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“Yes, we can!” review on team confidence in sports
Katrien Fransen1, Niels Mertens1, Deborah Feltz2 and Filip Boen1
During the last decade, team confidence has received more
and more attention in the sport psychology literature. Research
has demonstrated that athletes who are more confident in their
team’s abilities exert more effort, set more challenging goals,
are more resilient when facing adversities, and ultimately
perform better. This article reviews the existing literature in
order to provide more clarity in terms of the conceptualization
and the operationalization of team confidence. We thereby
distinguish between collective efficacy (i.e., process-oriented
team confidence) and team outcome confidence (i.e.,
outcome-oriented team confidence). In addition, both the
sources as well as the outcomes of team confidence will be
discussed. Furthermore, we will go deeper into the dispersion
of team confidence and we will evaluate the current guidelines
on how to measure both types of team confidence. Building
upon this base, the article then highlights interesting avenues
for future research in order to further improve both our
theoretical knowledge on team confidence and its application
to the field.
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“Believe in yourself” is an old saying that you have
probably heard a million times, especially when you
engage in sports. Numerous research studies have indeed
evidenced that self-confidence can lead to significant
performance improvements (for a review, see Ref. [1]).
More recently, research attention has shifted to team
confidence. Athletes having confidence in the abilities
of their team constitutes an essential factor in the success
of sports teams [2]. Especially in tight games, when the
stakes are high and the mental pressure peaks, team
confidence can make the difference between winning
and losing. This review will summarize the latest
advancements and trends in team confidence research.
In addition, we will outline interesting avenues for future
research.

Clarifying the construct of team confidence
Before going into detail on the advantages of team
confidence, it is important to clearly define team confidence, as the existent literature is characterized by inconsistencies regarding the conceptualization, operationalization, and measurement of this construct [3]. Recent
evolvements in the literature have provided more clarity
by distinguishing between two types of team confidence:
collective efficacy and team outcome confidence [4,5].
Collective efficacy was originally defined by Bandura [6]
as “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capability to
organize and execute the courses of action required to
produce given levels of attainment.” In other words,
collective efficacy is a clearly process-oriented type of
confidence: it comprises athletes’ confidence in the skills
of their team required to accomplish a certain task. For
example, athletes’ collective efficacy can refer to their
confidence in the team’s ability to cope well with setbacks, to encourage each other in the game, to react
enthusiastically as a team when making a point, and so on.
By contrast, the second type (i.e., team outcome confidence) is clearly outcome-oriented: it refers to athletes’
confidence in their team’s abilities to obtain a given
outcome (e.g., the confidence that your team has the
abilities to win the game or to finish in the top three of
the ranking). Team outcome confidence should not be
confused with Bandura’s notion of outcome expectancies
[6]. Outcome expectancies have been defined as the
belief that certain behaviors will lead to certain outcomes
(e.g., the confidence that you will obtain approval from
your coach if your team wins the game). By contrast, team
outcome confidence refers to athletes’ belief in the team’s
abilities to obtain their goal (e.g., to win the game). In this
review, we will focus on collective efficacy and team
outcome confidence, thereby using the term ‘team
www.sciencedirect.com
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confidence’ as overarching construct encompassing both
concepts.

Team confidence as dynamic construct
It is important to emphasize that team confidence is not a
fixed trait, but rather a dynamic construct [7]. In other
words, athletes’ confidence in the capabilities of their
team may fluctuate in the course of weeks, days, or even
during a game. Nevertheless, most studies on team confidence are cross-sectional in nature and measure team
confidence as a trait concept. Only few studies succeeded
in mapping the dynamics of team confidence over the
course of a season (e.g., [8–10]). Although these studies
examined rather long-term fluctuations in team confidence, it is often the changes within a single game that
make the difference between winning and losing [11].
Unfortunately, these in-game dynamics have only rarely
been examined. This lack of research on in-game dynamics is related to feasibility concerns [7]: it is challenging
to obtain permission by coaches and athletes to administer questionnaires during a competitive game.
Two exceptions can be noted. First, Edmonds et al. [12]
measured athletes’ collective efficacy at three time points
during an adventure race. Their study findings highlight
the dynamic nature of collective efficacy: the collective
efficacy of the more successful teams increased throughout the race, whereas the collective efficacy of the less
succesful teams decreased. Second, Fransen et al. [11]
measured athletes’ collective efficacy and team outcome
confidence at three time points within competitive soccer
games (i.e., before the game, at half-time, at the end of the
game). Their findings corroborated the dynamic nature of
both types of team confidence: all correlations between
team confidence before the game, during half-time, and
after the game were below 0.50, with exception of the
correlation between collective efficacy at half time and
collective efficacy after the game (r = 0.67). These
insights highlight the importance of mapping the in-game
dynamics of both collective efficacy and team outcome
confidence. Unfortunately, repeated measurement of
these constructs within a single game is impeded by
the usage of (usually) long questionnaires. Short questionnaires or observational assessments may constitute a
promising alternative to capture the in-game dynamics of
team confidence. We will discuss these options more in
detail in the future research section.

