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Abstract 

 
The purpose of this study was to examine the contribution of team cohesion and its contribution 

in enhancing team performance in addition to the changes that occur in club athletes’ 

perceptions of team cohesion and collective efficacy and performance during a season. 

Additionally, the strength and direction of the relationship between collective team performance 

and team cohesion was tested. To test these relationships, for Wolaita Dicha Sport Club a series 

of questionnaires were administered to 26 Club Player’s and three coaches, organized interview 

were asked club team leader, directorate director and president and sequenced observation go 

ahead in their practical session period in the early season. Multivariate multiple regression 

analyses indicated that increases in players’ perceptions of team cohesion and collective team 

performance  over the season were positively correlated with perceptions of their coaches, team 

leader, director and president.    

The findings from this study indicate certain aspects of coaching behavior that were related to 

athletes’ perceptions of team dynamics, as well as the changes that occur in these perceptions 

over the course of a season. These results then provide support for the notion that coaches play a 

significant role in the psycho-social development of athletes, as well as within team 

environments. The actual team cohesion of Wolayita Dicha Sport Club was uncountable. The 

results indicate that cohesion has a moderate-strength relationship with team performance and a 

high-strength relationship with team satisfaction. A number of constructs were identified as 

moderators to these relationships. The results from this study can be applied in practice. 

Organizations and virtual team leaders should invest time and effort in developing cohesion 

within their virtual teams. Conditions such as being in a globally distributed team environment 

and multiple communications media choices require a more cohesive virtual team. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Background of the Study 

A pr imary focus within t he f ield of  sport ps ychology i s t o enhance the a thletic experience for 

those t hat a re i nvolved. In o rder t o e nhance t he athletic e xperience, i t i s i mportant t o f irst be  

aware of those factors that may impact, both positively and negatively, an athlete’s perception of 

his or  he r e xperience. Team c ohesion f ocuses on how  be ing a  pa rt of  a  group i nferences 

performance as  well as  how psycho-social factor influence group behavior, group performance 

better and group member are most satisfied when they are cohesive that is, they s tick together 

remain united in pursuing goals. Cohesion is facilitated by emphasizing uniqueness or a positive 

identity r elated t o group membership and also w hen individual t eam members understand and 

accept their role within group. 

For m ost at hletic ex periences, athletes ar e m embers of  g roups or  t eams. T hese g roups ha ve a  

strong i mpact on t he m embers of  t he group. Although t his i mpact c an be  bot h pos itive a nd 

negative, an athlete’s involvement in a group is inevitable. Carron, Hausenblaus, and Eys (2005) 

have defined a sport team as a collection of two or more individuals who share a common fate, 

have structured patterns of communication, and hold common perceptions about group structure. 

When looking at sport teams, the substitute player, coach, team captain and team clown all have 

something in common besides belonging to a team. Each of these persons has a certain role that 

he or she is expected to fulfill on their team. Roles have been defined by a number of researchers 

as a s et o f ex pectations about  ce rtain behaviors f or a s pecific pos ition in a pa rticular s ocial 

context (e.g., Biddle & Thomas, 1966; Katz &Kahn, 1978; Shaw, 1971). Carron, Hausenblaus, 

and Eys (2005) noted that in groups whose purpose is to strive towards peak performance, roles 

make a crucial contribution to the structure of these groups. 

Although the research on roles in sport groups i s growing, much of the research that has been 

done i s dr awn f rom t he or ganizational a nd bus iness/industrial l iterature. T hat be ing s aid, t he 

research t hat ha s b een c onducted i n t he s port dom ain ha s hi ghlighted t he i mportance of  

individual roles within the environment of the sport team (Eys, Beauchamp, & Bray, in press). If 

athletes have specific roles they are expected to fulfill and they do not accept or are not satisfied 
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with these roles, then they may view the team as less cohesive or they may not be satisfied with 

their athletic experience. 

Chelladurai and Riemer ( 1997) d efined athlete s atisfaction as a pos itive af fective s tate tha t 

results from a complex evaluation of the structures, processes, and outcomes associated with the 

athletic experience. Athlete satisfaction with sport is important for several reasons. Riemer and 

Chelladurai ( 1998) not ed s ome of  t hese r easons, s uch as t he l ink be tween s atisfaction and 

performance, t he i mportance of  t he a thlete t o a thletic pr ograms, a nd t he r elationship be tween 

satisfaction a nd ot her c onstructs i n t he g roup d ynamics f ramework ( e.g., c ohesion a nd 

leadership).  

Wolaita ha ve a  l ong hi story related w ith f ootball a nd t he famous c lub W olaita T ussa ha s 

emerged in 1998 which initiates the people of Wolaita by wining different computation and the 

club stays only three years. Wolaita Tussa Club disappears by the problem of team cohesion and 

the administration, coaches and players coordination. Since 2009 t he Wolaita people struggle is 

to re-build the disappear team and their aim was successes in this year with Wolaita Dicha Sport 

Club. 

1.2. Statement of the Problems   

The study deals with the team cohesion and its contribution in enhancing  team performance and  

tried t o i nvestigate t he problem of  group d ynamic, s ocial a nd t ask c ohesion, t eam s tructure,  

athlete satisfaction and interpersonal relationships.   

Hence it i s ne cessary t o c lear unde rstand a nd t o f ind out  t he pr oblems of  team c ohesion w ith 

coach and players interests to improve the  player’s pa rticipation a nd knowledge, t hrough a  

research. 

So, what ar e t he i nterests of  players t owards team c ohesion process of the cl ub and with a n 

ultimate aim of developing the physical and mental qualities the player, what does the training 

process of football contribute to the realization of the objective of physical education program. 

Hence, this research is the issues that the researcher needs to deal on selected club and sodo and 

Boditti city in Wolaita Zone.  
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1.3. Basic Research Questions 

The study would answers the following basic research questions. 

 What is the actual team cohesion within the team? 

 Do coaches ha ve enough know ledge a bout t he i mportance of  t eam c ohesion a nd i ts 

contribution in enhancing to team performance? 

 Is t here an y s ocial and  t ask cohesion, in the cas e of  d egree w hich one ha s w ane 

contribution?  

 How is the interpersonal of a team and a coach? 

 

1.4.Objective of the Study 

     1.3.1. General Objective  

To study the team cohesion and its contributions in enhancing to team performance in selected 

Wolyita  Dicha Football  Cub. 

   

  1.3.2. Specific objectives:  

 To assess the team cohesion in relation to their performance   

 To find out the social and task cohesion of the team.  

 To investigate t he range of  a co ach in enhancing t he p erformance us ing t he t eam 

cohesion 

 To measure t he r elationship between the c oach and pl ayers i n e nhancing t heir 

performance. 

 To investigate whether team cohesion can be able to enhance the team performance in the 

team and psychological change in a club. 

1.5.Significance Of The Study 

 The concept of cohesion in relation to performance in sport is a complex and important area 

of research for the sport.  

 The study has helps to know the influence of athletes’ behavior on Team cohesion. 

 The f indings of  the  s tudy m ay he lp the c oaches in finalization of tr aining S chedules 

which suits to athletes’ environment. 
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 The r esults of  t he s tudy m ay b e he lpful t o f ind out  t he w eakness and draw ba cks of  

different teams for positive group environment. 

 The s tudy w ill r eveal t he ex tent t o w hich success of  a t eam i s i nfluenced by group 

cohesion. 

 It can also be used as the reference for study of similar subject for the next generation. 

 

1.6. Delimitation of the study 

The study is delimited in scope in terms of study area. Regarding the study area, it is restricted to 

Wolaita Dicha Sport Club in sub-cities Sodo and Boditti in Wolyita Zone is purposively selected 

because social stratification, cultural practices, transport accessibility, compiling the whole Zone 

and experiences among Wolaita people are almost similar throughout the zone. In addition, since 

the researcher is the part of the study area, it was be easy to see and analyze the data from reality.  

1.7.Limitation of the Study 

Some of the problems which limited my study are: 

 Lack of update reference materials in the study. 

 Lack time constrain.  

 Financial problem.  

 Unwillingness of players in fulfilling the question on t ime returns the questionnaire 

back. 

 

1.8. Definition of Key Terms 

Group: - a number of people or things that are located, gathered, or classed together.  

Group cohesion: - is a dynamic process where the group tends to remain together and united in 

the pursuit of its goal for the satisfaction of the affective needs of group members. 

Performance: - the accomplishment of a given task measured against preset known standards of 

accuracy, completeness, cost and speed.  

Social Cohesion: - the level of friendship and mutual trust and support between team members.  

Sports: - an activity that i s governed b y a set of  rules involving physical exertion and skill in 

which an individual or team competes against another or others. 
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Tactic: - an action or strategy carful planned to achieve a specific end of disposing armed forces 

in order of battle and of organizing operations. 

Task Cohesion: - the l evel of  c ommitment to work together a s a  te am to achieve c ommon 

objectives.  

Team: - refer t o groups of  p eople w ho i nteract t hrough i nterdependent t asks guided b y a 

common purpose. 

Team cohesion: - it focuses on how  being a part of a group inferences performance as well as 

how psycho-social factor influence group behavior, group performance better and group member 

are most satisfied when they are cohesive that is, they stick together remain united in pursuing 

goals.  

Technic: - a way of carrying out a particular task, especially the execution or performance of an 

artistic work or a scientific procedure. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
This c hapter be gins w ith a n ove rview of  group d ynamics, f ollowed b y a n ove rview of  r oles 

within sport teams, and then progresses to a review of the literature regarding team cohesion, the 

contribution of team cohesion, and role acceptance and role satisfaction. 

2.1.Groups  

As s ocial a nimals, w e s pend a  c onsiderable a mount of  our  t ime i n g roups. A  g roup h as be en 

defined by Moorhead and Griffin (1998) as ‘two or more persons who interact with one another 

such that each person influences and is influenced by each other person’ (p 291). A team is more 

than j ust a  g roup. M oorhead & G riffin de fine a  t eam a s ‘ a s mall num ber of  pe ople w ith 

complementary s kills w ho a re c ommitted t o a  c ommon pur pose, c ommon performance goals, 

and an approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable’ (p 293). A team in the 

broader sense is not necessarily a group, because the members of a team can be working for a 

common aim w ithout e ver c oming int o contact w ith one a nother. F or e xample, t he B ritish 

Olympic Team is clearly devoted to a common purpose, but it is not necessarily a group, because 

its members could fulfill their team roles without swimmers, boxers and long-distance runners 

ever meeting and directly influencing one another. Usually, however, when we refer to a team in 

sport ps ychology w e a re a lso r eferring t o a  group of  pe ople w ho pl ay together a nd ha ve a  

powerful influence on each other. For this reason, the terms group and team are sometimes used 

interchangeably. 

Social g roupings a re pa rt of  t he hum an’s r elationship w ith s ociety. G roups ha ve pow er a nd a  

culture, distinct to i tself. Groups contain characteristics that are common to every other group, 

but t hey also possess characteristics unique to t he group in question (Eys, Burke, Carron, and 

Dennis, 2006). A group has a common fate to its members, a mutual benefit for members, social 

structure, group pr ocesses, and self-categorization. Common fate me ans tha t the  w hole te am 

wins or  the  w hole te am los es. It is  the  te am ide ntity. Mutual benefit r efers to the vi ctory, the 

individual r ecognitions, a nd t he pr ivileges of  pa rticipation i n t he g roup. T he s ocial s tructure 

incorporates t he r oles, p ositions, a nd t he s tatus of r espective m embers. The group p rocesses 

refers t o t he c ommunication, c ooperation, t ask pe rformance, a nd t he s ocial i nteractions w ithin 
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the group. This is personal and task interdependence. Self-categorization is the individual value a 

person feels in the collective group, making the person part of the team. 

A group is not merely a collection of people. The latter is a crowd. Alvin Zander (cited in Eys et 

al., 2006) describes a group as a  set of  individuals who interact and depend on e ach other. He 

further describes group members as being willing to help other group members and relying on 

help f rom ot her group members. T hese group members r efer t o t heir group a s we and ot her 

groups as they. To this end, coaches a re advi sed to emphasize the reference to us, not  me and 

them. The terms group and cohesion are tautological; if a group exists then cohesion exists. 

 
2.2.Group formation 

Merely pl acing a col lection of individuals together does not  in itself create a  group or  a  t eam. 

Tuckman &  J ensen ( 1977) s uggested t hat w hen g roups c ome t ogether t hey go t hrough f ive 

distinct stages. In the first, forming stage, the group members get to know each other, and basic 

rules for the conduct of group members are established. In the second, storming stage, members 

compete for status in the group, and group members take on different roles. In the third, forming 

stage, the group settles down, and group members develop attachments to each other and to the 

group. In the fourth, performing stage, the group members become oriented toward the task they 

have come together for, and begin to achieve their goals. In the final, adjourning stage, the task 

of the group has been accomplished, and i t dr ifts apart. As Sutton (1994) points out , although 

this model of group formation is useful, not  all groups operate in this manner. For example, in 

football, unless a new team is being started, it is unusual for a group to form in the way described 

by Tuckman & J ensen (1977) because ne w pl ayers j oin the team a t di fferent int ervals. For an 

individual player joining an existing team, things are likely to be rather different. 

