
coach fulfilled his/her role as a task, motivational, and
social leader well. Answers were given on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from �3 (very poor) to 3 (very
well) and proved to be consistent within participants
(Cronbach’s �¼ .83).

Team identification. Participants’ identification with their
team was measured with a five item-scale.47 An example
item is: ‘‘I am very proud to be a member of the team.’’
Previous research within a sports setting revealed this
scale to be internally consistent.13,24 Participants assessed
these items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from �3
(strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree). Also in the pre-
sent study, the internal consistency of this identification
scale proved to be excellent (Cronbach’s �¼ .91).

Team confidence. Previous research distinguished
between two types of team confidence; confidence in
the team’s abilities to function well (i.e. collective effi-
cacy) and confidence in the team’s chances to obtain
their team goals such as winning the game (i.e. team
outcome confidence).21 In line with the authors’ guide-
lines, collective efficacy was measured by the
Observational Collective Efficacy Scale for Sports
(OCESS).21 The OCESS is a five-item measure that
assesses participants’ confidence that their team has
the ability to function well. An example item is:
‘‘Rate your confidence that the players in your team
will encourage each other during the game.’’ The five
items were scored on a scale, anchored by 1 (not at all
confident) and 7 (very confident). In line with previous
research,26 the OCESS proved to have a good internal
consistency in the current study (Cronbach’s a¼ .82).

With regard to team outcome confidence, partici-
pants were asked to assess the extent to which they
believed that their team would succeed that particular
season to achieve their goals. Previous studies have used
either the individual-oriented stem (‘‘I believe that our
team . . .) or the team-oriented stem (‘‘Our team believes
that we . . .’’). Because there are arguments for both
stems (for a review, see Myers and Feltz48), we decided
to include both stems in the present study. Participants
were asked to rate both items on a 7-point Likert scale,
ranging from�3 (strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree).
Our results revealed that this scale had an excellent inter-
nal consistency (Chronbach’s a¼ .91).

Team cohesion. Participants’ team cohesion was mea-
sured using the Group Environment Questionnaire

(GEQ).49 The GEQ distinguishes between members’
perception of the task cohesion and the social cohesion
within the team. Task cohesion refers to an athletes’
belief about the team closeness, similarity, and bonding
around the group’s task (e.g. ‘‘Our team is united in
trying to reach its goals for performance’’) and to ath-
letes’ feelings about their personal involvement in
shared group goals and productivity (e.g. ‘‘This team
gives me enough opportunities to improve my personal
performance’’). The nine items assessing the team’s task
cohesion resulted in an internally consistent composite
score for task cohesion (Cronbach’s �¼ .86).

Social cohesion, on the other hand, refers to athletes’
beliefs about the team closeness, similarity, and bond-
ing as a social unit (e.g. ‘‘Members of our team stick
together outside of practices and games’’) and to ath-
letes’ impression of social interactions and personal
acceptance within the group (e.g. ‘‘For me, this team
is one of the most important social groups to which I
belong’’). The nine items assessing the team’s social
cohesion resulted in an internally consistent composite
score for social cohesion (Cronbach’s a¼ .88). In line
with previous guidelines of Carron et al.,49 participants
answered the items pertaining to both task and social
cohesion on a 9-point Likert scale with 1 (strongly dis-
agree) and 9 (strongly agree) as anchoring points.

Results

Descriptive statistics

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on team identi-
fication, team outcome confidence, collective efficacy,
and task and social cohesion revealed a good factor
structure (�2/df¼ 2.28; CFI¼ .96; TLI¼ .95;
RMSEA¼ .06; pclose¼ .04; SRMR¼ .05). Also at
high and low performance level separately, this CFA
yielded a good fit. Likewise, for each sport separately,
an adequate factor structure was confirmed. The exact
fit indices of the model at high and low performance
level, as well as for the different sports can be found in
Table 5, Appendix 1.