Dispersion of team confidence
In this section, we will focus on collective efficacy
because, to our knowledge, no former evidence on the
dispersion of team outcome confidence exists. Watson
et al. [13] found support for collective efficacy as a shared
belief by revealing within-team agreement and interdependence of team members’ collective efficacy beliefs.
However, team members do not always agree in their
beliefs about their team’s collective capabilities.
www.sciencedirect.com

Moreover, different sport teams do not necessarily have
the same degree of within-team variation. Even though
collective efficacy is defined as a shared belief [6], various
authors have argued that collective efficacy does not need
to have a particular level of consensus to be considered as
a team concept [7,14,15]. The dispersion of efficacy
perceptions within a team – that is, the within team-level
variability in the magnitude of collective efficacy perceptions [16] – can reveal interesting relationships between
collective efficacy and team effectiveness. In fact, it
might be misguided to ignore the individual, within-team
perceptions of collective efficacy because this approach
disregards interesting within-team variability that could
be partitioned and explained [14].
Further, although the magnitude of the efficacy dispersion is important to consider when trying to understand
how collective efficacy shapes team functioning, this
magnitude ignores the different forms of dispersion in
collective efficacy. For example, DeRue et al. [16] noted
that team members in different positions on a team (e.g.,
forwards, defenders, etc.) may differ in how they view the
team’s capabilities in a bimodal form of dispersion. For
example, the beliefs in the team’s capabilities might be
lower in one subgroup than in the rest of the team. In this
case, the social categorization theory [17] argues that team
members tend to increase social interaction within their
own subgroup while decreasing the communication with
the rest of the team. Increased conflict and less social
integration within the team often result (e.g., [18]).
Other forms of dispersion (e.g., minority view, fragmented
dispersion) are hypothesized to lead to different effects
on team functioning [16], which are too detailed to
explain in this paper (the interested reader is directed
to Ref. [16]). However, all forms of efficacy dispersion
may also affect team functioning differently at different
phases of team performance. For example, DeRue et al.
[16] argued that collective efficacy dispersion is especially
important in the preparatory phase of team performance.
More specifically, as dispersion causes team members to
reappraise the team’s task strategies, a greater dispersion
was suggested to lead to enhanced team effort and
improved performance.
Despite these theoretical suggestions, there are no known
published studies within sport that have investigated the
dispersion of collective efficacy or team outcome confidence. One unpublished field experiment [19] did manipulate the dispersion of collective efficacy beliefs (bimodal
form) in rugby scrum teams performing against a scrum
sled. The results suggested that even when dispersion of
collective efficacy beliefs occurs in sports teams, it may
not significantly affect the strength of the relationship
between collective efficacy and team performance.
Future research should examine the impact of collective
efficacy dispersion on team-level processes, such as
Current Opinion in Psychology 2017, 16:98–103
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communication, cohesion, and satisfaction, not only in the
short term but also in the long term. Furthermore, it
would be interesting to investigate whether these findings also apply to the dispersion of athletes’ team outcome confidence.

Outcomes of team confidence
Research findings demonstrated that athletes who were
more confident in their team’s abilities exerted more
effort [20], set more challenging goals [21], and were
more resilient when facing adversities [2,20]. In addition,
teams with a strong team confidence were shown to be
more cohesive [22,23]. Furthermore, when analyzing the
difference between the outcomes of process-oriented
collective efficacy and of outcome-oriented team outcome confidence, recent research specifies that in particular athletes’ collective efficacy, rather than their team
outcome confidence, is predictive for both the task and
social cohesion within the team [24]. Moreover, athletes
who reported higher levels of team confidence (both
collective efficacy and team outcome confidence) ultimately performed better [11,12,25,26,27]. Whereas
team outcome confidence appeared to be the best predictor for the performance of student teams on a course
assignment [4], collective efficacy was demonstrated to be
the best predictor of performance in sports teams [11].
Nevertheless, we can conclude that both types of team
confidence are important predictors for the team’s functioning and, as a consequence, for the team’s success.