2.3.Group cohesion 

The w ord c ohesion l iterally m eans sticking together. Festinger et a l (1950) de fined group 

cohesion as the sum of the forces that influence members in whether to remain part of a group. A 

highly cohesive group is likely to be more united and committed to success than a group low in 

cohesion. It is often said that a team is more than just the sum of the individual players. This is 

because t he coh esiveness of  a t eam can be j ust as  i mportant as  t he t alent of  i ndividual t eam 

members. 
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If you are a follower of football or rugby, you might have noticed that, in certain seasons, teams 

composed of  brilliant individual performers collectively underperform. This is probably due to 

the fact that the team members have somehow failed to ‘gel’ together. This is an example of lack 

of cohesion. 

Group cohesion is a dynamic process where the group tends to remain together and united in the 

pursuit of  i ts goal f or t he s atisfaction of  t he a ffective n eeds o f group members ( Paskevich, 

Estabrooks, B rawley, and C arron, 2001) . It i s multidimensional, d ynamic, i nstrumental, a nd 

affective. Individual and group aspects of cohesion are based on the beliefs and perceptions of 

individual group members. Group integration concerns the beliefs that individual members hold 

about the  te am. Individual a ttractions to the group relates to the member’s be liefs about w hat 

attracted hi m t o the t eam. These t wo categories ar e each s ubdivided i nto task and s ocial 

orientations. T hese t hings t ogether c reate a n i ndividual a nd g roup s ense of t eam c ohesion. A  

highly cohesive group is more likely to be united and committed to success that a group with low 

cohesion (Jarvis, 2006). 

2.3.1.  Collective efficacy 

High cohesiveness i s l ikely t o b e a f unction of m embers’ be liefs t hat, t ogether, t hey c an 

effectively accomplish the tasks they need to for their team to be successful. Such beliefs have 

been labeled collective efficacy (Bandura, 1986) and defined as a team property that reflects the 

members’ conf idence t hat col lectively t hey c an perform a pa rticular task or m ission well 

(Zaccaro, Blair, P eterson, &  Z azanis, 1995) . A s m embers f eel m ore c onfident i n t heir t eam’s 

capabilities, they are more motivated to work hard for the team, persist in the face of collective 

obstacles, and are willing to accept more difficult challenges. Such teams also set more difficult 

goals and are more committed to these goals (Weldon & Weingart, 1993). 

Consequently, unde r extreme a dversity, hi ghly efficacious t eams s hould pe rform be tter t han 

groups having low collective efficacy. 

A common theme in this literature is that higher collective efficacy enhances the likelihood that 

team me mbers w ill a pproach, persist a t, and ultimately s ucceed on difficult te am ta sks. A  

rationale for the influence of collective efficacy can be derived from an extension of the resource 

allocation m odel ( Kanfer &  A ckerman, 1989)  t o t eam pe rformance pr ocesses. T he r esource 

allocation model has been used to explain attention allocation by individuals to different tasks in 
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performance situations. When in such situations, individuals make choices first about whether to 

allocate attention and resources to goal attainment and task performance. 

Such choice making reflects di stal motivational processes. Once the choice i s made to allocate 

resources to performance (i.e., to engage the task; Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989), individuals then 

decide on the amount and distribution of attention and effort among performance requirements. 

This s econd choice pr ocess r eflects p roximal motivational pr ocesses. Proximal mo tivational 

processes are r egulated i n pa rt b y t he j udgments a nd be liefs i ndividuals ha ve a bout t heir 

competency to achieve desired performance levels (i.e., their self-efficacy). 

Similar pr ocesses ope rate i n teams when confronting p erformance t asks. Teams d ecide t o 

allocate resources t o performance and  en gage t he t ask. Then, decisions ar e m ade among team 

members about  where t o allocate t eam resources acr oss p erformance r equirements. We ar gue 

that a n important extension of the  resource allocation model to team p erformance is  tha t the  

allocation of  ‘ ‘team a ttention’’ t o pe rformance r eflects not  onl y a c ognitive pr ocess oc curring 

within t eam m embers, but  a lso a n i nterpersonal process oc curring a cross t eam m embers. The 

allocation of te am e ffort inf luences c ommunication dynamics a mong team me mbers a nd 

increases ( or d ecreases) their cor respondence w ith team pe rformance. In effect, team r esource 

allocation toward or away from the task influences the degree of process loss (Steiner, 1972) that 

is reflected in team communication. 

Strong collective efficacy beliefs result in a higher likelihood that team members will engage the 

task and choose to allocate attention and team resources to its accomplishment 

(i.e., such beliefs influence distal motivational processes). We would also argue that collective 

efficacy is linked to the degree of process loss exhibited in team communication— specifically, 

high efficacy i ncreases t he cor respondence b etween particular t eam com munication processes 

and team pe rformance. This i nfluence r eflects proximal motivational p rocesses t hat r egulate 

team act ion in the f ace of  em erging t eam goal–performance di screpancies. Strong e fficacy 

beliefs heighten team members’ attention to performance cues, in particular, whether the team is 

meeting the sub-goals necessary for overall success. Such beliefs facilitate a m ore fine-grained 

attunement to changes in ongoing performance conditions, leading to corresponding changes in 

team c ommunication pr ocesses. T he result i s t hat t he f requency of  c ertain c ommunication 

patterns is linked to increased or decreased performance. 
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2.4.Elements of group cohesion 

Widmeyer et a l ( 1985) distinguished be tween t wo di fferent a spects of  t eam c ohesion. E ach 

member of  a t eam ha s a vi ew of  t he t eam as a uni t ( this i s know n as t he m embers’ group 

integration) a nd of e very individual w ithin it ( this is  c alled the individual attractions). T he 

members m ay also have di fferent pe rceptions of  t he t eam and its m embers as  r egards t heir 

sporting performance and their social interactions. In other words, you can think of your team-

mates qui te di fferently as i ndividuals and as a team, and as pe ople and co-competitors. W e 

might, f or e xample, s ee t hem a s s ocially unpl easant bot h i ndividually and c ollectively but  a s 

effective co -competitors. C arron et a l (1985) de vised a ps ychometric t est, t he G roup 

Environment Questionnaire (GEQ), which can be used to measure team cohesiveness. The GEQ 

considers gr oup i ntegration a nd i ndividual a ttractions, a nd bot h t he t ask a chievement a nd t he 

social life of a team. 

2.5. Group Dynamics 

The t erm “group d ynamics” i s us ed i n research on s port t eams be cause t eams are groups 

characterized by energy, vi tality, growth, and development; and they are dynamic, in that they 

are always changing (Carron, Hausenblaus, & Eys, 2005). Within group dynamics, frameworks 

have been p roposed to a id in the examination of  the groups. F rameworks, or  models, a re very 

useful tools in that they are a simplified representation of reality (Carron, Hausenblaus, & Eys, 

2005). They allow us to simplify complex topics into concepts that are more easily explained and 

understood. Frameworks also allow us to make assumptions about how individual components of 

models are related. This aids in giving us direction for research because it helps clarify what is 

known a nd unknow n a bout c ertain phe nomenon. F inally, out puts r efer t o i ndividual out comes 

such as individual satisfaction and adherence and group p roducts, such as t eam outcome (e.g., 

performance) and group stability. This study was focus on how  the group structure, specifically 

roles w ithin g roups, i mpact a nd/or r elate t o t eam c ohesion, a nd a lso how  g roup structure and  

team cohesion impact individual outcomes, specifically athlete satisfaction. Athlete satisfaction 

and t eam c ohesion a re be ing s tudied a s a  s tarting poi nt f or examining t he na ture of  t he 

interactions w ithin t his m odel be cause t hey are pr ominent out comes i n s port a nd e xercise 

psychology and because it is not possible to examine every aspect of the model in this study. 

Groupthink 
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The presence of others affects us in many ways, not just in our arousal levels and efforts. One 

other way in which we differ when alone or in a group is in the way we make decisions. Janis 

(1982) identified the phenomenon of groupthink, which occurs when group cohesion is so great 

that it prevents group members, from voicing opinions that go against the majority. Groupthink 

can c ause s erious pr oblems f or teams, because t he ent ire t eam can become s o focused on a 

particular goal that important considerations of practicality and safety are abandoned.  

Janis (1982) described the symptoms of groupthink. The group feels that it cannot make a wrong 

decision, and that fate will support it. Group members decide not to ‘rock the boat’ by arguing 

with the majority. Those who do argue are made to conform, or ignored. Searle (1996) suggested 

that g roupthink m ight ha ve c ontributed t o the loss of  s ix c limbers on K 2 i n 1995. T hree 

combined teams of climbers continued to press on toward the summit, despite clearly dangerous 

and w orsening c onditions, r esulting i n t he de aths of  six c limbers. O ne of  t he s urvivors w as 

quoted as s aying, ‘The m ost da ngerous t hing a bout groups i s t hat everyone ha nds ov er 

responsibility for themselves to someone else.’ It appears that, because of the desire to complete 

the climb, the group went into groupthink and ignored the danger. 

2.6. Leadership and Group 

Leadership ha s b een d efined b y M oorhead and G riffin (1998) as ‘ the use of  non  coercive 

influence t o di rect a nd coordinate t he activities of  group m embers t o m eet a  goal’ (p 352) . 

Leadership may be informal or formal. When we appoint a t eam coach and a captain, we know 

that they ha ve f ormal l eadership roles. However, other t eam m embers might a lso take on  

informal roles i n which they influence and inspire others. For many years, ps ychologists have 

been concerned with who becomes a leader and how they carry out their role. In the remainder of 

this chapter, we shall examine both of these issues. 

2.6.1. Leadership style 

There i s m ore t han one  w ay t o l ead p eople. An e arly but s till i nfluential distinction is tha t 

between authoritarian, laissez-faire and democratic styles of leadership (Lewin et al 1939). The 

authoritarian leader makes decisions alone and expects unquestioning obedience from the group. 

This a pproach h as a dvantages a nd di sadvantages i n s port. T he main advantage i s t hat t eam 

members can still be  di rected toward purposeful action when they are e xhausted, s tressed and 

disillusioned. 
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However, a uthoritarian l eadership h as i ts c osts. Other group m embers a re of ten d enied w hat 

would be useful input to decision making, and, in the absence of the leader, the members may 

have difficulty in motivating themselves. 

By contrast, the laissez-faire leader leaves group members to get on with the task at hand without 

interference. Such leaders may assist individuals, but do not  attempt to organise or motivate the 

group as a  whole. Whilst being a member of  a  group with laissez-faire leadership might allow 

you to explore your talents without being unnecessarily restricted, leaders who can operate only 

in a l aissez-faire m anner of ten fail t o m otivate groups t o a chieve their p otential or  c ope w ith 

crises. 

Lewin’s thi rd category, the  democratic leader, can  be  s een as a  ha lfway house be tween 

authoritarian and laissez-faire s tyles. The democratic leader takes decisions and enforces them, 

but decisions always take account of  the views of the rest of  the group. Democratic leadership 

can cause difficulties when very rapid decision making is required in an emergency, but in most 

cases t his i s t he m ost s uccessful s tyle o f l eadership. Lewin has of fered a us eful approach to 

understanding how leaders may operate. This does not mean, however, that a leader can operate 

in only one way. Lewin believed that each style of leadership works in different situations, and 

that the best leaders can use all three styles as appropriate. 

2.6.2. Theories of leadership 

2.6.2.1.Trait theories 

Early psychological approaches to leadership emphasized the importance of being a certain type 

of person that is, having certain personality traits (see Chapter 2), in order to be a good leader. 

This great-person a pproach de pends on t hree m ain a ssumptions. F irstly, all s uccessful l eaders 

have certain personality traits in common. 

Secondly, the rest of us ‘mere mortals’ do not  share the characteristics of great leaders. Thirdly, 

the t raits t hat m ake s omeone a l eader in one  s ituation w ill a lso e nable t hat pe rson t o l ead 

successfully in quite different situations. Researchers have attempted for many years to find out 

what traits make a good leader. Although there appears to be no set of personality traits that are 

necessary t o be a  leader, there are ce rtain characteristics t hat a re f ound in a l arge number o f 

successful leaders, and which appear to be helpful in leading others. Kirkpatrick & Locke (1991) 

identified the f ollowing eight cha racteristics associated with successful l eadership: dr ive 

(ambition and persistence), honesty, motivation to lead, self-confidence, intelligence, expertise in 
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the purpose of the group, creativity (imagination and originality) and flexibility. Kirkpatrick & 

Locke concluded t hat ‘ leaders do not  ha ve t o be g reat m en or w omen by being int ellectual 

geniuses or omniscient prophets, but they do ne ed to have the “right stuff” and this stuff is not 

equally present in all people’ (1991: p 58). 