Using a �2-difference test in a multi-group CFA, our
measurement model without constraints was compared
with the same model in which the measurement coeffi-
cients were constrained to test its invariance over
groups. The factor structure appeared to be metrically
invariant over different sports (��2¼�31.19;
�df¼ 22; p¼ 1.00). However, between both playing
levels a marginally significant difference was detected
(��2¼ 20.87; �df¼ 11; p¼ .04). Path by path analysis
revealed a small difference in the factor loading of team
identification item number 5: at high level b¼ .73
(p< .001) and at low level b¼ .82 (p< .001). This was
the only factor loading that differed between the
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unconstrained and constrained models. When only the
loadings of this item are allowed to differ, no other
factor loadings differed between players at high and
low performance level (��2¼ 16.96; �df¼ 10;
p¼ .08). Moreover, when we additionally constrained
the covariance between the latent factors, again no sig-
nificant differences emerged (��2¼ 16.96; �df¼ 10;
p¼ .08). We therefore conclude that our observed
data adequately represent the factors of interest and
are metrically invariant over performance levels and
sports. In addition, when also the quality of the
coach’s leadership and athletes’ leadership was added,
CFA still revealed a good factor structure (�2/df¼ 1.73;
CFI¼ .94; TLI¼ .92; RMSEA¼ .08; pclose¼ .01;
SRMR¼ .06). The means, standard deviations, and
correlations between all the included variables are pre-
sented in Table 2. The possibility of outliers in the
dataset was considered and tested using the algorithm
for multivariate outliers by Billor et al.50 The results
based on Mahalanobis distance revealed that none of
the observations outreached percentile 15 on the chi-
square distribution.

Aim 1—The relative impact of coach and
athlete leadership

To test the relative impact of coach and athlete leader-
ship on the different outcome variables, we expanded
the initial CFA model by integrating both the coaches’
and athletes’ leadership quality as predictors of the con-
structs of interest. As such, we tested the predictive

value of both the coach’s and athletes’ leadership qual-
ity on each of the five outcome variables (i.e. team iden-
tification, team outcome confidence, collective efficacy,
and task and social cohesion) without assuming any
structural relation between these five constructs. The
model provided a good fit to our data (�2/df¼ 1.68;
CFI¼ .94; TLI¼ .93; RMSEA¼ .06; pclose¼ .04;
SRMR¼ .06), thereby allowing us to compare the rela-
tive contribution of coach’s and athletes’ leadership.
The standardized beta regression weights (b) and
their bias-corrected 90% confidence intervals (CI) are
presented in Table 3.

In line with H1a, coach and athlete leadership
quality both significantly predicted athletes’ team iden-
tification, although it should be noted that the predict-
ive value of coach leadership quality was stronger than
the predictive value of athlete leadership quality. With
regard to team confidence, our findings only partly con-
firm H1b stating that coach leadership quality would be
more predictive for athletes’ team confidence than ath-
letes’ leadership quality. More specifically, our findings
demonstrate that although coach leadership quality is
more strongly linked to athletes’ team outcome confi-
dence, athlete leadership quality is the only significant
predictor of athletes’ collective efficacy. Finally, with
regard to team cohesion, our findings confirm H1c
that coach leadership quality is more predictive than
athlete leadership quality for athletes’ perception of
the task cohesion within their team. However, in con-
trast with H1c, coach leadership quality was also more
strongly related to social cohesion, although also

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between all the included variables.

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

1. Coach leadership quality 1.40 1.22 .20*** .29*** .24*** .53*** .36*** .24***

A. Coach as task leadera 1.60 1.29 .81*** .20*** .25*** .21*** .50*** .38*** .23***

B. Coach as motivational leadera 1.35 1.50 .89*** .15** .26*** .22*** .50*** .31*** .22***

C. Coach as social leadera 1.25 1.45 .88*** .17** .23*** .20*** .38*** .25*** .19***

2. Athlete leadership quality 1.96 .74 .35*** .40*** .19*** .35*** .34***

A. Athlete as task leadera 1.87 .97 .19** .83*** .32*** .29*** .08 .35*** .37***

B. Athlete as motivational leadera 2.00 .84 .16** .83*** .28*** .38*** .18** .27*** .27***

C. Athlete as social leadera 2.10 .80 .18** .80*** .27*** .34*** .17** .17** .15*

3. Team identification 1.93 .98 .34*** .40*** .56*** .64***

4. Collective efficacyb 4.93 1.02 .35*** .52*** .34***

5. Team outcome confidencea 1.57 1.35 .45*** .25***

6. Task cohesionc 6.45 1.30 .67***

7. Social cohesionc 6.47 1.42

*p< .05;

**p< .01;

***p< .001.
aThese scales were measured on a scale ranging from �3 to 3.
bThe OCESS was measured on a scale ranging from 1 to 7, in line with guidelines of Fransen, Kleinert, et al. (2014).
cThe GEQ was measured on a scale ranging from 1 to 9, in line with guidelines of Carron et al. (1985).
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athlete leadership quality predicted a unique part of the
variance in social cohesion.

Furthermore, from the correlations presented in
Table 2, it can be derived that the leadership quality
on each particular leadership role of both coach and
athlete leadership is significantly related with team
identification, team confidence, and team cohesion.
Only one exception emerged; the athlete’s leadership
quality as a task leader was not related with athletes’
team outcome confidence.