Sources of team confidence
As noted above, team confidence is a dynamic construct,
susceptible to change. Given the beneficial effect of
athletes’ team confidence on their performance, it is
important to identify the factors that shape and influence
their team confidence. Research on the sources of team
confidence was inspired by the work of Bandura [6]. He
identified four important sources of one’s situation-specific self-confidence (i.e., self-efficacy), sources which also
appeared to be predictive for one’s team confidence; (1)
mastery experiences or past performance (i.e., previous
team successes boost athletes’ team confidence); (2)
vicarious experiences (i.e., seeing similar teams succeed
can strengthen athletes’ team confidence); (3) social
persuasion (i.e., verbal persuasion by others that the team
has the requested abilities); and (4) physiological and
emotional states (e.g., stress or arousal can influence
athletes’ team confidence). Given the specificity of a
team sports context, additional sources of athletes’ team
confidence were identified. For example, preparation
effort, practice performance, and perceptions of cohesion
fostered athletes’ team confidence (e.g., [28]), while team
conflict hampered athletes’ confidence in the team’s
abilities [29,30]. Overall, comparing more than 100 potential sources of team confidence, confident leadership was
consistently identified as one of the most important
sources [13,31,32,33–35].
Current Opinion in Psychology 2017, 16:98–103

Confident leadership can be provided by both coaches
and athlete leaders (i.e., athletes within the team who
occupy a leadership role). Fransen et al. [32] revealed
that both coaches and athlete leaders emerged as key
triggers of both upward and downward spirals of team
confidence, thereby affecting all team members. While
team confidence expressed by athlete leaders was most
predictive for an upward spiral, a lack of confidence
expressed by coaches was found to be one of the main
instigators of a downward spiral. These findings applied
to both collective efficacy and team outcome confidence.
Fransen et al. [24] highlighted that athlete leaders, rather
than the coach, impacted collective efficacy. By contrast,
both coaches and athlete leaders impacted team outcome
confidence. The significant influence of athlete leaders
was further corroborated in various experimental studies.
These experiments demonstrated that when the leader
expressed high (rather than neutral or low) team confidence, team members perceived their team to be more
efficacious and were more confident in the team’s ability
to win [26,27].
Going deeper into the mechanisms underpinning this
effect, it was shown that coaches can impact the collective
efficacy of their athletes by setting up a mastery climate.
In such a mastery climate coaches provide positive reinforcements to athletes on the basis of hard work, improvement, and good team work [36]. Furthermore, it was
found that both coaches and athlete leaders impact
athletes’ team confidence by fostering athletes’ identification with their team. In other words, leaders are able to
inspire a shared feeling of ‘us’ within the team, rather
than feeling like a bunch of individuals. And it is in
particular this strengthened team identification that fosters both athletes’ collective efficacy and their team
outcome confidence [24,26,27,37].