The t rait approach has failed to identify a  combination of  personality traits that will invariably 

lead to a p erson’s be coming a s uccessful leader. However, it ha s b een quite s uccessful i n the 

more modest aim of identifying characteristics that are likely to be helpful to leaders. 

Looking a t K irkpatrick &  Locke’s l ist of  c haracteristics as sociated with successful l eadership, 

you can see how it might be useful to bear these in mind when choosing a leader, such as a team 

captain. If s omeone you are cons idering as  c aptain lacks a num ber o f t hese at tributes, it i s 

perhaps unl ikely t hat t hey w ill t urn out  t o be  a  good c hoice. T he m ain problem w ith the tr ait 

approach i s t hat i t ne glects t he i mportance of  the situation in which the le ader is  oper ating. 

Different leaders do best in different circumstances. In the next theory we shall look at, Fiedler 

has aimed to explain how leaders might be matched to their particular task. 

2.7.Team Cohesion 

Team cohesion is the ingredient that molds a collection of individuals into a team (Cox, 2007). 

Carron w rote o f de terminants of  t eam c ohesion (Cashmore, 2002) . S ituational f actors s uch a s 

living w ith or  ne ar each ot her, s haring hobbi es and a ctivities, s imilar u niforms a nd c lothing, 

rituals of  g roup c ohesion, a nd a  uni que di stinctiveness a s a  g roup. P ersonal f actors, s uch a s 

commitment a nd satisfaction, leadership factors, and a d emocratic s tyle of  l eadership also 

support team cohesion. Team factors that support cohesion include the clarity with which each 

member unde rstands and accepts hi s role w ith the t eam. Another factor is success. Success i n 

competitive sports increases team cohesion. Further, as was discovered by other researchers, 

Carron concluded that smaller teams are more cohesive. 

Carron and Hausenblas (cited in Eys et al., 2006) described the correlates of  team cohesion as 

being: environmental factors, team factors, leadership factors, and personal factors. 

Physical pr oximity, or being ph ysically close t o others, creates a greater t endency t o form 

personal bonds  ( Eys e t al., 2006) . H owever, t hat i s not  ne cessarily s ufficient. T here ha s t o be  

distinctiveness, w ith c ommonality, one ness, a nd uni ty a mong t he g roup. T his m ay a lso be  

created through an organizational culture, mottos, uniforms, and initiation r ites. Team size can 

play a role, where a moderate size is most effective for creating cohesion. 
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There are several correlates of cohesion in sport (Paskevich et al., 2001; Eys et al., 2006). 

These include: (1) environmental factors, such as normative pressures; (2) personal factors, such 

as a  personal sense of  responsibility for negative outcomes; (3) l eadership factors, such as the 

task versus person or ientation; and (4) t eam factors. Environmental factors that may affect the 

team include the level of the competition and the size of the team. There are more pressures at a 

state championship, and larger teams have more team members to communicate and coordinate 

with. P ersonal f actors m ay include i ssues s uch as s ocial l oafing, which i s i dentified b y t eam 

members not contributing their share to the team effort. Leadership factors consist of the leader’s 

decision style and leadership behavior. A team with greater instruction, social support, positive 

feedback, and a  democratic s tyle of  coaching will produce higher levels of cohesive behaviors 

from t eam m embers. T eam f actors i nclude r ole i nvolvement, g roup n orms, a nd collective 

efficacy. Role i nvolvement i s t he cl arity of  a n athlete’s r ole, acceptance of  t hat r ole, and hi s 

performance in that role. A group norm is a link between group cohesion and conformity, where 

there i s a pos itive correlation between the t wo. Collective e fficacy i s a s ense o f s hared 

competence am ong t he t eam, where gr eater t ask cohesion contributes t o greater t eam 

performance. 

 Widmeyer, Brawley, and Carron (1985) devised the conceptual model of team cohesion. 

This is a four quadrant diagram. On the athlete’s perception of the team, there are categories of 

group integration o r individual a ttraction. On the group or ientation, there are the categories o f 

social a nd t ask or ientations. T he pe rception of  t he t eam i s w hat i s trickier to measure and  

understand (Cox, 2006). Is the athlete thinking of the team as a collective whole, or is he merely 

reflecting his affinity toward the team. 

Successful t eams ha ve a code  or  s tandards t hat ar e ac cepted by al l, in a pr ocess know n as 

norming ( Cashmore, 20 02). T hese nor ms m ay i nclude a dherence t o a  r outine or  e ngaging i n 

certain eating habits prior to a game. Successful teams are comprised of players who have high 

levels of self confidence. They do not blame themselves when their team loses and they share in 

the credit for winning. Players sabotage team cohesion when they make excuses for failure. 

Further, giving bl ame or  m aking excuses f or failure w hile t aking s ole a nd pe rsonal credit f or 

success is self-handicapping and harms the team’s cohesion. 

Competition is the essence of sports (Cashmore, 2002). It provides a setting where two groups or 

teams provide resistance that inadvertently develops the potential, performance, and capabilities 
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of their opponents. Both parties ultimately profit from the competition, by developing skill and 

self-efficacy. Each team is forcing the other to produce their best efforts. 

Leadership i s a  r elationship of  i nfluence, especially s ince coaches and captains cannot control 

how athletes think, feel, or relate to one another (Cashmore, 2002). Coaches are left to influence, 

inspire, or  di rect athletes. Many approaches to identifying and practicing good leadership have 

been developed. There a re t rait models, successful a ttributes, pe rsonality, contingency models, 

situational factors, path-goal theory, or models that focus on followers. 

Focusing on followers and their development is the premise of servant l eadership. Coaches do 

well to lead by serving, by coaching, training, and developing their athletes in every manner. 

There is a multi-dimensional model that in-corporate many of these factors, such as factors of the 

situation, t he l eader, t he f ollowers, l eader be havior, pr eferred be haviors, a nd c onsequences of  

combining those factors. The team is challenged to perform well, and it cannot do s o without a 

competent coach to pull the resources of the individual team members together. 

Learned helplessness occurs when athletes at tribute failures to a lack of ability or  luck, factors 

which t hey c annot c ontrol ( Cashmore, 2002) . Athletes i n this s tate m ay conc ede de feat, quit 

participating i n s ports, a nd a void c hallenges be cause t hey s ense no hope  of  i mproving. It i s a 

close relation to attribution theory. Athletes have to be trained and motivated to turn failures into 

successes. Attribution retraining empowers team members with a feeling that they can control 

and improve outcomes. Athletes are t aught to replace the sense of  l earned helplessness with a 

development of  s elf-efficacy. If perceived competence i s low, it can  have a n egative effect on  

extrinsic motivation (Lavallee et al., 2004). The perceived competence and control over the game 

will de cline. Athletes w ill de velop an e xternal l ocus of  causality, and w ill f ocus more on  t he 

ultimate outcome rather than the processes of getting there. 

Social f acilitation explains how  an athlete’s pe rformance i s f acilitated and enhanced by the 

presence of  ot hers ( Cashmore, 2002;  Lavallee e t a l., 2004) . T he p resence of  ot hers i nstills a  

competitive ins tinct, or a desire to at least keep up. This is  social facilitation. The presence of  

other competitors and observers increase drive or arousal level. The conscious awareness of the 

presence of others drives an athlete to perform better. It creates a conscious anxiety. 

Experiments with group behavior have shown that behavior and attitudes can be manipulated. 

Achievement goal theory acknowledges the influence of others on goal orientation, such as from 

coaches a nd s ignificant others ( Lavallee e t a l., 2 004). Individuals w ith a hi gh t ask or ientation 
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place i mportance on  r elationships w ith ot her t eam m embers, whereas t hose w ith a  hi gh e go 

orientation focus more on winning. 

Being a team player is a skill all its own (Cashmore, 2002). Individual athletes must accept and 

play according t o t eam nor ms. H e m ust pe rform in a r ole or  f unction that f acilitates the 

accomplishment of  t eam g oals. W hile be ing a  t eam pl ayer doe s not  ha ve t o c ontradict w ith 

individual performance or individuality, it is important to use the individual’s talent toward team 

goals and the development of  cohesion and s ynergy. The individual must be  empowered with 

more authority and responsibility, in developing his own skill and in building his bond with the 

team, as part of developing group dynamics. 

Social loafing is the inclination to reduce effort when working toward a team goal (Cashmore, 

2002; Lavallee et a l., 2 004). Individuals t end t o be  l azy o r c ontribute l ess a nd r ide on t he 

coattails of others. In smaller teams, each athlete sees the value of his contribution. 

Logically, it follows that individual athletes will strive to perform better if the athletes know that 

their performance is being evaluated. To minimize social loafing in the team, it is important for 

every athlete to appreciate his contribution to the team and his role in achieving success. 

Vicarious achievement is on the opposite end of the spectrum from social loafing. 

Vicarious a chievement or f andom oc curs w here t eam m embers t ake s atisfaction and pleasure 

from the success of other team members or the team as a whole (Cashmore, 2002). Another way 

of looking at social loafing is when athletes protect their self-esteem through self-handicapping 

(Cox, 2006) . V ictories are i nternalized, w hile f ailures w ill be  de scribed b y any number of  

external explanations. 

Socialization is the process by which individual athletes become members of a culture or team 

(Cashmore, 2002). Individuals learn behavior from other team members and adopt the behaviors 

and nor ms of  t hat t eam. S ocialization i s a  l earning pr ocess. It i s s ocial c ognition, a  learning 

process that is influenced by an individual’s social context. Socialization includes the immersion 

into a chosen sport and the learning of specialized skills relevant to that sport. 

Groups a re d ynamic ( Eys e t a l., 2006) . G roup members m ay be  i n ha rmony a nd at time s in 

conflict. Communication may range from excellent to nonexistent. Goals and purposes may vary 

over time. But in it all, the group remains, revealing its cohesive properties. Festinger, Schachter, 

and Back (cited in Eys et al., 2006) stated that cohesiveness is the sum of al l forces that cause 

members to remain in the group. Group cohesion may be based on the basis of task unity or for 
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social purposes, but all groups have some purpose (Eys et al., 2006). Even in high task-oriented 

groups, such as sports or the military, social cohesion generally develops as a result of members’ 

instrumental and social interactions. Group integration represents the individual’s perception of 

the group, while an individual attraction to the group represents a personal connection and desire 

to be in the respective group. 

Cohesion c an be  m easured di rectly o r i ndirectly (Cox, 2006) . I ndirect m easurement involves 

team members telling their feelings about other members, using some basic question. 

Summed scores r epresent t he t eam’s cohe sion. Direct m easurement i nvolves t eam m embers 

indicating how much they like playing for the team and indicating how well they feel the team 

performs as a unit. The indirect approach has generally failed to find a relationship between team 

cohesion and team or individual behavior. 

As such, the indirect approach is rarely used. A number of inventories or assessments have been 

used to measure team cohesion in athletics. Some of those are: 

• Sports Cohesiveness Questionnaire 

• Team Cohesion Questionnaire 

• Sport Cohesion Instrument 

• Group Environment Questionnaire 

• Team Psychology Questionnaire 

The ultimate interest in studying team cohesion is its relationship to athletic performance (Cox, 

2006). Absolute performance links cohesion to the number of wins and losses, and the changes 

in that absolute performance. Relative performance refers to a link between cohesion and all of 

the factors of athletic performance. The latter requires an assessment and comparison over time 

of each player, the plays, number of touchdowns, number of yards run, number of interceptions, 

and a myriad of possible performance measures. This research requires a great deal of measures 

and statistical measures which can be correlated to determine whether or not there is a statistical 

significance between cohesion and improvements in performance. 

Building t eam c ohesion i s a  pr ocess ( Cox, 200 6). It w as T uckman ( 1965) w ho w rote of  t he 

stages of  group be havior: nor ming, f orming, s torming, a nd pe rforming. D uring t he f orming 

stage, athletes experience new members coming together for a common purpose. In the storming 

stage, athletes struggle to learn a new team system, learn the idiosyncrasies of new members, and 

otherwise get the  bu gs o ut of  the  s ystem. In the norming s tage, team members be gin t o r each 
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agreement and unity as a team, understanding each member’s role and the relationship between 

them. In t he p erforming s tage, t he r esults of  t hat ne w cohesion b ecome c lear. For r esearch 

purposes, team cohesion should be assessed in the norming and performing stages, after all of the 

bugs have been worked out. 

Team bui lding i s a nother pa rt of  t he pr ocess o f c reating a  s ense of  un ity a nd c ohesiveness, 

enabling the team to function smoothly (Newman, 1984; Cox, 2006). Yukelson 

(1997) designed a direct intervention approach. A coach or sport psychologist can work directly 

with athletes to empower them through seminars, education, and experiences that will help the 

team de velop a  s hared vision, uni ty o f pur pose, c ollaborative t eamwork, i ndividual a nd team 

accountability, cohesiveness, ope n a nd hone st c ommunication, a nd t rust. H is r esearch s howed 

promising results, as far as increasing confidence, trust, and closeness among teammates. 