Aim 2—Mediating mechanisms explaining
leaders’ impact

Relationships between the group dynamical constructs. As
outlined in Hypothesis 2a, we expected that team con-
fidence (i.e. collective efficacy and team outcome

confidence) would mediate the relationship between
team identification and team cohesion (i.e. both task
and social cohesion). In line with Hypothesis 2a, our
data provided good support for the structural model,
which is presented in Figure 2 (�2/df¼ 2.28; CFI¼ .96;
TLI¼ .95; RMSEA¼ .06; pclose¼ .04; SRMR¼ .05).
In addition, Hypothesis 2b was confirmed because
both types of team confidence were more strongly
linked with task cohesion than with social cohesion.
Furthermore, separate analyses with regard to perform-
ance level revealed that the data fitted both the model
for the players active at a high level and the model for
the players active at a low level. Likewise, an acceptable
to good fit to our data could be obtained for each sport
separately. The exact fit indices for both high and low
performance level and for the different sports can be
found in Table 6, Appendix 2.

Social cohesion 

Task cohesion 

Collective 

efficacy 

Team outcome 

confidence
Team 

identification 

.40**

.34**

.44**

.20 

.11 

.71**

.23**

.40**

ns 

.15* 

.56 

.62 

Figure 2. Structural model including team identification, team confidence (i.e. team outcome confidence and collective efficacy), and

team cohesion (task and social cohesion). Standardized regression coefficients are included, as well as the proportions of explained

variance (in italics). **p< .01. ***p< .001.

Note: All the variables in the constructed model were included as latent variables (i.e. inferred from the individual items).

Table 3. The standardized beta regression weights (b) of the relations between both coach and athlete leadership and the five

different outcome variables, including the significance level (p) and the 95% confidence intervals (CI) and the total percentage of

explained variance (R2).

R2

Coach leadership quality Athlete leadership quality

b CI b CI

Team identification .31 .39*** [.24 – .53] .28** [.11 – .45]

Collective efficacy .39 .10 [�.07 – .27] .58*** [.41 – .75]

Team outcome confidence .38 .60*** [.46 – .74] .04 [�.13 – .22]

Task cohesion .33 .54*** [.39 – .69] .08 [�.11 – .27]

Social cohesion .25 .38*** [.20 – .56] .22* [.00 – .43]

*p< .05;

**p< .01;

***p< .001
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Previously, we already showed our observed data to
be metrically invariant over levels and sports. Assuming
this metrical invariance in this structural model, no dif-
ference could be detected when also constraining the
structural coefficients. The regression weights of all
structural paths did not differ significantly between
the two performance levels (��2¼ 9.45; �df¼ 8;
p¼ .31), nor between the three sports (��2¼ 20.84;
�df¼ 16; p¼ .18). Consequently, Hypothesis 2 could
be confirmed at high and low performance level and
in each sport. Finally, we also tested an additional con-
straint on the residual variance of the predicted latent
constructs (structural error). The residual variance did
not differ between the two performance levels
(��2¼ 12.04, �df¼ 6, p¼ .06), but it did appear to be
different between the three sports (��2¼ 32.16,
�df¼ 12, p< .01). Further invariance analysis revealed
that no single structural error term could account for
this difference.

The mediating role of team identification. We hypothesized
that the coaches’ and athletes’ leadership would affect
players’ confidence and cohesion through a direct effect
on team identification (H3). In an overarching model as
presented in Figure 3, the total effect of the quality of
coaches’ and athletes’ leadership on the outcome vari-
ables could be assessed while accounting for the struc-
tural relation between the outcome variables. However,
with only team identification being directly predicted
by the coach’s and athletes’ leadership quality,
SEM results revealed a limited fit of our data to this
structural model (�2/df¼ 2.19; CFI¼ .90; TLI¼ .87;
RMSEA¼ .084; pclose¼ .00; SRMR¼ .093). Nonethe-
less, modification indices revealed that a good fit could
be obtained if two additional direct effects were
included in the model: one direct pathway from
athletes’ leadership quality to collective efficacy

and one direct pathway from the coach’s leadership
quality to team outcome confidence (�2/df¼ 1.74;
CFI¼ .94; TLI¼ .92; RMSEA¼ .07; pclose¼ .01;
SRMR¼ .07). It seems reasonable to add these two
pathways to the modal, considering that previous
research revealed only a partial mediation of team iden-
tification in the relation between leadership quality and
team confidence.24,26

The total effects of coach and athlete leadership
quality on the group dynamical construct when
accounting for the structural hierarchy between team
identification, confidence, and cohesion are presented
in Table 4. In line with H3, the study findings confirmed
that team identification fully mediated the relation
between both coach and athlete leadership quality
and task and social cohesion. However, with regard
to team confidence, the results only partly confirm
H3. More specifically, it was found that team identifi-
cation partially mediated the impact of the coach on
team outcome confidence, but did not act as a mediator
in the relation between athlete leadership quality and
athletes’ collective efficacy.