Measuring team confidence
It is important to distinguish between measures of collective efficacy and measures of team outcome confidence. Although team outcome confidence clearly lacks
the process-oriented focus that Bandura stressed, many
researchers have used this outcome-oriented measure to
allegedly assess collective efficacy (e.g., [31,38,39–41]).
When measuring both types of team confidence, it is
important to keep in mind that, although team confidence
is a group’s shared belief, it still reflects individuals’
perceptions of the group’s capabilities [6].
The measurement of collective efficacy has followed two
approaches. The first has been to take an aggregate of the
individual efficacies of the team members. If the interdependence of team members is low, such as might be
found in golf teams, this method may have some merit [6].
However, most groups, especially in sport, are interactive.
A better method to capture a group’s beliefs in their
collective abilities is to ask team members about their
www.sciencedirect.com
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perceptions of the group’s abilities, not about their individual abilities [10]. This method has been adopted,
either by having players rate their own confidence in their
team (e.g., [10,11]), or by having them rate how they
think their team feels (e.g., [42]). Fransen et al. [5]
demonstrated a high correlation between both stems.
Because teams do not necessarily have the same degree
of within-team variation, researchers should consider
using multi-level modeling (HLM), which analyzes collective efficacy at both individual and group level [7].
Much of the collective efficacy research in sport has
utilized specific measurement scales for different sports
(e.g., [10] for hockey and [36] for rowing). While these
sport-specific collective efficacy scales have been useful,
more recently two general questionnaires have been
developed to measure collective efficacy across different
sports, namely the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for
Sports (CEQS; [43]) and the Observational Collective
Efficacy Scale for Sports (OCESS; [5]). Their utility
may be tied to the fact that they are specific to sport but
not limited to just one sport. That is, they allow for a
comparison of collective efficacy levels within and across
sports [43]. As these general collective efficacy questionnaires can target participants across all sports, more participants can be involved in the studies. As a result, these
measures can also provide more power to investigate the
network of variables that correlate with collective efficacy
beliefs.
However, it should be noted that only four subscales of
the CEQS (i.e., Effort, Preparation, Persistence, and
Unity) clearly assess the process-oriented collective efficacy, which is the aim of the CEQS. In contrast, the
‘Ability’ subscale of the CEQS (with items focusing on
outplaying the opposing team) is clearly outcome-oriented. Therefore, this subscale should be considered as
a measure of team outcome confidence, rather than as a
measure of collective efficacy. However, the most frequent used method to assess team outcome confidence is
by using single items, such as “I believe that our team has
the abilities to win the upcoming game” [5].

Suggestions for future research
Although team confidence is a dynamic construct, which
fluctuates even within a single game, longitudinal studies
on these in-game fluctuations are sparse. This is unfortunate since also the relation between team confidence and
performance tends to vary within the game. For example,
Fransen et al. [11] found no relation between soccer
players’ team confidence before the game and their
performance of the first half. By contrast, players’ team
confidence at half-time did predict their performance in
the second half. These remarkable in-game dynamics
clearly underpin the need for longitudinal studies examining the short-term in-game fluctuations of team confidence (e.g., each 10 min). Such studies would also allow
www.sciencedirect.com

simultaneous measures of team confidence and performance, thereby providing maximal information on their
dynamic interplay in competition. Given that feasibility
concerns often prevent in-game administration of questionnaires, observational measures might pave the way to
more continuous in-game monitoring of team confidence.
The Observational Collective Efficacy Scale for Sports
[5] might provide a first step in this direction.
A second avenue for future research would be to identify
potential moderators of the relationship between team
confidence and performance. In their meta-analysis on
self-confidence, Woodman and Hardy [44] revealed that
both sex and competitive level moderated the relationship between self-confidence and performance. More
specifically, for male athletes and high-level athletes (i.
e., active at national or international level) the relationship
was stronger. Previous studies that investigated the relationship between team confidence and performance used
a sample of either exclusively male athletes (e.g., [11
,45]) or exclusively female athletes (e.g., [25]). Moreover,
the samples were restricted to a specific performance
level. With regard to the sources of team confidence, it
has been found that the same sources are generally
perceived as most predictable for team confidence,
regardless of athletes’ age, sex, previous sport experience,
or competitive level [32]. Nevertheless, some interesting differences emerged. For example, younger athletes
considered positive coaching as more predictive for their
collective efficacy than older athletes did. Similarly,
future studies could verify whether age, sex, and competitive level also moderate the relationship between
team confidence and performance.
Third, the current literature lacks intervention studies in
which collective efficacy is built throughout a season.
Numerous authors have observed the dynamics of team
confidence throughout the season in a qualitative way
[8,9] or have provided suggestions on how to foster
athletes’ team confidence (e.g., by focusing on the role
of imagery or observation; [46,47]). Nevertheless, only
few intervention or experimental studies have been conducted to apply their suggestions in a competitive sports
setting. Those experimental studies that do exist have
focused on athlete leaders and social observation (i.e., a
form of vicarious experience) as important sources of
team confidence [26,27,48]. For example, two experiments demonstrated that when athlete leaders were
asked to express confidence in their team, they had an
instant positive effect on the team confidence and performance of their teammates [26,27]. Likewise, when
the athlete leader expressed a discouraged body language, team members’ team confidence significantly
dropped and their performance deteriorated. Additional
studies should be conducted to identify alternate sources
of team confidence. Furthermore, on-field intervention
studies would allow to verify how these short-term effects
Current Opinion in Psychology 2017, 16:98–103
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(e.g., asking an athlete leader to express team confidence)
can be used to build team confidence in existing competitive teams.