Carron, Spink, and Prapavessis (1997) designed an indirect intervention method, where coaches 

are taught to conduct team building. It is carried out in stages, using workshops followed by an 

application stage. Those four stages are: introduction, conceptual, practical, and intervention. 

Cox ( 2006) of fers t en s pecific i nterventions t o be c onsidered i n bui lding t eams, a nd t herefore 

team cohesion: 

• Acquaint each player with the responsibilities of other players. 

• As a coach, take the time to learn something personal about each athlete. 

• Develop pride within the subunits of large teams. 

• Develop a feeling of ownership among the players. 

• Set team goals and take pride in accomplishments. 

• Make sure that each player on the team learns his role and believes it is important. 

• Do not demand or even expect total social tranquility. 

• Avoid cliques, since they work in opposition to the goals and tasks of a team. 

• Develop team drills and lead-up games that encourage member cooperation. 

• Highlight areas of team success, even when the team loses a game or match. 

Carron (1993) lists factors that can hurt team cohesion: 

• Disagreement about team goals 

• Rapid or frequent change in group members 

• Struggle for authority and decision-making power in the group 

• Poor communication among group members 
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• Unclear task or social roles among team members 

• Role conflict 

• Lack of a clear vision by the team leader 

• Ongoing criticism of team members by the coach, blaming individuals 

• Clash of personalities among team members 

Francis and Young (1979) posed a list of eight lines of questions that should be asked early in the 

group forming s tage. Answers to these que stions w ill he lp le aders a nd team me mbers to  

overcome roadblocks in building a cohesive team. 

• What are we here to do? 

• How shall we organize ourselves with respect to the playing positions? 

• What are the roles of the coaches, assistants, captains, and team members? 

• Who are our fans, and who are we accountable to? 

• How do we work through our problems and are there meetings? 

• In what ways do we need to work together to perform successfully? 

• What are the benefits of being a team member? 

• How is the team included in setting policies and sanctions for team members? 

Athletes become a team through an evolutionary process (Anshel, 2003). It i s a  process where 

individuals emerge as a cohesive uni t t hrough a  variety of  a ctions, r eactions, and interactions. 

Anshel (2003) lists general traits of an effective team, which are also important to maintaining 

cohesion: 

• Appropriate leadership, and perhaps a shifting role of leadership; 

• Suitable membership, who are proud to be members and will contribute; 

• Commitment of the team, exhibiting an effort to learn and to support others; 

• Concern to achieve, where the team establishes and achieves its own objectives; 

• Effective work methods, with an effective way of solving problems, jointly; 

• Well-organized team procedures, including roles and communication; 

• Critique without rancor, allowing for open feedback; 

• Creative strength, having the capacity and motivation to risk new ideas; 

• Positive intergroup relations, where peers support and listen to each other; and 

• Constructive climate, providing an atmosphere for direct communication 
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Anshel ( 2003) pr ovides a  l ist of  pr oposed i deas f or i mproving t eam cohesion, w hich w ere 

compiled from multiple sources: 

• Acquaint players with the responsibilities of their teammates. 

• Use effective communication strategies. 

• Know your players. 

• Look for, and communicate something positive after each game. 

• Provide feedback to players. 

• Teach and require interpersonal player support. 

• Be consistent when setting limits. 

• Try to inhibit player dropouts. 

• Elect and work with player representatives. 

• Leadership should be developed among team members. 

Veach and May (2005) also provide a list of ideas to improve team cohesion: 

• Improve communication. 

• Respect and celebrate differences. 

• Use an inclusive process in developing team goals. 

• Recognize outstanding role behaviors, particularly in the team performance. 

• Create a vision of the team as greater than any individual. 

• Establish a positive-feedback environment climate to maximize learning. 

• Encourage fun activities outside routine practice drills. 

• Set an example of giving of self to team efforts and self-sacrifice. 

• Establish clear expectations regarding roles, with accountability and flexibility. 

• Teach intellectual, emotional, spiritual, behavioral, and physical aspects of sport. 

Schrage (1989) writes about the differences between teaming and collaboration, as the words are 

not interchangeable. Team is a buzzword in everything from job interviews to athletic teams. But 

the word has lost i ts meaning. Most people understand the real-world rendition of teaming. “If 

you do what I tell you, we will have good teamwork”. Collaboration is a shared creation. Teams 

may have charismatic leaders who pull people together for a common cause, but collaboration is 

a complex effort by interdependent individuals. Collaboration is more than sharing information. 
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Collaboration is a  mutual exchange, mutual support, and multiple individuals bui lding up e ach 

other for a collective good. 

Trust was mentioned earlier as a critical element of team cohesion. Robbins and Finley 

(2000) give an example of workplace violence where a former employee returned and executed 

all of his former team members. To say the least, trust had been absent within the team. It seems 

that no one  believes trust exists anymore. Team members will not speak their minds for fear of 

recrimination. No one  t ackles bi g p roblems and  team members pr efer incremental changes for 

fear of  t he consequences of  f ailure. Creating t rust r equires: cl ear goals, openness, fairness, 

willingness to l isten, be ing decisive, support for other t eam members, t aking responsibility for 

team actions, giving credit to other team members, being sensitive to others, respect the opinions 

of others, and empowering team members to act. 

Group cohesion has been s tudied in many areas, such as sport ps ychology, social ps ychology, 

military psychology, etc. In looking at cohesion in sport groups, the generally accepted definition 

is that cohesion is a dynamic process that is reflected in the tendency of a group to stick together 

and r emain uni ted i n t he pur suit of  i ts i nstrumental obj ectives and/or for t he s atisfaction of  

member a ffective ne eds ( Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998) . T his de finition ha s s everal 

different aspects t hat a re he lpful i n unde rstanding t he construct. F irst, c ohesion i s 

multidimensional, meaning that any number of factors can influence a group’s cohesiveness, and 

these f actors m ay v ary from g roup t o gr oup ( Carron, H ausenblaus, & E ys, 2005) . S econd, 

cohesion i s d ynamic. A ny group’s cohesiveness can change ove r t ime and factors t hat affect 

cohesion at one point in time may not affect it at other points. Next, cohesion is instrumental in 

nature, meaning that a ll g roups are formed for a  purpose. And f inally, t here i s an affective o r 

social e lement t o c ohesion t hat us ually develops f rom t he s ocial i nteractions of  t he group 

members. Carron, H ausenblaus, and Eys (2005) noted four di fferent t ypes of  f actors t hat may 

influence c ohesion. T hese i nclude e nvironmental f actors, pe rsonal f actors, t eam f actors, and 

leadership factors. It is important to note that although the factors are presented separately, they 

are a ll interrelated and interwoven. In looking a t the variables for this s tudy, role involvement 

falls under team factors, and athlete satisfaction could fit under the other three factors. One study 

was c onducted t hat l ooked a t t eam c ohesion i n relation t o r ole i nvolvement, s pecifically r ole 

ambiguity. In t his s tudy Eys a nd C arron ( 2001) e xamined t he r elationship be tween r ole 

ambiguity and task cohesion and task self efficacy. 



22 
 

 

 

 

 
 

2.7.1. Factors affecting team cohesion 

In a recent UK study, Holt & Sparkes (2001) studied a university football team over the course 

of one season. Data were gathered by means of observation and interviews. It was concluded that 

the f ollowing four f actors af fect t eam cohe sion: a cl ear r ole f or ea ch member of  t he team, 

willingness t o make p ersonal s acrifices f or t he good of t he t eam, quality of  communication 

between team members and shared goals for the team as a whole. An additional factor may relate 
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to coaching style. T urman ( 2003) l ooked at a  r ange of  c oaching t echniques a nd attempted to 

relate these to team cohesiveness. It emerged that use of  embarrassment, ridicule and inequity, 

that is , talking down to athletes, has a negative impact on cohesiveness, while athlete-directed 

technical assistance, motivational speeches and team prayers all had positive effects. 

Thinking m ore br oadly, C arron ( 1993) i dentified f our t ypes of  f actors that af fect t he 

cohesiveness of a team. Situational factors include the physical environment in which the team 

meets and the size of the group. Individual factors refer to the characteristics of the athletes that 

make up the teams. For example, the satisfaction of individuals in being in the team can have a 

powerful i nfluence on cohesiveness. The third t ype of  f actor is  leadership. Team coaches, 

captains and managers have a role in helping to make the team cohesive. Team factors include 

past shared successes, communication between members and having collective goals. 

2.7.2.  Team effectiveness 

Salas, D ickinson, Converse, and Tannenbaum (1992) provided a  good w orking de finition of  a  

‘‘team’’ a s: a  di stinguishable s et of t wo or m ore pe ople w ho i nteract, d ynamically, 

interdependently, a nd a daptively t oward a  c ommon a nd va lued g oal / objective / mission, w ho 

have been assigned specific roles or  functions to perform, and who have a l imited l ife-span of  

membership ( p. 4). 

This definition, echoed by other team researchers (Nieva, Fleishman, & Rieck, 1978; Orasanu & 

Salas, 1993) , e mphasizes t hat t eam m embers t ypically h ave di fferent and uni que r oles, e ach 

representing critical contributions to collective action. This means that there exists a high degree 

of i nterdependence among t eam m embers. This i nterdependence r equires coo rdination and 

synchronization a mong m embers a nd i ntegration of  t heir c ontributions to a chieve t eam goals. 

During team action, members need to exchange information and resources, as well as constantly 

monitor t he c oordination of  t heir e fforts, a djusting i ndividual a nd t eam a ctions w hen 

coordination br eaks dow n ( Salas e t a l., 1992) . T hus, s uccessful t eam action r equires (a) t he 

identification of  a ppropriate i ndividual m ember contributions a nd ( b) a  plan f or t he be st w ay 

these c ontributions c an be  c ombined i nto a n i ntegrated t eam r esponse ( Hinsz, T indale, &  

Vollrath, 1997). 

Another essential e lement of  thi s definition is t hat team interaction is expected to be adaptive 

with respect to environmental conditions. In essence, truly effective teams are those that are able 

to maintain high levels of collective performance, even as team and environmental circumstances 
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become de cidedly adverse. S uch hi gh pe rformance r equires t hat t eams de velop nor ms a nd 

operating procedures that promote individual and collective flexibility and adaptability. 

A num ber o f r esearchers ha ve s pecified de terminants of  t eam ef fectiveness ( Gladstein, 1984; 

Hackman, 1987;  S alas e t a l., 1992) . B ased on these m odels, we s uggest t hat ef fective t eams 

integrate four fundamental processes: cognitive, motivational, affective, and coordination. 

2.8. Leadership and Team  

 Specify that t he l eader pe rformance functions de scribed earlier al ter t eam p rocesses t hat 

contribute t o team ef fectiveness. For ex ample, leader i nformation search and meaning m aking 

can result in defining the frame of reference that team members use to understand and complete 

their col lective t asks. The pe rformance s trategies us ed by t eam m embers ar e m ost l ikely t o 

emerge from leader planning and coordination activities. Likewise, their motivation and choices 

regarding team effort should be influenced in part by leader exhortation and encouragement. In 

the ne xt s ections, w e de scribe k ey t eam pr ocesses i n m ore de tail and s pecify how  l eadership 

functions may act to facilitate these processes 

2.8.1.  Team cognitive processes 

A significant development in the recent team’s literature has been the increasing application of 

cognitive theories and models to understand team performance. For example, Cannon- 

Bowers e t a l. have a rgued that e ffective team coordination and performance depends upon t he 

emergence of accurate shared mental models of requisite team strategies and interaction tactics 

among team members (Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1990, 1993). Such team models help 

team m embers a nticipate e ach ot her’s a ctions a nd r educe t he a mount of  pr ocessing and 

communication that is required during team performance. The result i s better coordination and 

more e fficient collective r esponses t o i mmediate t ask requirements   ( Minionis, Z accaro, & 

Perez, 1995) . In a ddition, ot her t heorists ha ve recently argued t hat metacognitive and  s elf-

correction processes in teams are critical for team performance, especially in situations requiring 

teams t o a dapt qui ckly t o d ynamic e nvironmental c ircumstances ( Blickensderfer, C annon-

Bowers, & Salas, 1998; Kozlowski et al., 1996). 

2.8.2.  Team mental models 

Mental m odels ha ve be en defined as ‘ ‘mechanisms w hereby hum ans ar e abl e t o generate 

descriptions of  s ystem purpose a nd f orm, explanations of  s ystem functioning a nd obs erved 

system states, and predictions of future system states’’ (Rouse & Morris, 1986, p. 351). 
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Mental models organize information about systems, the environments within which they operate, 

and t he r esponse pa tterns r equired of  s ystems w ith r espect t o e nvironmental d ynamics 

(Veldhuyzen & S tassen, 1977) . W ith r espect t o a  t eam, s uch m ental models developed b y 

individual team members represent knowledge and understanding about the purpose of the team 

and i ts characteristics, the connections and l inkages among team purposes, characteristics, and 

collective a ctions, a nd t he va rious roles/behavior pa tterns required of  i ndividual m embers t o 

successfully enact col lective act ion. With well-developed team m ental m odels, team m embers 

may be be tter able to anticipate each other’s actions and reduce the amount of  processing and  

communication required during team performance. 