It should be noted that only 168 participants com-
pleted all variables included in the model. This implies
that in the final model including the quality of leader-
ship, the power of our analysis was reduced compared
to the previous model (Figure 2), which included 328
cases. One might argue that the restricted power could
have confounded both the model fit and the insignifi-
cant regression weights. First, with respect to the model
fit, we argue that the 168 cases still exceed the minimum
5:1 cases-to-item ratio.51 In addition, the CFI and TLI,
which are both relative to sample size, exceed the
threshold of .90.52 Finally, for 168 cases and 189
degrees of freedom, the chance of finding a RMSEA
of 0 that is actually higher than .08 is less than 1%.53

Second, with respect to the regression weights, we

Athlete  
leadership quality

Coach 
leadership quality 

Social 
cohesion 

Task 
cohesion 

Team 
identification 

.34***

.59***

.44***

Collective 
efficacy

ns 

.31 

.39***

.28**

Team outcome 
confidence

ns 

.19* 

ns 
.47***

.45 

.39 

.58 

.29***

.51 

.76***

Figure 3. The overarching model, with team identification mediating the impact of coach and athlete leadership on both team

confidence and team cohesion. **p< .01. ***p< .001.

Note: All the variables in the constructed model were included as latent variables (i.e. inferred from the individual items).
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acknowledge that the fact that we had only 168 usable
cases might have resulted in a lack of power to detect a
true insignificant regression weight. Although the rela-
tion of team outcome confidence with social cohesion
was also not significant in the first model (presented in
Figure 2), this was not the case for its relation with task
cohesion (b¼ .23, p< .001). Moreover, a non-hierarch-
ical linear regression with the predicted factor scores,
which were calculated even in the case of missing vari-
ables, indicates that there might be a unique effect of
team outcome confidence on task cohesion (b¼ .35,
p< .001). It should be noted, however, that this relation
is weaker than the relation between collective efficacy
and task cohesion (b¼ .61, p< .001).

Discussion

The present study investigated to what extent the lead-
ership quality of the coach and the athlete leaders was
related to athletes’ team confidence and their percep-
tions of the cohesion in their team. Furthermore, the
study went beyond description and sought to explain
the mechanism through which leaders influenced the
team’s functioning.

The relative impact of coach and athlete leadership

Our first aim was to investigate the concurring influence
of both coach and athlete leadership quality on the dif-
ferent outcome variables. In line with H1a, the findings
demonstrated that the leadership quality of both the
coach and athlete leaders significantly predicted ath-
letes’ team identification. This finding corroborates pre-
vious research suggesting that leaders can influence the
extent to which athletes identify with their
team.2,24,26,27,36

With regard to team confidence, our hypothesis
(H1b), which was based on previous findings of Price
and Weiss,33 was only partly confirmed. However, we

moved beyond their work by differentiating between
team outcome confidence and collective efficacy. The
results revealed contrasting findings for the link
between leadership and both types of team confidence.
More specifically, it was shown that coach leadership
quality predicted athletes’ team outcome confidence,
whereas athlete leadership quality predicted teammates’
collective efficacy.

The relation between the perceived leadership qual-
ity of the coach and team outcome confidence can be
explained by the fact that most team goals are set by the
coach. Even when team goals are set in consultation
with the group, coaches still take their responsibility
to explicate these goals and translate them into prac-
tice. Therefore, it is plausible that the more athletes
perceive their coach as a good leader, the more they
will be confident in their team’s chances to actually
reach these goals (i.e. team outcome confidence).

Athlete leaders, on the other hand, appeared to be
more decisive for athletes’ confidence in the abilities of
their team to function well. This finding aligns with
previous research showing that the positive relation
between athlete leadership quality and collective effi-
cacy was stronger than its relation with team outcome
confidence.24 Although both types of team confidence
have been positively linked with team performance,
athletes’ confidence in the team’s abilities (i.e. collective
efficacy) has been shown to predict the team’s perform-
ance to a greater extent than athletes’ confidence in
obtaining the outcome (i.e. team outcome confi-
dence).17 Furthermore, the team’s belief in the process
is much more controllable than the team’s belief to win,
which is more susceptible to external factors such as the
opponent, dubious referee decisions, or a lucky goal.
Given the more controllable nature of collective efficacy
and its stronger link with performance, we thus suggest
that the impact of the athlete leaders on teammates’
team confidence can be considered as more decisive
than the impact of coaches.