Conclusion
A thorough knowledge on team confidence is important
given that teams with higher levels of team confidence
demonstrate a better team functioning, are better able to
cope with setbacks, and ultimately perform better.
Amongst other sources, leaders in the team (both coaches
and athlete leaders) have been demonstrated to be key
triggers of both upward and downward spirals of team
confidence, thereby affecting the team performance. This
knowledge, gained over the past years, can be used as a
strong empirical foundation to underpin future on-field
intervention studies.
An important gap in the current understanding remains
the lack of knowledge on the in-game fluctuations of team
confidence and on how these fluctuations can impact on
athletes’ performance. As in other domains of sport psychology, the challenge consists in gaining real-time access
to athletes within competitive games. Only in these
situations, where the ecological validity is maximized, a
deeper insight into the dynamical relation between team
confidence and performance can be obtained. An important step forward in this pursuit would be to develop new
measures that allow a measurement of team confidence
through observation.
If these in-game studies corroborate the existing knowledge on the link between team confidence and performance, then coaches and athlete leaders have a very
powerful tool to maximize their team’s performance.
Indeed, team confidence is a dynamic process that can
to some extent be controlled and steered in the right
direction. Therefore, by optimizing the different sources
of team confidence, coaches and athlete leaders will be
able to inspire their athletes to ‘believe in us’. And it is in
particular this strengthened team confidence that carves
out a path to success and transforms a bunch of individuals into a championing team.

Conflict of interest
The authors declare that they have no competing
interests.

2.

Morgan PBC, Fletcher D, Sarkar M: Defining and characterizing
team resilience in elite sport. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2013,
14:549-559.

3.

Shearer DA, Holmes P, Mellalieu SD: Collective efficacy in sport:
the future from a social neuroscience perspective. Int. Rev.
Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2009, 2:38-53.

4.

Collins CG, Parker SK: Team capability beliefs over time:
distinguishing between team potency, team outcome efficacy,
and team process efficacy. J. Occup. Org. Psychol. 2010,
83:1003-1023.

5.


Fransen K, Kleinert J, Dithurbide L, Vanbeselaere N, Boen F:
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.
The main aim of this study was to test the validity of previous collective
efficacy measures, as the field was characterized by inconsistency and
ambiguity when it came to measuring the construct. An online survey was
completed by 4451 players and coaches from nine different team sports.
This study was the first to conceptually distinguish between collective
efficacy and team outcome confidence. Furthermore, the validity of the
Observational Collective Efficacy Scale for Sports (OCESS) was established as short measure of process-oriented collective efficacy.

6.

Bandura A: Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York:
Freeman; 1997.

7.


Myers ND, Feltz DL: From self-efficacy to collective efficacy in
sport: transitional methodological issues. In Handbook of
Sport Psychology, 3rd ed. Edited by Tenenbaum G, Eklund RC.
John Wiley & Sons Inc.; 2007:799-819.
This book chapter provides a very clear and concisive overview on the
methodological issues that were observed in the emerging research line
on team confidence in sport. A number of recommendations regarding
specific methodological issues in collective efficacy research are put forth
in this chapter, with the purpose to move this important area of inquiry
forward.
8.

MacLean D, Sullivan PJ: A season long case study investigation
of collective efficacy in male intercollegiate basketball. Athl.
Insight 2003, 5:1-9.

9.

Ronglan LT: Building and communicating collective efficacy: a
season-long in-depth study of an elite sport team. Sport
Psychol. 2007, 21:78-93.

10. Feltz DL, Lirgg CD: Perceived team and player efficacy in
hockey. J. Appl. Psychol. 1998, 83:557-564.
11. Fransen K, Decroos S, Vanbeselaere N, De Cuyper B, Vande
 Broek G, Vanroy J, Boen F: 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, 33:219231.
This manuscript extended previous research on the reciprocal relation
between team confidence and team performance in two ways. First, the
authors distinguished between collective efficacy and team outcome
confidence, thereby demonstrating different relations with performance.
Second, by assessing both types not only before and after soccer games,
but for the first time also during half-time, they provided deeper insight
into the in-game dynamics of both constructs as well as their in-game
relationship with perceived team performance.
12. Edmonds WA, Tenenbaum G, Kamata A, Johnson MB: The role of
collective efficacy in adventure racing teams. Small Group Res.
2009, 40:163-180.
13. Watson CB, Chemers MM, Preiser N: Collective efficacy: a
multilevel analysis. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2001, 27:1057-1068.