These characteristics of mental models have led several researchers to argue that effective team 

coordination de pends upon t he e mergence of  a  shared m ental m odel ( Cannon-Bowers et  al ., 

1990, 1993;  K limoski &  M ohammed, 1994) . S hared m ental models r efer t o c ommon 

understanding es tablished through experience am ong t eam m embers r egarding ex pected 

collective behavior patterns during team action (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1990, 1993; Kleinman & 

Serfaty, 1989; Levine & Moreland, 1989). When such models are shared among team members, 

they may be better able to anticipate each other’s actions and reduce the amount of processing 

and communication required during team performance. 

Cannon-Bowers e t a l. (1993) suggested that four di fferent kinds of  mental models encoded b y 

team members were applicable to team coordination and performance. One includes knowledge 

about the equipment used by the team in the acquisition of information from its environment or 

in the monitoring of its own functions (equipment model). This model also includes equipment 

information necessary for the conduct of  collective action. Another model contains knowledge 

about the purpose of the team and more specifically the task requirements related to this purpose 

(task m odel). T his m odel i ncludes t ask procedures, strategies, and how t he t ask changes i n 

response t o e nvironmental c ontingencies. A  t hird m odel represents kn owledge about t eam-

member c haracteristics, including the ir ta sk knowledge, abilities, skills, attitudes, preferences, 

and tendencies (team model). 

The f inal mode l, and the  one  tha t is  pe rhaps th e mos t s ignificant in terms of  r egulating team 

action, e ncodes i nformation w ith r espect t o t he i ndividual a nd c ollective r equirements for 

successful i nteractions among t eam m embers. C annon-Bowers et  al. (1993) ar gued that t o be 

effective, team m embers: must unde rstand t heir r ole i n t he t ask, t hat i s t heir pa rticular 
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contribution, how they must interact with other team members, who requires particular types of 

information, and so forth. S.J. Zaccaro et al. / The Leadership Quarterly 12 (2001) 451–483 459 

Related to this, they must also know when to monitor their teammates’ behavior, and when to 

step in, and help a fellow member who is overloaded, and when to change his or her behavior in 

response to the needs of the team ( p. 232). 

When shared among team members, this model, called the team interaction model, is particularly 

crucial to effective coordinated action. Equipment, task, and team mental models are presumably 

crucial bui lding bl ocks for the  te am int eraction mode l. That is , the pr escribed roles of  t eam 

members need to emerge from a consideration of (a) the equipment or other materials that team 

members will use in  completing subsequent collective tasks, (b) the  specific t ask requirements 

that must be addressed through collective action, and (c) the task relevant characteristics of team 

members that he lp define the cont ributions each can make to successful collective action. The 

strategies and  t actics t hat em erge f rom a  co nsideration of these factors, their mod erating 

contingencies, and specific r oles of  each task m ember i n particular action plans be come 

incorporated i nto t he t eam i nteraction m odel. T he qua lity a nd elaboration of  t his m odel i s 

associated with how well team members will be able to coordinate their subsequent activities. 

2.8.3.  Team information processing 

The most proximal cognitive influence on t eam coordination and performance is the collective 

information processing that occurs when teams confront task and problem situations. A complete 

review of  group i nformation pr ocessing m odels i s be yond t he s cope of thi s a rticle; int erested 

readers are referred to Hinsz et al. (1997). However, some basic processes include (a) developing 

a s hared unde rstanding of t eam pr oblem pa rameters a nd processing obj ectives, (b) ut ilizing 

individual a nd s hared k nowledge s tructures t o define solution a lternatives, ( c) e valuating a nd 

reaching consensus on a n acceptable solution, (d) planning and implementing actions that form 

selected s olutions, a nd (e) m onitoring t he implementation, out comes, and c onsequences of  

selected solutions (Forsyth, 1999; Moreland & Levine, 1992). 

Collective me tacognition represents a f orm of  t eam inf ormation processing tha t is  c ritical for 

team pe rformance i n c omplex e nvironments. Metacognition r efers t o r eflection upon t he 

cognitive processes used in problem solving; in essence, it represents ‘‘knowledge and cognition 

about cognitive phenomena’’ ( Flavell, 1979, p. 906). Sternberg et al. also define 
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metacognitive pr ocesses a s e xecutive f unctions that c ontrol t he a pplication a nd ope ration of  

cognitive abilities and skills (Davidson, Deuser, & Sternberg, 1994; Sternberg, 1985). 

Collective me tacognition refers to  individual a nd c ollective reflection upon how  m embers 

constructed team problems, evaluated possible solutions, and implemented selected solutions. 

To a chieve a  hi gh l evel of  e xpertise t hat pr omotes a daptation i n a  d ynamic ope rating 

environment, team members need to set aside time to consider, individually and collectively, the 

consequences of  their s trategies, how they considered and a rrived a t a  t eam solution, and how 

they worked together to implement selected solutions. This is a difficult process to initiate and to 

complete successfully. When teams have succeeded at a task, members may not see the need for 

reflecting upon c ollective i nformation processing and interaction pa tterns; likewise, when they 

fail, they are more likely to engage in such reflection, but it may be 460 S.J. Zaccaro et al. / The 

Leadership Q uarterly 12 ( 2001) 451 –483 focused on ‘ ‘fixing bl ame,’’ w ith ne gative 

consequences for subsequent team cohesion and efficacy. 

2.8.4.  Leadership and team cognitive processes 

The leadership–team pr ocess m odel b y s pecifying in more de tail the  leadership performance 

functions t hat i nfluence ke y components of  t eam c ognition. Leader information s earch a nd 

structuring activities provide the grist for meaning making and sense giving to team members, 

allowing the development of more comprehensive and effective team mental models. In addition, 

leadership pr ocesses l ikely contribute t o t he q uality a nd efficacy of  col lective information 

processing, especially Meta cognition. W e c over t hese relationships in more de tail in t he 

subsequent sections. 

2.8.5.  Leadership and team mental models 

A major responsibility o f the  team leader is  to facilitate for team members an accurate shared 

understanding of  their operating environment and how, as a  team, they need to respond. There 

has been l ittle, i f a ny, r esearch l inking t eam l eadership t o t he de velopment of  effective t eam 

mental models. However, shared mental models of expected team and member actions serve as 

key mechanisms by which leader’s structure and regulate team performance. 

Leaders i nculcate i n t eam m embers a n und erstanding of  t he t eam’s m ission, t he a ction s teps 

necessary t o complete t he m ission and the r ole r equirements f or each member i n collective 

performance. In essence, t eam l eaders conve y t heir ow n understandings and mental models of  

the pr oblem s ituation a s de rived f rom t heir bounda ry s panning a ctivities. T hus, l eadership 



28 
 

processes and the q uality of  a t eam l eader’s mental m odels be come ke y de terminants o f 

subsequent te am me ntal mode ls. Further, team me ntal mode ls me diate t he i nfluence o f 

leadership on team coordination and team performance. 

The critical point of this leader–team influence is the leader’s sense-making activities on behalf 

of the team. Sense making can be defined as being ‘‘about such things as the placement of items 

into f rameworks, comprehending, r edressing s urprise, c onstructing m eaning, interacting in the 

pursuit of mutual understanding, and patterning’’ (Weick, 1995, p. 6). 

Sense-making a nd s ense-giving pr ocesses i nclude e xtracting i mportant e nvironmental cue s, 

placing these cues in a team’s performance context, and embellishing the meaning of these cues 

into a coherent framework. This framework provides to team members an enriched mental model 

of c ue-response contingencies, l inked t o e nvironmental e vents, a nd i ncludes t he meaning o r 

rationale for why certain collective actions are more or less appropriate in different situations. It 

is t his l ast f eature of  sense m aking t hat pr oduces s hared mental m odels promoting t eam 

adaptation in a dynamic environment. 

These arguments suggest a process of leader-team performance that begins with the development 

of a  leader’s mental representation of  a  problem situation. This mental model reflects not  only 

the c omponents of  t he pr oblem c onfronting the t eam, but  a lso t he environmental a nd 

organizational contingencies that define the larger context of team action. 

Here, the leader develops a model of what the team problem is and what solutions are possible in 

this context, given particular environmental and organizational constraints and resources. 

The above model emerges from the information search and acquisition leadership functions, and 

indeed represents how  t he l eader s tructures ( i.e., makes s ense of ) acqui red information. T he 

problem model developed by the leader then drives the development of a team interaction model 

that encodes how the team ought to respond to the problem situation. 

The l eader forms t his s econd m odel from hi s or unde rstanding of  t eam c apabilities a nd t he 

resources of individual team members in the context of the problem at hand (Zaccaro et al., 

1995),  this model resembles the team interaction mental model proposed by Cannon-Bowers et 

al. (1993) as critical for team coordination and performance. 

The next step in this process of leader–team performance is the communication of the leader’s 

mental mode l of  te am action to team me mbers. This s tep is a c ritical one  f or te am leaders 

because i f t hey d evelop a pe rfect pl an for t eam problem solving, but  cannot communicate the  
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model or plan effectively to the team, then the team response is l ikely to be inadequate. If this 

communication is successful, then team members are likely to form and share an accurate model 

of expected behaviors and role requirements in accordance with their assigned mission and the 

problem they need to confront. 

Two recent s tudies ha ve doc umented the i nfluence o f l eader s ense m aking and team 

communication, or sense giving, on team mental models. Marks, Zaccaro, and Mathieu 

(2000) manipulated the quality of leader communications to a team performing multiple missions 

of a computer-simulated military task requiring adaptation. They found that the communication 

by leaders of enriched task information to the team resulted in more similar and more accurate 

mental mode ls f ormed among te am me mbers. Both m ental m odel similarity and accuracy 

influence subsequent t eam performance. Burke (1999) and Burke and Zaccaro ( in preparation) 

extended t his s tudy b y looking m ore c losely a t t he c ontent of  leader c ommunications. S he 

examined different levels of leader sense making on team mental models and team adaptation, on 

the s ame t ask us ed b y Marks e t al. ( 2000). S he f ound t hat more s imilar and  a ccurate m ental 

models acc rued among team m embers w hen t eam l eaders provided i nformation l inking 

environmental c ues t o a ppropriate t eam responses. M ore importantly, Burke f ound t hat t eams 

were m ost s uccessful i n a dapting t o c hanging performance c onditions w hen l eaders pr ovided 

along with cue-contingency information, a  rationale for such linkages. This embellished sense 

giving r esulted in deeper s hared and accurate team m ental m odels, w hich, i n t urn, f ostered 

greater team adaptation. 

     2.8.6. Leadership and collective information processing 

Team leaders are also responsible for facilitating the information processing activities engaged 

by the  te am a s it a ccomplishes its  ta sk. The most pot ent le adership processes tha t foster 

collective information processes include encouraging and coaching team members to engage in 

problem i dentification, di agnosis, s olution generation, a nd s olution s election activities 

(Kozlowski et al., 1996). Early in the team’s development, team leaders may need to model and 

structure t hese activities f or t eam m embers (Kozlowski, 1998, K ozlowski e t a l., 1996). 

Kivilighan (1997) demonstrated that leader s tructuring behaviors were more important early i n 

the g roup’s t enure; c onsideration a nd r elationship be haviors be come m ore e ffective as groups 

become more efficient and experienced on the group task. 
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As t eams m ature and  m ove f rom a t raining / l earning f ocus t o a  m ore action or  p erformance 

orientation, leader r oles s hift to fostering te am s elf-management, particularly in terms o f 

problem-solving activities. K ozlowski, ( 1998) a rgues t hat a s t eams e nter p erformance 

environments, ‘ ‘leaders are not so much responsible for di recting specific team act ions as  they 

are responsible for developing the underlying individual and team capabilities that enable teams 

to self-manage their actions’’ (p. 134). Tannenbaum, Smith-Jentsch, and Behson 

(1998) note that leaders can foster team learning in discrete performance episodes by facilitating 

team planning activities and the metacognitive processes that should follow team performance. 

Recent c onceptual m odels, t hen, e mphasize t he r ole of  pa rticipative l eadership i n facilitating 

several phases of collective information processing. They also highlight the coaching, modeling, 

and encouragement act ivities of  t eam l eadership, rather t han directive or  structuring activities. 

Thus, team l eaders enc ourage t he t eam m embers t o t ake ove r a  num ber of t eam l eadership 

information search, structuring, and utilization activities. 

The leader can often ‘‘take back’’ several of these processes, including problem construction, the 

definition of  s olution alternatives, a nd i mplementation pl anning w hen t eam pe rformance 

environments become particularly complex and multifaceted. 

In addition, research has shown that team information processing becomes more centralized (i.e., 

localized in the leader), when teams are under stress, threat, or are operating under conditions of 

temporal urgency (Argote, Turner, & Fichman, 1989; Gladstein & Reilly, 1985; Isenberg, 1981). 