Table 4. Total effects (TE), significance levels (p) and 95% confidence intervals (CI) for all paths in the postulated model.

CLQ ALQ TI CE TOC

TE CI TE CI TE CI TE CI TE CI

TI .25*** [.14 – .37] .41** [.13 – .69]

CE .02 [�.04 – .07] 1.07*** [.67 – 1.47] .08 [�.14 – .29]

TOC .54*** [.38 – .70] .20* [.03 – .37] .49*** [.24 – .74]

TC .26*** [.13 – .39] .69*** [.35 – 1.03] .79*** [.51 – 1.07] .36** [.15 – .56] .14 [�.04 – .33]

SC .21** [.06 – .36] .67** [.29 – 1.05] 1.06*** [.76 – 1.36] .23* [.03 – .44] �.14 [�.32 – .04]

*p< .05;

**p< .01;

***p< .001

Note. CLQ¼ coach leadership quality; ALQ¼ athlete leadership quality; TI¼ team identification; CE¼ collective efficacy; TOC¼ team outcome

confidence; TC¼ task cohesion; SC¼ social cohesion.
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Finally, with regard to team cohesion, it was found
that coach leadership quality was more predictive than
athlete leadership quality for athletes’ perception of the
task cohesion within their team, thereby confirming
H1c and previous research findings.33 However, in con-
trast with H1c, coach leadership quality was also more
strongly related to social cohesion, although also ath-
lete leadership quality did predict a unique part of the
variance in social cohesion.

When also taking into account the indirect effects
(through team identification and collective efficacy),
the total predictive power of athlete leadership quality
on both task cohesion (b¼ .69; p< .001) and social
cohesion (b¼ .67; p< .01) is significantly higher
(when taking into account the 95% confidence inter-
vals) than the predictive power of coach leadership
quality (b¼ .26; p< .001 for task cohesion; b¼ .21;
p< .01 for social cohesion). The main difference
between coaches and athlete leaders lies in the indirect
effect of athlete leaders through their impact on collect-
ive efficacy, which in turn impacts task and social
cohesion.

Mediating mechanisms explaining leaders’ impact

The present study went beyond mere description and
attempted to explain the mechanisms underlying the
impact of the leader on the team’s functioning.

The relations between the group dynamical constructs. First,
we examined the relations between the different out-
come variables. In this regard, it was established that
team identification positively influenced both collective
efficacy and team outcome confidence, which corrobor-
ates previous research.24,26,27 Indeed, athletes who iden-
tify with their team are more likely to attribute more
positive qualities to their team. As such, they will be
more confident in the team’s abilities to function opti-
mally and to obtain their goals.

In line with the work of Heuze et al.,39 we found that
athletes’ team confidence predicted athletes’ percep-
tions of the team cohesion. Moreover, team confidence
was demonstrated to mediate the impact of team iden-
tification on team cohesion. Together these findings
support H2a, stating that athletes’ team identification
is positively associated with athletes’ team confidence,
which in turn predicts their perceptions of the team
cohesion. In contrast to earlier findings of Spink,37

the observed relationships between the constructs
were not only valid for elite teams, but also for recre-
ational teams. In addition, consistency was observed
across the different sports.

Most previous studies found a significant relation
between team confidence and task cohesion, but the
relation with social cohesion was small or absent.39–43

The present findings corroborate these findings and
H2b by demonstrating that the positive relation
between both types of team confidence and task cohe-
sion was stronger than their relation with social cohe-
sion. It should be noted though that in contrast with
most previous studies, collective efficacy was shown to
be significantly linked with social cohesion. In other
words, having confidence in the team’s abilities to func-
tion optimally does strengthen athletes’ feeling of bond-
ing and closeness with their teammates.

Team identification underpinning leaders’ impact on the team

functioning. The present study advances upon previous
studies by moving beyond descriptive analyses to
explore the underlying mechanisms of the leaders’
impact. In this regard, the Social Identity Approach
to Leadership34 proposed that leaders can impact the
team’s functioning to the extent that they can manage a
shared team identification. Although this theory origin-
ates from organizational literature, the study findings
provided further evidence for the application of this
leadership approach in sports settings.