References and recommended reading
Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review,
have been highlighted as:
 of special interest
 of outstanding interest
1.

Moritz SE, Feltz DL, Fahrbach KR, Mack DE: The relation of selfefficacy measures to sport performance: a meta-analytic
review. Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 2000, 71:280-294.

Current Opinion in Psychology 2017, 16:98–103

14. Moritz SE, Watson CB: Levels of analysis issues in group
psychology: using efficacy as an example of a multilevel
model. Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 1998, 2:285-298.
15. Feltz DL, Short SE, Sullivan PJ: Self-Efficacy in Sport. Champaign,
IL: Human Kinetics; 2008.
16. DeRue DS, Hollenbeck JR, Ilgen DR, Feltz D: Efficacy dispersion
in teams: moving beyond agreement and aggregation. Pers.
Psychol. 2010, 63:1-40.
www.sciencedirect.com

“Yes, we can!” review on team confidence in sports Fransen et al. 103

17. Tajfel H, Turner JC: An integrative theory of intergroup conflict.
In The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations. Edited by Austin
WG, Worchel S. Brooks-Cole; 1979:33-47.
18. Mortensen M, Hinds PJ: Conflict and shared identity in
geographically distributed teams. Int. J. Confl. Manage. 2001,
12:212-238.
19. Dithurbide L, Sullivan P, Feltz DL, Chow G: Collective efficacy
dispersion: a preliminary rugby lab study. J. Sport Exerc.
Psychol. 2010, 32:S156-S157.
20. Greenlees IA, Graydon JK, Maynard IW: The impact of collective
efficacy beliefs on effort and persistence in a group task. J.
Sports Sci. 1999, 17:151-158.
21. Silver WS, Bufanio KM: The impact of group efficacy and group
goals on group task performance. Small Group Res. 1996,
27:347-359.
22. Kozub S, Mc Donnel J: Exploring the relationship between
cohesion and collective efficacy in rugby teams. J. Sport
Behav. 2000, 23:120-129.
23. Heuze JP, Bosselut G, Thomas JP: Should the coaches of elite
female handball teams focus on collective efficacy or group
cohesion? Sport Psychol. 2007, 21:383-399.
24. Fransen K, Decroos S, Vande Broek G, Boen F: Leading from the

top or leading from within? A comparison between coaches’
and athletes’ leadership as predictors of team identification,
team confidence, and team cohesion. Int. J. Sports Sci. Coach.
2016, 11:757-771.
This manuscript is the first to examine the impact of coaches and athlete
leaders on both collective efficacy and team outcome confidence concurrently. The study findings revealed that both coaches and athlete
leaders predicted a unique part of the variance of team confidence.
Furthermore, the study provided more insight on the mechanism underpining the leaders’ impact, with the social identity approach on leadership
as framework.
25. Myers ND, Paiement CA, Feltz DL: Reciprocal relationships
between collective efficacy and team performance in
women’s ice hockey. Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 2004, 8:182195.
26. Fransen K, Steffens NK, Haslam SA, Vanbeselaere N, Vande
Broek G, Boen F: We will be champions: leaders’ confidence in
‘us’ inspires team members’ team confidence and
performance. Scand. J. Med. Sci. Sports 2016, 26:1455-1469.
27. Fransen K, Haslam SA, Steffens NK, Vanbeselaere N, De

Cuyper B, Boen F: Believing in us: exploring leaders’ capacity
to enhance team confidence and performance by building a
sense of shared social identity. J. Exp. Psychol. Appl. 2015,
21:89-100.
This experimental study was the first to reveal that athlete leaders can
impact the collective efficacy and the team outcome confidence of their
teammates in both positive and negative ways. Furthermore, the study
provides more insight in the mechanism underpinning the impact of
athlete leaders, with the social identity approach to leadership as
framework.
28. Chase MA, Feltz DL, Lirgg CD: Sources of collective and
individual efficacy of collegiate athletes. Int. J. Sport Exerc.
Psychol. 2003, 1:180-191.
29. Leo FM, Gonzalez-Ponce I, Sanchez-Miguel PA: Role conflict and
team conflict as debilitators of collective efficacy. Rev. Psicol.
Deporte 2015, 24:171-176.
30. Leo FM, González-Ponce I, Sánchez-Miguel PA, Ivarsson A,
Garcı́a-Calvo T: Role ambiguity, role conflict, team conflict,
cohesion and collective efficacy in sport teams: a multilevel
analysis. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2015, 20:60-66.
31. Fransen K, Vanbeselaere N, Exadaktylos V, Vande Broek G, De
Cuyper B, Berckmans D, Ceux T, De Backer M, Boen F: Yes, we
can! Perceptions of collective efficacy sources in volleyball. J.
Sports Sci. 2012, 30:641-649.