However, even these conditions do not obviate other team members from information processing 

responsibilities. I ndeed, i n constructing team pr oblems, deriving s olutions, a nd pl anning t heir 

implementation, team leaders draw heavily on the functional expertise and diversity within the 

team. In e ffect, t hey c oordinate t he contribution a nd c ombination of  t eam know ledge a nd 

information resources; where ‘‘gaps’’ occur, they make interpretations and decisions that move 

the team along (Hinsz et al., 1997; Kozlowski et al., 1996). 

A number of recent studies have documented the importance of participative leaders in fostering 

effective collective information processing. For example, Kahai, Sosik, and Avolio 

(1997) found that team leaders who engaged in participative leadership had team members who 

generated more problem solutions than team leaders who displayed directive leadership. 

They also found, however, that these effects were true for moderately structured tasks, but were 

reversed on highly structured tasks (i.e., directive leadership resulted in more solution generation 
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among team members). This suggests that leadership effects on team information processing will 

depend in part on the nature of the team task. 

Forms of  p articipative le adership also facilitate ot her aspects o f c ollective inf ormation 

processing. Larson, Foster-Fishman, and Franz (1998) reported that leaders who shared problem-

solving responsibilities fostered more information sharing among team members than directive 

leaders. T esluk and M athieu ( 1999) f ound t hat w hen t eam l eaders encouraged team s elf-

management, team members engaged in more problem management actions / strategies to reduce 

performance ba rriers t han members of  t eams i n which leaders di d not  encourage s elf-

management. T hese a ction / strategies i ncluded s uch i nformation pr ocessing a s problem 

diagnosis, s olution ge neration, a nd i mplementation; T esluk a nd M athieu f ound t hat such 

actions/strategies were significant determinants of work crew effectiveness. 

Fostering effective collective ‘‘met cognitive’’ processing in the team, especially after major task 

engagements (Kozlowski et al., 1996), represents perhaps one of the most potent ways leaders 

facilitate t eam ef fectiveness. Such processing ne eds t o be coupled with collective f eedback to 

and among team members that reflects the conclusions emerging from met cognitive reflection 

upon team performance processes. While met cognition can remain a latent cognitive process for 

individual pe rformers a nd s till ha ve potent e ffects, in teams met c ognitive musing m ust be  

verbalized i n or der t o pr oduce changes i n team m embers’ know ledge and capacities. 

Accordingly, team l eaders can  facilitate c ollective met c ognition by pr oviding c ritical 

performance f eedback to team members a nd e ncourage c ollective reflection upon t eam 

processes. Tannenbaum et al. (1998) argue that such reflection needs to occur within the context 

of performance plans and goals. They describe ‘‘pre-briefs’’ and ‘‘post action’’ reviews as key 

components of t he t eam l earning cycle. Pre-briefs a re te am me etings p rior to initiating 

performance t hat ‘ ‘provide a n oppor tunity t o the t eam t o confirm i ts p erformance s trategies, 

clarify t eam m embers’ roles and expectations, discuss a nticipated events, a nd f ocus on ke y 

performance i ssues’’ ( p. 250) . Post act ion reviews reflects t he ‘ ‘systematic pr ocess of  s haring 

observations and interpretations about team functioning (i.e., processes) and performance’’ (  p . 

252). To the degree that post action reviews include reflection upon how team members engage 

in collective information processing, then they reflect collective met cognitive processes as well. 

We would argue that effective team leaders develop the basis for effective engagement of these 

two processes by team members. 
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They do s o b y developing k ey m ember c apabilities t o pe rform t hese t asks, m otivating t eam 

members c omplete pr e-briefs a nd pos t action r eviews, a nd providing f eedback ( and ‘ ‘feed-

forward’’) information to facilitate these processes. 

What specific leader behaviors facilitate this team learning process? Tannenbaum et  al . (1998) 

offer the following prescriptive leadership activities ( pp. 253–259): 

• Provide a self-critique early in the post action review. 

•  Accept feedback and ideas from others. 

• Avoid person-oriented feedback; focus on task-focused feedback. 

•  Provide specific, constructive suggestions when providing feedback. 

•  Encourage act ive t eam m ember p articipation dur ing br iefings a nd reviews a nd not  

simply state one’s own observations and interpretations of the team’s performance. 

•  Guide br iefings t o i nclude di scussions of  ‘ ‘teamwork’’ pr ocesses, a s w ell a s ‘ ‘task 

work.’’ 

• Refer to prior pre-briefs and team performance when conducting subsequent debriefs. 

• Vocalize satisfaction when individual team members or the team as a whole demonstrate 

improvements. 

Tannenbaum et al. examined these leader behaviors in a training study and found that teams with 

leaders who were trained to display these behaviors were more likely to engage in collective met 

cognitive processes ( i.e., m ore l ikely t o e ngage i n di scussions a bout t eamwork behaviors, t o 

critique t hemselves, a nd t o of fer s uggestions t o ot hers). T eams w hose l eaders encouraged 

collective met c ognitive processes out performed t eams w hose l eaders di d not  engage i n s uch 

behaviors. 

2.8.7.  Team motivational processes 

Team effectiveness is grounded in members being motivated to work hard on behalf of the team. 

This mot ivation derives in part f rom the cohesion of  the team and f rom its sense of  collective 

efficacy. 

 
2.9. Cohesiveness and performance 

Numerous s tudies h ave s hown t hat t here i s a  r elationship be tween team coh esiveness and 

success; that is, more successful teams tend to have greater cohesion. In one study, Gould et al 

(1999) i nterviewed athletes and coaches from the U S O lympic t eams i n a r ange o f s ports, 
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assessing a  num ber of  factors i ncluding t eam c ohesion. It w as f ound that te ams w ith low 

cohesiveness were more likely to underperform. 

There i s a  logical problem of  s tudies l ike this, however; they do not  t ell us whether the t eams 

became m ore s uccessful because they w ere already m ore coh esive, or whether, instead, they 

became highly cohesive because of their shared success. Actually, it is quite possible that both of 

these relationships hold t rue. S later & Sewell (1994) measured team cohesion in 60 uni versity 

hockey players, representing three male and three female teams, early in, midway in and at the 

end of the season. The researchers were able to see how early cohesion related to later success 

and how early success related to later cohesion. 

It was found that, whilst early success was related to later cohesion, the stronger relationship was 

between early cohesiveness and later success. 

Interestingly, not  a ll s tudies ha ve s upported t he r elationship between cohesiveness and  

performance. In one ex periment, Grieve et  al ( 2000) r andomly a ssigned 222 m ale uni versity 

student basketball players to three-person basketball teams, and manipulated the interactions of 

each team in order to create either high or low levels of team cohesiveness. Each team was then 

assessed for cohesiveness, given a series of games and then assessed again for cohesiveness. In 

this study, there was no relationship between early cohesiveness and later performance; however, 

successful ear ly performance was associated with high levels of cohesiveness at the end of the 

games. T his s uggests that c ohesiveness doe s no t i nfluence pe rformance but  t hat performance 

does influence cohesiveness.  

2.10.  Developing team cohesion 

Making a  group of  i ndividuals i nto a n e ffective t eam i s a n important part of  a coa ch’s t ask, 

particularly in highly individualist cultures such as Britain and the USA, where we do not tend to 

be taught as children to put the greater good of our groups above our individual needs. Strategies 

to develop team cohesion are known as team building. 

Carron e t a l ( 1997) of fer a  f our-point m odel f or t eam bui lding, w hich aims t o increase t eam 

distinctiveness, for example, by training attire; to increase social cohesiveness, for example, by 

social e vents; to clarify team g oals, f or e xample, b y h aving c ollaborative ‘ goal of  t he da y’ 

sessions; and to improve team communication, for example, by holding regular meetings.  

Team bui lding has b een t ested i n a  number o f e xperimental s tudies, but t he r esults have be en 

equivocal. M oran ( 2004) s uggests t hat one  reason f or t his is t hat t eam building c an i mprove 



34 
 

cohesiveness only if the team lacks it in the first place. Thus, studies on a lready cohesive teams 

encounter a ceiling effect and have little impact. 

2.11.  Social facilitation 

We ha ve a lready di scussed how  be ing i n a  s trongly c ohesive t eam appears t o i mprove t he 

performance of  t eam m embers. There ar e s everal ot her ways i n w hich the pr esence of  ot her 

people can affect our behavior and pe rformance. U nder s ome c ircumstances, t he pr esence of 

other people, such as competitors, enhances our performance. 

However, unde r ot her c ircumstances, our  e ffort a nd our  a bility t o make de cisions c an be 

adversely a ffected b y others, l eading t o poor  performance. The t erm ‘ social f acilitation’ 

describes the ways in which our performance can be affected by the presence of others. 

2.12.  Negative effects of team membership 

     2.12.1. Social loafing 

In t he 1880s , t he French e ngineer R ingelmann discovered t hat w hen a  group o f m en pul led 

together on a rope, each pulled considerably less hard than when pulling alone. When eight men 

were pulling, each man averaged half the effort he put in when pulling alone. This effect, known 

as social loafing, has since been demonstrated in a variety of settings, including team sports. 

In vi ew of  t his e ffect, a n obvi ous que stion to a sk i s, ‘ How do w e know w hether, i n a  g iven 

situation, social f acilitation or s ocial loa fing will oc cur?’ A ronson e t a l ( 1994) i dentified t wo 

factors that affect which response takes place: the complexity of the task and the possibility of 

observers s uccessfully seeing how  m uch e ffort you m ake. If your i ndividual e fforts c an be  

evaluated easily, you will tend to be highly aroused, and therefore you are likely to do better on 

simple tasks and worse on complex tasks. If people cannot tell to look at you how hard you are 

trying, your arousal l evels will t end to be  lower, and therefore you should do worse at s imple 

tasks and better at complex tasks. 

This identify ability effect has been demonstrated in a study by Swain (1996), in which 96 15 -

year-old bo ys r an a 30 -metre s print under t hree c onditions. In t he f irst c ondition, t hey ran 

individually; i n the s econd, they r an in teams, but each  bo y’s t ime w as recorded. In the t hird 

condition, they ran in teams, but only the team time was recorded, and therefore each boy’s own 

performance was not identifiable. 

Overall, the boys ran slower in the third condition; however, this masked considerable individual 

differences in the boys. It emerged that goal orientation (see p 85 for a detailed discussion) was 
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the major factor – task-oriented bo ys ran equally fast in the three conditions, but  ego-oriented 

boys s lowed dow n w hen t hey be lieved t heir i ndividual times w ere not  be ing m easured. Other 

factors apart from goal orientation may affect on social loafing behavior. Heuze & Brunel (2003) 

conducted an experiment in which students threw darts under four conditions. In one condition, 

they had no opposition. In the other three conditions, fictitious opponents were created who were 

inferior, equal o r s uperior i n standard. P erformance w as b est a gainst a n oppone nt of  e qual 

standard and worst against a superior opponent. This suggests that we tend to indulge in social 

loafing in situations where we are not expected to succeed, but less so when expectations of us 

are higher. 

2.13.  Athlete Satisfaction 

Chelladurai and Riemer ( 1997) de fine athlete s atisfaction as t he pos itive af fective s tate t hat 

arises when an athlete evaluates the s tructures, processes, and outcomes that are related to the 

athletic experience. In other words, an athlete’s level of satisfaction can be seen as a reflection of 

how w ell the  a thletic e ndeavor me ets the  athlete’s ow n pe rsonal s tandards. C helladurai a nd 

Riemer ( 1998)  note that a thlete s atisfaction is i mportant f or thr ee r easons. First, an athlete’s 

satisfaction w ith hi s or  her s port s hould na turally be l inked to hi s or  he r pe rformance i n t hat 

sport. F or e xample, a n athlete w ho i s m ore s atisfied w ill put  out  m ore effort a nd p ersistence 

during c ompetition. T he s econd r eason t hat a thlete s atisfaction i s i mportant i s be cause 

satisfaction can be s een as  a pr ecursor or out come i n t he c onceptual frameworks of  ot her 

constructs, such as cohesion. The final reason, which is central to the rationale behind this study, 

is be cause at hletic s atisfaction is a ke y conc ern in athletic pr ograms. The hum anistic vi ew 

suggests t hat the at hletic ex perience ne eds t o be enj oyable and instrumental t o further t he 

development of athletes, and development is a primary outcome, at the college level. That being 

said, athlete satisfaction has both theoretical and practical implications. 