More specifically, in line with H3, the study findings
confirmed that team identification fully mediated the
relation between both coach and athlete leadership
quality and task and social cohesion. As such, it can
be inferred that previous findings for coaches2 can also
be applied to athlete leaders. With regard to team con-
fidence, it was found that team identification only par-
tially mediated the impact of the coach’s leadership
quality on team outcome confidence. This result
points to the existence of other mechanisms through
which coaches affect their teammates’ team outcome
confidence. In this regard, verbal persuasion and mod-
eling confidence and success were proposed as likely
avenues for leaders’ influence on players’ team
confidence.22,54

In contrast with H3, team identification did not act
as a mediator in the relation between athlete leadership
quality and athletes’ collective efficacy, which contrasts
previous research findings.24,26,27 Instead, a strong
direct link emerged between athlete leadership quality
and teammates’ collective efficacy, which might be
attributed to other mechanisms than team identifica-
tion, such as verbal persuasion or modeling
confidence.10,22

With the exception of the relation with collective
efficacy, team identification did mediate coaches’ and
athlete leaders’ influence on team outcome confidence,
task cohesion, and social cohesion. Hence, we conclude
that high-quality team leadership inspires a feeling of
‘us’ rather than feeling like a group of individuals,
which in turn fosters an optimal team functioning,
characterized by increased levels of team confidence
and team cohesion.
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Strengths, limitations, and avenues for further
research

The present study advances upon previous research by
demonstrating that both coaches and athlete leaders
have a unique impact on both team confidence and
team cohesion. In addition, increasing members’ iden-
tification with the team was found to be an important
mechanism underlying the observed relations, thereby
supporting the Social Identity Approach to
Leadership.34 Moreover, the stratified sample consist-
ing of athletes, playing at high and low level, in three
different sports, allowed to us generalize our findings
across performance level and sport. The consistency in
the relations across performance level and across sport
testifies to the reliability and generalizability of the
study’s findings.

Despite these strengths, a number of limitations are
inherent to the study design. Given the particular
focus on team sport athletes, the generalizability of
our findings to individual athletes competing in
teams (e.g. relay race, cycling) remains to be investi-
gated. Furthermore, given the cross-sectional nature
of our data, no causal influences can be inferred.
Based on a longitudinal study in elite handball
teams,39 we assumed that team confidence would pre-
dict team cohesion and the good fit of the SEM
models provided support for this assumption.
However, it is likely that the relation between team
confidence and team cohesion constitutes a reciprocal
relation, because recent studies suggested that team
cohesion can also influence team confidence.42,55

Future research could adopt an experimental design
to verify the direction of the relation between team
confidence and team confidence. Furthermore, such
experimental research could confirm our assumption
that both coaches and athlete leaders impact the
team functioning.

Because our study revealed that the quality of both
coach and athlete leadership each uniquely contributed
to the creation of an optimal team environment, inter-
vention studies could apply these findings into practice.
More specifically, researchers could create a structure
of shared leadership in the team by formalizing athletes
as task, motivational, and social leader. Selecting these
athlete leaders based on the perceptions of the other
players by using social network analysis (for an exam-
ple, see Fransen et al.14) will ensure that players accept
the appointed leaders as their leaders, and as such con-
stitutes a good strategy to strengthen the perceived ath-
lete leadership quality. In this way, intervention studies
can provide a deeper insight in the impact of a shared
leadership structure on team outcomes, such as team
confidence and team cohesion, but also motivational
climate and performance.

Practical implications

The study findings emphasize that although coach lead-
ership is important, also athlete leaders have the power
to uniquely contribute to an optimal team environment.
As such, coaches should not rely only on their own
leadership, but should also try to foster a structure of
shared leadership. This viewpoint has also been
adopted in recent theorizing on servant leadership.56,57

In contrast to traditional leadership approaches (i.e.
coach as only leader of the team, hierarchically pos-
itioned above the athletes), a servant coach is primarily
concerned with serving others and shares the power
amongst team members. In this regard, our findings
further corroborate previous research indicating a posi-
tive impact of servant leadership on team confidence58

and team cohesion.59

Furthermore, it is important to keep in mind that in
addition to coach and athlete leadership in general,
also the quality of each of the specific leadership
roles (i.e. task, motivational, and social leader) was
positively related with team identification, team confi-
dence, and team cohesion. Therefore, it can be recom-
mended that coaches identify athlete leaders on each of
the leadership roles. Indeed, previous research revealed
that the more leadership roles were occupied in the
team, the stronger the athletes’ team confidence,
the higher their team identification, and the better the
team was placed in the ranking.13 Moreover, after iden-
tifying the athlete leaders, coaches should invest suffi-
cient time to guide their athlete leaders in improving
their leadership abilities, given that their perceived
leadership quality proved to be essential for an optimal
team functioning.

Conclusion

Coaches, together with their athlete leaders, can
inspire players to identify with their team. The
shared feeling of ‘us’ rather than being a group of
I’s will in turn create a stronger confidence in obtain-
ing the goals and will foster the task and social cohe-
sion within the team. By sharing the lead and
working together, an optimal team environment can
be created.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with

respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

768 International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching 11(6)



References

1. Horn TS. Coaching effectiveness in the sport domain.

In: Horn TS (ed.) Advances in sport psychology.

Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics, 2008, pp.239–267.
2. De Backer M, Boen F, Ceux T, et al. Do perceived justice

and need support of the coach predict team identification

and cohesion? Testing their relative importance among

top volleyball and handball players in Belgium and

Norway. Psychol Sport Exerc 2011; 12: 192–201.
3. Gillet N, Vallerand RJ, Amoura S, et al. Influence of

coaches’ autonomy support on athletes’ motivation and

sport performance: a test of the hierarchical model of

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Psychol Sport Exerc

2010; 11: 155–161.
4. Hampson R and Jowett S. Effects of coach leadership

and coach–athlete relationship on collective efficacy.

Scand J Med Sci Sport 2014; 24: 454–460.
5. Crozier AJ, Loughead TM and Munroe-Chandler KJ.

Examining the benefits of athlete leaders in sport.

J Sport Behav 2013; 36: 346–364.

6. Cotterill ST and Fransen K. Athlete leadership in sport

teams: Current understanding and future directions. Int

Rev Sport Exerc Psychol 2016; 9: 116–133.
7. Pearce CL and Sims HP. Vertical versus shared leader-

ship as predictors of the effectiveness of change manage-

ment teams: an examination of aversive, directive,

transactional, transformational, and empowering leader

behaviors. Group Dyn-Theory Res Pract 2002; 6: 172–197.
8. Manz CC, Pearce CL, Mott JW, et al. Don’t take the

lead . . . share the lead: surprising leadership lessons

from big time college sports. Organ Dynam 2013; 42:

54–60.

9. Martens R. Coaches guide to sport psychology.

Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics, 1987.

10. Watson CB, Chemers MM and Preiser N. Collective effi-

cacy: A multilevel analysis. Pers Soc Psychol Bull 2001;

27: 1057–1068.
11. Loughead TM, Fransen K, Van Puyenbroeck S, et al. An

examination of the relationship between athlete leader-

ship and cohesion using social network analysis.

J Sports Sci 2016; 34: 2063–2073.
12. Loughead TM, Hardy J and Eys MA. The nature of ath-

lete leadership. J Sport Behav 2006; 29: 142–158.
13. Fransen K, Vanbeselaere N, De Cuyper B, et al. The

myth of the team captain as principal leader: Extending

the athlete leadership classification within sport teams. J

Sports Sci 2014; 32: 1389–1397.
14. Fransen K, Van Puyenbroeck S, Loughead TM, et al.

Who takes the lead? Social network analysis as pioneer-

ing tool to investigate shared leadership within sports

teams. Soc Network 2015; 43: 28–38.

15. Rees CR and Segal MW. Role differentiation in groups:

the relationship between instrumental and expressive

leadership. Small Group Behav 1984; 15: 109–123.
16. Kleinert J, Ohlert J, Carron B, et al. Group dynamics in

sports: an overview and recommendations on diagnostic

and intervention. Sport Psychol 2012; 26: 412–434.

17. Fransen K, Decroos S, Vanbeselaere N, et al. Is team

confidence the key to success? The reciprocal relation

between collective efficacy, team outcome confidence,

and perceptions of team performance during soccer

games. J Sports Sci 2015; 33: 219–231.

18. Stajkovic AD, Lee D and Nyberg AJ. Collective efficacy,

group potency, and group performance: meta-analyses of

their relationships, and test of a mediation model. J Appl

Psychol 2009; 94: 814–828.
19. Carron AV, Colman MM, Wheeler J, et al. Cohesion and

performance in sport: a meta analysis. J Sport Exerc

Psychol 2002; 24: 168–188.
20. Loughead TM and Hardy J. An examination of coach

and peer leader behaviors in sport. Psychol Sport Exerc

2005; 6: 303–312.

21. Fransen K, Kleinert J, Dithurbide L, et al. Collective

efficacy or team outcome confidence? Development and

validation of the Observational Collective Efficacy Scale

for Sports (OCESS). Int J Sport Psychol 2014; 45:

121–137.

22. Fransen K, Vanbeselaere N, De Cuyper B, et al.

Perceived sources of team confidence in soccer and bas-

ketball. Med Sci Sports Exerc 2015; 47: 1470–1484.
23. Keshtan MH, Ramzaninezhad R, Kordshooli SS, et al.

The relationship between collective efficacy and coaching

behaviors in professional volleyball league of Iran clubs.

World J Sport Sci 2010; 3: 1–6.