www.sciencedirect.com

32. Fransen K, Vanbeselaere N, De Cuyper B, Vande Broek G, Boen F:
 Perceived sources of team confidence in soccer and
basketball. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2015, 47:1470-1484.
This study shed light on the precursors of both high and low team
confidence in two different sports. A distinction was made between
the sources of collective efficacy and the sources of team outcome
confidence, which have often been confounded in previous research.
Athlete leaders and the coach emerged as key triggers of both upward
and downward spirals of team confidence.
33. Fransen K, Vanbeselaere N, De Cuyper B, Vande Broek G, Boen F:
When is a leader considered as a good leader? Perceived
impact on teammates’ confidence and social acceptance as
key ingredients. Athl. Insight 2017. [in press].
34. Hoigaard R, De Cuyper B, Fransen K, Boen F, Peters DM:
Perceived coach behavior in training and competition predicts
collective efficacy in female elite handball players. Int. J. Sport
Psychol. 2015, 46:321-336.
35. Hampson R, Jowett S: Effects of coach leadership and coach–
athlete relationship on collective efficacy. Scand. J. Med. Sci.
Sports 2014, 24:454-460.
36. Magyar TM, Feltz DL, Simpson IP: Individual and crew level
determinants of collective efficacy in rowing. J. Sport Exerc.
Psychol. 2004, 26:136-153.
37. Fransen K, Coffee P, Vanbeselaere N, Slater M, De Cuyper B,
Boen F: The impact of athlete leaders on team members’ team
outcome confidence: a test of mediation by team
identification and collective efficacy. Sport Psychol. 2014,
28:347-360.
38. Chen G, Webber SS, Bliese PD, Mathieu JE, Payne SC, Born DH,
Zaccaro SJ: Simultaneous examination of the antecedents and
consequences of efficacy beliefs at multiple levels of analysis.
Hum. Perform. 2002, 15:381-409.
39. Spink KS: Group cohesion and collective efficacy of volleyball
teams. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 1990, 12:301-311.
40. Tasa K, Taggar S, Seijts GH: The development of collective
efficacy in teams: a multilevel and longitudinal perspective. J.
Appl. Psychol. 2007, 92:17-27.
41. Vargas-Tonsing TM, Bartholomew JB: An exploratory study of
the effects of pregame speeches on team efficacy beliefs. J.
Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2006, 36:918-933.
42. Heuze JP, Raimbault N, Fontayne P: Relationships between
cohesion, collective efficacy and performance in professional
basketball teams: an examination of mediating effects. J.
Sports Sci. 2006, 24:59-68.
43. Short SE, Sullivan P, Feltz D: Development and preliminary
validation of the collective efficacy questionnaire for sports.
Meas. Phys. Educ. Exerc. Sci. 2005, 9:181-202.
44. Woodman TIM, Hardy LEW: The relative impact of cognitive
anxiety and self-confidence upon sport performance: a metaanalysis. J. Sports Sci. 2003, 21:443-457.
45. Myers ND, Feltz DL, Short SE: Collective efficacy and team
performance: a longitudinal study of collegiate football teams.
Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 2004, 8:126-138.
46. Bruton AM, Mellalieu SD, Shearer DA: Observation as a method
to enhance collective efficacy: an integrative review. Psychol.
Sport Exerc. 2016, 24:1-8.
47. Shearer DA: Collective efficacy at the Rugby World Cup 2015—
the role of imagery and observation. Eur. J. Sport Sci. 2015,
15:530-535.
48. Bruton AM, Mellalieu SDDA: Shearer, Observation interventions
as a means to manipulate collective efficacy in groups. J. Sport
Exerc Psychol . 2014, 36:27-39.

Current Opinion in Psychology 2017, 16:98–103