One c onstruct tha t c ould ha ve qui te a n impact o n athlete s atisfaction is role a mbiguity. Bray, 

Beauchamp, Eys, and Carron (2004) looked at the need for role clarity as a potential moderator 

variable between role ambiguity and athlete satisfaction. To examine this relationship, Bray et al. 

had 112 male ice players complete the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire, the Role Ambiguity 

Scale, and a m easure t hat as sessed the at hletes’ ne ed for r ole cl arity. Their cor relation results 

showed that greater ambiguity was associated with lower athlete satisfaction, which is consistent 

with the results from Eys and colleagues (2003). They also found that the relationship between 
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role ambiguity and the various f acets of  a thlete s atisfaction were onl y a pparent i n t he a thletes 

who had a higher need for role clarity. It is important to note that the authors elected to use the 

subscales of  the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire that related to the individual as opposed to 

the team (Bray, Beauchamp, Eys, & Carron, 2004). Their reason for doing this was because they 

were concerned with athlete satisfaction as it related to the primary role sender (i.e., the coach) 

based on J ackson and Schuler’s (1985) meta-analytic f indings f rom the business literature that 

showed that job satisfaction and satisfaction with supervision were the dimensions of satisfaction 

that correlated the strongest with role ambiguity.  

2.14.  Roles within the Sport Team  

When looking at roles within sport teams, two primary categorizations have been used to define 

the types of roles. The first categorization refers to the degree of formality of the role. Roles may 

be either formal or informal (Mabry & Barnes, 1980). Formal roles refer to a certain position and 

the prestige associated with that position. These roles are also often prescribed by the group or 

organization to the individual. For example, a captain on a team or a forward in soccer would be 

a formal role. An informal role would be a role that develops as a result of the associations and 

interactions be tween group m embers. E xamples of  i nformal r oles i n s port w ould be  t he work 

horse of the team, the team clown, or the spark player off the bench. 

The second categorization of sport roles relates to the primary objective of the role. Objectives of 

roles c an be ei ther t ask or s ocial. Task-oriented roles f ocus on pe rforming t he r esponsibilities 

that are related to the group accomplishing its objectives; whereas socially-oriented roles focus 

on pr omoting ha rmony and i ntegration a mong g roup m embers ( Eys, B eauchamp, &  B ray, i n 

press). There have been a few attempts in the literature to look at more specific types of roles and 

role responsibilities, taking into account the different categories, such as formal and informal and 

task and social. In an effort t o get a m ore d etailed l ook a t roles with sport t eams, E ys (2000) 

conducted f ocus groups w ith m embers of  i nterdependent a nd i ndependent s port t eams. E ight 

general categories of roles emerged including: positional, formal leadership, informal leadership, 

social, communication, m otivational, or ganizational, a nd guidance r oles. W ith a ll t he di fferent 

roles possible on a sport team, confusion often results from unclear or conflicting expectations. 

2.15.  Coaching Behavior and Team Dynamics 

In the first study in this area, Westre & Weiss (1991) examined the relationship between athletes’ 

perceptions of  their coaches’ behaviors and athletes’ perceptions of  their team’s cohesion. The 
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study s ample i ncluded s ophomore, j unior, a nd s enior hi gh s chool m ale f ootball pl ayers 

representing six public high schools in the same district. 

The s tudy e xamined not  onl y t he r elationship b etween a thletes’ pe rceptions of  t heir c oaches’ 

behavior and team cohesion, but also tested whether this relationship was a function of perceived 

team a nd i ndividual s uccess, pl ayer s tatus, a nd pos ition pl ayed. T he r esearchers us ed t he 

Leadership S cale f or S ports ( LSS) t o m easure perceived c oaching b ehaviors a nd t he G roup 

Environment Q uestionnaire ( GEQ) t o m easure a thletes’ pe rceptions of  t heir t eam’s cohesion. 

This s tudy found that at hletes w ho perceived that t heir coa ches em ployed a m ore de mocratic 

leadership style and provided higher levels of social support, positive feedback and training and 

instruction also perceived and reported higher levels of team cohesion. This initial study, then, 

provided support for the hypothesis that coaches’ leadership styles are related to team cohesion. 

In a c orresponding s tudy, G ardner, S hields, Bredemeier, &  Bostrom ( 1996) e xamined t he 

relationship between perceived coaching be haviors and  team c ohesion a mong ba seball a nd 

softball pl ayers. T his s tudy r epresented a n e xpansion of  t hat c onducted b y W estre &  W eiss 

(1991) be cause i t e xamined t wo s ports a nd i ncluded bot h m ale a nd f emale a thletes f rom t wo 

different academic levels. Specifically, the sample in this study consisted of 55 male high school 

baseball players and 56 female high school softball players as well as 134 junior college male 

baseball players and 62 junior college female softball players. The athletes in this study ranged in 

age from 13 to 33 years. This study was designed to examine the relationship between perceived 

leadership behaviors and team cohesion in high school and junior college baseball and softball 

players. A gain, t he researchers us ed t he LSS a nd t he G EQ t o m easure p erceived leadership 

behaviors and team cohesion, respectively. Statistical analyses of the data did show a significant 

relationship between perceived coaches’ leadership style and perceived team cohesion. 

Specifically, athletes w ho perceived their co aches to be  hi gh i n t raining a nd i nstructional 

behavior and t o exhibit a  d emocratic l eadership s tyle ( along w ith l ow l evels o f a utocratic 

behavior) and to provide high frequencies of social support and positive feedback also indicated 

high pe rceptions of  t eam c ohesiveness. F urther, t he s tudy s howed s ignificant ge nder a nd 

competitive level ma in effects a s w ell a s a  s ignificant gender b y competitive level int eraction 

effect. That is, male athletes perceived their coaches to be higher in autocratic behavior than did 

females, and females perceived their coa ches as  g iving s ignificantly m ore t raining and  

instruction, de mocratic behavior and pos itive f eedback t han di d m ales. A lso, j unior c ollege 
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players perceived their t eams as higher in social cohesion and social support than did the high 

school a thletes ( Gardner, S hields, B redemeier, & Bolstrom, 1996) . T his s tudy bui lds upon  

Westre & Weiss’ original research in that i t examined the effects of  coaching behaviors across 

gender, level (high school and college), and across sport (although softball and baseball are very 

similar). The results of  t his s tudy al so f ound significant di fferences b etween male and  f emale 

athletes in their perceptions of their coaches’ behaviors and in their evaluations of their team’s 

level of  cohe siveness. A s t he a uthors of  t his s tudy i ndicate, t hese r esults s uggest t hat f urther 

research on possible gender differences in regard to the relationship between coaches’ behavior 

and team cohesion is necessary. 

The third and final study reported in the literature thus far on the topic of coaching behavior and 

team cohesion employed a different research approach. This study, conducted by Turman (2003), 

was de signed t o identify the t echniques and  s trategies t hat coaches us e t o either p romote or  

undermine t eam cohesion. T his s tudy was conducted i n t wo ph ases. In t he f irst ph ase, t he 

researcher us ed ope n-ended questionnaires t o assess at hletes’ pe rceptions of  t heir coa ches’ 

behavior. In t he s econd pha se, i n-depth i nterviews ( early and pos t-summer pr actice s essions) 

were conducted with individual athletes. 

2.16.  Theoretical Model of Sport Team Cohesion 

Carron’s (2001) original conceptual model of cohesion in sport teams provided a framework for 

describing t he a ntecedents, c orrelates, a nd c onsequences of  c ohesion i n s port te ams. It w as 

comprised of  t hree pa rts: t he i nputs ( antecedents of  g roup c ohesion; e nvironmental, pe rsonal, 

leadership, and t eam f actors), t he t hroughputs (types of  cohesion i n s port gr oups; t ask and 

social), and the outputs ( the consequences of  group cohesion; specified in terms of  both group 

and individual outcomes). This initial model has been revised several times. The most recent and 

comprehensive ve rsion of  t his m odel w as pub lished b y C arron a nd H ausenblas i n 1998. T his 

model provides an overall framework for identifying, describing, and examining the correlates of 

cohesion in sport teams. The model is based on the assumption that there are a large number of 

factors that are related to and/or are predictive of group cohesion. These factors are divided into 

four c ategories: e nvironmental f actors, pe rsonal f actors, l eadership f actors, a nd t eam f actors. 

Details r egarding each of t hese f our categories of  f actors are p resented in the f ollowing 

paragraphs. 
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      2.16.1. Environmental factors:   

As i llustrated i n t he m odel, e nvironmental (or s ituational) f actors a re on e of  t he h ypothesized 

correlates of cohesion in sport teams. These factors can be divided into two categories: cultural 

and or ganizational considerations and geographical considerations. Cultural and or ganizational 

considerations include contractual responsibility, organizational orientation, normative pressures 

and level of  competition. Contractual responsibility refers to the obl igations and/or restrictions 

that ar e pl aced on a t eam. Examples of  this w ould be e ligibility o r tr ansfer r ules, contractual 

obligations (pertaining to professional contracts), and geographical restrictions (such as playing 

locations/proximity for amateur sports). Normative pressures are also situational conditions that 

affect c ohesion. D ue t o s ociety’s l ow r egard f or t hose t hat qui t, pressures t o m aintain 

membership among a team or group also play an important role in a team’s cohesiveness. The 

organization’s orientation is another situational/environmental factor which affects, or is related 

to, a  gr oup’s cohesion. T his or ientation f actor r efers t o t he di fferent g oals, a chievement 

processes, a nd de mographics of  t he pa rticipants w ithin t he g roup. In i nvestigating t his f actor, 

Spink & Carron (1992) found that social cohesion was high among members of exercise groups 

within pr ivate f itness c lubs w hile t ask c ohesion w as hi gh among exercisers i n g roups w ithin 

university s ettings. T hus, i ndividuals’ pe rceptions of  g roup c ohesiveness m ay va ry across 

contexts or  s ettings. T he f inal aspect of  cultural a nd or ganizational c onsiderations i s l evel o f 

competition. It is possible, for example, that task cohesion may be more important to the team’s 

success and satisfaction at higher and/or more competitive playing levels while social cohesion 

may be more important at lower, or more recreational, levels of play. 

The second category o f environmental/situational factors which may affect a  group’s cohesion 

includes ge ographical i ssues. T his f acet i ncludes ph ysical and f unctional pr oximity, a  g roup’s 

permeability, and the s ize of  t he group. Physical and functional proximity concerns t he actual 

physical closeness tha t t he a thletes have w hen participating in the s port, whether it is  pl aying 

position or  l ocker l ocation. R esearch ha s revealed that w hen teams a re cl oser i n physical 

proximity, friendships and relationships are more apt to develop which contributes to the social 

cohesion of the group. A group’s permeability, or the degree to which it is open to other groups, 

also influences the team’s cohesion. This aspect refers to the degree to which teams interact with 

other gr oups or  i ndividuals. W hen a  g roup i solates i tself t otally, i t i s una ble t o ut ilize out side 

sources to fulfill its psychological needs and thus draws upon its own membership. Although this 
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is not mentioned as a positive or negative aspect, it does affect the way in which a team unites. 

The s ize of  t he g roup a lso pl ays a n i mportant r ole i n how  t he t eam c oheres i n or der t o w ork 

together. This is explained in more detail within the collective efficacy section, but research has 

shown t hat t he s ize of  t he gr oup doe s affect its c ohesion ( see review of  t his r esearch b y 

Widmeyer, B rawley, & Carron, 2002) . W hen the s ize of  a  group increases be yond i ts opt imal 

potential, t he group’s cohesion be gins t o de cline. S pecifically, a s a  group i ncreases i n s ize, 

individual participation decreases, the frequency of arguments and disagreements increases, and 

members begin to feel as though their individual input or contribution to the group’s task is no 

longer important. Oftentimes too, as the group size increases, social loafing, or the reduction in 

individual effort when working in groups as opposed to working alone, tends to increase. These 

provide e xamples of  e nvironmental/situational f actors t hat m ight contribute i n a  pos itive or  

negative way to a sport team’s cohesion. 

    2.16.2. Personal factors: 

 According to the model, a second set of factors affecting cohesion includes a variety of personal 

factors. This set of factors can be divided into three categories: demographic attributes, cognition 

and m otives, a nd be havior. D emographic a ttributes pe rtaining t o t eam c ohesion r elate t o 

individual di fferences. These a re di fferences found between members o f a group, such as age, 

sex, race, personality, etc. 

These f actors ar e r elevant t o the cohesiveness of  t he group because similarity i n personal 

attributes of  gr oup members ha s be en associated w ith greater cohesiveness. Therefore, factors 

such a s a ge, gender, or  r ace m ay pl ay a n i mportant r ole i n the g roup’s ove rall c ohesion, 

depending on t he perceptions, attitudes, or beliefs of the individual members of the group. It is 

also important to identify that thi s a rrow is  bi -directional, i n t hat a  group’s c ohesiveness m ay 

also affect the individuals’ differences. 

   2.16.3. Leadership factors: 

The s ets of  f actors t hat a re h ypothesized w ithin t he m odel t o l ead t o, o r a ffect, c ohesion a re 

leadership f actors. T he m ediating i nfluence of  l eadership i s f ound i n l eadership be haviors, 

leadership de cision-making styles, the coach-athlete pe rsonal r elationship, and the co ach-team 

relationship. This antecedent factor is of particular importance to this study because it provides 

for the possibility that coaching behaviors influence and predict cohesion in sport groups. The 

coaches’ ch aracteristics include t ypes and frequencies of  feedback, training and instruction, 
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social s upport, t ype of  l eadership ( autocratic or  de mocratic), a nd r eactions t o g ame/pressure 

situations. T he f ew r esearch s tudies t hat ha ve been c onducted to examine t he l ink between 

coaching behavior and team cohesion have been developed in many ways. 