24. Fransen K, Coffee P, Vanbeselaere N, et al. The impact

of athlete leaders on team members’ team outcome con-

fidence: a test of mediation by team identification and

collective efficacy. Sport Psychol 2014; 28: 347–360.
25. Price MS and Weiss MR. Peer leadership in sport: rela-

tionships among personal characteristics, leader behav-

iors, and team outcomes. J Appl Sport Psychol 2011;

23: 49–64.

26. Fransen K, Haslam SA, Steffens NK, et al. Believing in

us: exploring leaders’ capacity to enhance team confi-

dence and performance by building a sense of shared

social identity. J Exp Psych Appl 2015; 21: 89–100.
27. Fransen K, Steffens NK, Haslam SA, et al. We will be

champions: Leaders’ confidence in ‘us’ inspires team

members’ team confidence and performance. Scand J

Med Sci Sports 2016; (in press).
28. Chelladurai P and Saleh SD. Dimensions of leader behav-

ior in sports: Development of a leadership scale. J Sport

Psychol 1980; 2: 34–45.
29. Shields DLL, Gardner DE, Bredemeier BJL, et al. The

relationship between leadership behaviors and group

cohesion in team sports. J Psychol 1997; 131: 196–210.

30. Vincer DJ, Baker AM, Loughead TM, et al. The role of

athlete leadership in dyadic team sports. J Sport Exerc

Psychol 2007; 29: S209–S210.

31. Smith MJ, Arthur CA, Hardy J, et al. Transformational

leadership and task cohesion in sport: the mediating role

of intrateam communication. Psychol Sport Exerc 2013;

14: 249–257.
32. Callow N, Smith MJ, Hardy L, et al. Measurement of

transformational leadership and its relationship with

Fransen et al. 769



team cohesion and performance level. J Appl Sport
Psychol 2009; 21: 395–412.

33. Price MS and Weiss MR. Relationships among coach

leadership, peer leadership, and adolescent athletes’ psy-
chosocial and team outcomes: a test of transformational
leadership theory. J Appl Sport Psychol 2013; 25:
265–279.

34. Haslam SA, Reicher SD and Platow MJ. The new psych-
ology of leadership: identity, influence and power. New
York, NY: Psychology Press, 2011, p.267.

35. Tajfel H and Turner JC. An integrative theory of inter-
group conflict. In: Austin WG and Worchel S (eds) The
social psychology of intergroup relations. Monterey, CA:

Brooks-Cole, 1979, pp.33–47.
36. De Cuyper B, Boen F, Van Beirendonck C, et al. When

do elite cyclists go the extra mile? Team identification

mediates the relationship between perceived leadership
qualities of the captain and social laboring. Int J Sport
Psychol 2016; 47: 355–372.

37. Spink KS. Group cohesion and collective efficacy of vol-

leyball teams. J Sport Exerc Psychol 1990; 12: 301–311.
38. Heuze JP, Raimbault N and Fontayne P. Relationships

between cohesion, collective efficacy and performance in

professional basketball teams: an examination of mediat-
ing effects. J Sports Sci 2006; 24: 59–68.

39. Heuze JP, Bosselut G and Thomas JP. Should the coa-

ches of elite female handball teams focus on collective
efficacy or group cohesion? Sport Psychol 2007; 21:
383–399.

40. Kozub S and Mc Donnel J. Exploring the relationship

between cohesion and collective efficacy in rugby teams.
J Sport Behav 2000; 23: 120–129.

41. Paskevich DM, Brawley LR, Dorsch KD, et al.

Relationship between collective efficacy and team cohe-
sion: Conceptual and measurement issues. Group Dynam
1999; 3: 210–222.
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Appendix 2.

Table 6. Fit indices, at high and low level and for the different

sports, for the structural model, demonstrating that team con-

fidence (i.e. team outcome confidence and collective efficacy)

partly mediates the relationship between team identification and

team cohesion (task and social cohesion).

�2/df CFI TLI RMSEA pclose SRMR

High level 2.24 .94 .95 .08 .001 .06

Low level 1.58 .96 .95 .07 .11 .05

Soccer 1.86 .94 .92 .085 <.001 .06

Volleyball 1.75 .91 .88 .097 <.001 .07

Handball 1.80 .94 .93 .079 .01 .06

Appendix 1.

Table 5. Fit indices for the factor structure of team identifica-

tion, team outcome confidence, collective efficacy, and task and

social cohesion, separately at high and low level, and for the three

different sports.

�2/df CFI TLI RMSEA pclose SRMR

High level 2.24 .94 .92 .08 <.001 .06

Low level 1.58 .96 .95 .07 .11 .05

Soccer 1.81 .94 .92 .08 .01 .06

Volleyball 1.78 .91 .88 .10 <.001 .08

Handball 1.80 .94 .93 .08 .01 .06
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