    2.16.4. Team factors:  

The final correlates of group cohesion are team factors. These factors that affect group cohesion 

are group s ize, s tatus, role i nvolvement, g roup nor ms, a nd c ollective e fficacy ( Carron &  

Hausenblaus, 1998) . G roup s ize ha s be en pr eviously di scussed a s a f actor w hich i nfluences 

cohesion. A s t he s ize of  t he gr oup or  t eam i ncreases, t he uni ty of  t he group i s a ffected. How 

individuals on t he t eam unde rstand a nd a ccept t heir r oles a nd be come involved i n t heir r ole 

affects how a team operates. Role clarity, or the extent to which the athlete understand their role 

and role acceptance are important aspects of  t eam functioning and thus, team cohesion. Group 

norms that are developed are more likely to be adhered to when cohesion is higher amongst the 

group. 

Finally, collective efficacy, or the beliefs and attitudes about the team’s competence, is the final 

aspect of  t eam factors that are associated with team cohesion. All of  these t eam aspects af fect 

and influence the way in which the team coheres as a unit. As previously mentioned, a leader’s 

behaviors a re correlated to a t eam’s cohe sion, as w ell as t he col lective be lief i n team 

competence. 

Many of you will consider this a question with a boringly obvious answer: surely there must be a 

link between team cohesion and competition success? Anyone who has played in a team where 

everyone gets on w ell and communication is good feels this has a  lot to do w ith how well the 

team plays. 

However, this assumption is based on f eelings and perceptions which may not  be borne out  in 

reality. Just because you enjoy the team atmosphere does not necessarily mean you are definitely 

going to win more games. The key research question for sport psychology is to prove that teams 

with greater cohesion are more successful. And this is a question that various researchers have 

been grappling with for around 30 years. 

Famously, a G erman researcher cal led Hans Lenk'') di sproved t he not ion t hat onl y c ohesive 

groups could win by showing data collected from the notoriously dysfunctional German rowing 

eight t hat w as s uccessful i n t he 1968 M exico O lympic G ames. A necdotally, O lympic r owing 
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provides another famous example of how low cohesion and success can mix, as 1988 G B gold 

medalists Holmes and Redgrave were supposedly not the best of pals! In subsequent 

Games (1992 and 1996), however, winners Redgrave and Pinsent were highly cohesive (from an 

outsider's viewpoint at least). 

These examples cast doubt on the assumption that the greater the cohesion the greater the team 

success, although a reasonable amount of research carried out in the 1970s and 1980s supported 

this assumption. But if the relationship between cohesion and success is not cut and dried, this 

raises more questions: 

If winning is possible without cohesion, how important is cohesion to the winning formula? 

Are there specific aspects of  cohesion that are crucial for team success and others that are less 

important? 

To provide reliable answers to these questions, psychology researchers need to be able to analyse 

and measure team cohesion with validity. In science, the term validity refers to how well your 

measuring t ool act ually assesses w hat you are ai ming t o measure. In physical t erms a r uler i s 

obviously a highly valid measure of length; but in the realms of psychology, in which variations 

in individual perceptions are involved, validity is not so easy to establish. A research team led by 

Albert Carron" concluded that much of  the early research on c ohesion was l imited by the less 

than- rigorous Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire in uses at this time. He and his colleagues set 

about developing a sounder tool, known as the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ). 

These r esearchers a imed t o ba se t his ne w t ool o n a  s ound c oncept of  w hat c ohesion a ctually 

involved for sports teams. They argued that previous research had over simplified the concept of 

cohesion b y m easuring one pa rticular a spect, s uch a s t he pe rceived a ttraction of  t he g roup 

members to each other. There is clearly more to the dynamics of the formation and workings of 

groups than how much the individual members like each other. 

Carron et al's model of cohesion identified four key contributing factors that interact to facilitate 

social or task cohesion: environmental, personal, team and leadership. 
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The model measures the following categories of cohesion: 

1. Individuals' perception of the 'group integration social'; 

2. Individuals' personal attraction to 'group social'; 

3. Individuals' perception of group task ('group integration task'); 

4. Individuals' personal attraction to group task. 

The GEQ comprises four or five questions under each category. And the researchers' belief that it 

can effectively m easure cohe sion by an alyzing i ts di fferent com ponents ha s be en endorsed by 

other research teams. 

Interestingly, r esearch i nto c ohesion us ing t he G EQ s uggests t hat ' task' c ohesion i s m ore 

important for team success than 'social' cohesion. 

And this could explain the equivocal results of earlier cohesion studies, and why it is sometimes 

possible for successful team mates to actively dislike each other and still win. Most coaches and 

athletes prefer team mates to like each other, but i t appears that as  long as they are completely 

focused on  t heir c ommon t ask a nd s hare t he s ame goals and be liefs s uccess i s pos sible e ven 

without social cohesion. Another example of this pr inciple a t work is the Chicago Bulls team, 

which dominated the NBA in the 1990s: the team members allegedly didn't speak to each other 

off court, but practiced and competed together with 100% professionalism and commitment. 

With this example in mind, Carron et a1 recently set up a new study to examine the relationship 

between t ask cohesion and team success in Clite basketball and football teams (4), measuring 

just the group integration task and group attraction to task categories of cohesion from the GEQ.  

Produce a t eam coh esion score, then related these s cores t o an indisputable m easure of  t eam 

success. All things considered, this unique study goes further than any before it to examine the 

importance of cohesion for success in team sports. 

The implication of these findings is that coaches and sport psychologists would be well advised 

to assess t eam coh esion and develop team-building s trategies t o i mprove t ask c ohesion. 

Specifically, coaches could work on making sure that team members are clear about and happy 
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with team goals and the level of shared commitment. They could also work on developing team 

communication and shared responsibility - developing the 'we' mentality. 

In his book on football psychology, Sven- Goran Eriksson talks a great deal about how the 'we' 

mentality can raise t he pe rformance of  al l t he pl ayers i n a t eam and help reduce t he pr essure 

associated with big matches. He describes eight key attributes of an effective team, and I invite 

you to note that all are task oriented and have nothing to do with social relationships. The 'good 

team', according to the 

England Manager has: 

1. A common vision 

2. Clear and definite goals which go hand-in-hand with this vision 

3. Members who share their understanding of strategy and tactics 

4. Great inner discipline (meaning they act professionally together)  

5. Players with characteristics which complement each other 

6. A good division of roles among the players, with all members treated equally 

7. Players who put the common good before their own interests 

8. Players who take responsibility for the whole team, with everyone accepting mistakes as long 

as people do their best. 

   2.17.1. Team dispersion:  

The a nalysis c onducted s hows t hat t eam di spersion s ignificantly m odifies t he r elationship 

between c ohesion and virtual t eam out comes, with c ohesion be ing a stronger i nfluence on  

outcomes in globally distributed teams. As indicated in the literature review, inherent in globally 

distributed t eams a re the c ultural, l anguage, a nd t ime z one di fferences. A dler ( 1977) 

hypothesized t hat t eams w ith hi gh c ultural a nd l anguage di fferences ha ve hi gh pot ential i n 

performing c omplex ta sks but  of ten fail to  r ealize thi s pot ential. Virtual te ams w ith members 

from different cultures and languages do not share similar social interaction norms. This impedes 

communication among team members. Time zone differences add another layer of complexity as 
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well; setting up suitable meeting times are more challenging and delayed responses to inquiries 

occur. 

    2.17.2. Face-to-face meetings:  

The analysis shows that the opportunity to meet face-to-face at least once throughout the project 

duration modifies the relationship between cohesion and team performance, with cohesion being 

a stronger influence on performance for virtual teams that are able to meet face-to-face. 

There are two possible explanations for this particular r esult. First, virtual teams that have the  

opportunity t o m eet f ace-to-face a re m ore s usceptible t o s ubgroup i dentifications due  t o 

individual differences. 

Individual differences such as those based on e thnicity and nationality, are more visible during 

face to face meetings. Thus, virtual team members are more likely to create subgroups based on 

these differences (Fiol & O‘Connor, 2005). A high level of subgroup strength has been known to 

negatively influence virtual team performance (DeSanctis & Jiang, 2005). As such, virtual teams 

that ar e abl e t o meet f ace t o face m ust be  coh esive t o overcome t he negative i nfluence of  

subgroup formations, and ensure higher performance. 

Second, i t i s pos sible t hat t he s ignificantly s tronger r elationship be tween cohesion a nd 

performance i n virtual teams t hat m eet f ace-to-face oc casionally i s d ue t o the di fferences 

between the i nherent ch aracteristics of  t he t wo types of  t eam. In this me ta-analysis, s tudies 

categorized as having teams with face-to-face meetings are all based on surveys of teams in the 

field. As noted by Cramton (2001), such teams typically confront tasks that are relatively more 

complicated with less in formation a vailable, a nd f or l onger dur ations. T herefore, t hese t eams 

require higher cohesion among team members to ensure higher performance. 

    2.17.3. Communication tools:  

The a nalysis s hows t hat t he c ommunication tools be ing us ed s ignificantly m odifies t he 

relationship be tween c ohesion a nd vi rtual t eam pe rformance, w ith c ohesion be ing a  w eaker 

influence on  pe rformance w hen t he vi rtual t eams c ommunicate us ing pu rely s ynchronous 

communication tools. In a purely synchronous communication, there are fewer opportunities for 

miscommunication. 

Issues can be resolved immediately, and cohesion becomes less important to ensure performance. 

In addition, the analysis shows that the communication tools being used significantly modifies 

the relationship between cohesion and virtual team satisfaction; with cohesion being a stronger 
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influence on s atisfaction w hen t he vi rtual t eams c ommunicate us ing bot h s ynchronous a nd 

asynchronous communication tools, as opposed to when the virtual teams are limited to only one 

type of  c ommunication t ool. C ramton ( 2001) ob served t hat i n a  vi rtual t eam s etting, c onflicts 

could arise when team members have to select among different communications media. Conflicts 

occur when team members‘choices differ due to preferences or situational contexts (e.g., online 

chats ar e t he pr eferred method for t eam m embers i n location A s ince t hey en counter l ow 

bandwidth to support richer communication tools). 

Conflicts t hat a re not  pr operly m anaged a nd/or resolved w ill r educe po sitive f eelings a mong 

team members and with the virtual team experience (Ocker, 2001; Ocker, 2002). In this situation, 

a higher level of cohesion among team members could ensure that the satisfaction level remain 

high. 

The analysis shows that the research method being used significantly modifies the relationship 

between cohesion a nd v irtual t eam pe rformance, w ith c ohesion be ing a stronger i nfluence on 

performance w hen t he s tudy i nvolves a s urvey of vi rtual t eams i n t he field. In experiments, 

cohesion seems to have a significantly less influence on performance. As stated before, teams in 

the field typically confront tasks that are more complicated with less information, and for longer 

durations. It is plausible that experimental research in virtual teams does not capture the pressure 

and i ntensity of  t he w orking environment. W hen e ngaging i n a  p roject i n t he r eal w orld, 

cohesion becomes more critical in determining performance. 

    2.17.4. Performance measurement: 

 The an alysis s hows t hat t he pe rformance m easurement s ignificantly mo difies the  r elationship 

between cohesion a nd v irtual t eam pe rformance, w ith c ohesion be ing a stronger i nfluence on 

performance when the measurement involves perceptions rather than objective measurements. It 

is pos sible tha t the  te am me mber‘s cohesiveness w ith his/her t eam m ates c an affect hi s/her 

perception of performance. 

The results show that the analysis level significantly modifies the relationship between cohesion 

and virtual team outcomes. This is  in parallel to the argument made by Short et al. (2005) that 

constructs in virtual teams are multilevel. Analyses based on individual versus team levels would 

produce different results. 

This study contrasts with a recent meta-analysis by Lin et al. (2008), demonstrating significant 

relationships between cohesion with performance and satisfaction. Lin et al. (2008) incorporated 
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results from online communities; however, it can be argued that online communities are unlike 

virtual t eams s ince c ommunities do not  ne cessarily i nteract t hrough i nterdependent t asks t o 

achieve a purpose. 

Furthermore, Lin et al. (2008) did not examine potential moderators to the relationships. In other 

words, t he a uthors t ook a  br oad a pproach i n t heir w ork a s oppos ed t o t he i n-depth a pproach 

presented in this s tudy ( a me ta-analysis of c ohesion t o vi rtual t eam out comes, w ith pot ential 

moderators for the relationships). 

Presenting the results of a meta-analysis provides several benefits. The meta-analysis technique 

enables researchers to estimate the overall effect size as accurately as possible, and to report its 

robustness a cross a  l arge bod y of  s tudies ( Borenstein e t a l., 2009) . If t he e ffect s izes va ry 

substantially, t he m etaanalysis t echnique e nables r esearchers t o qua ntify the v ariance. T hus, 

meta-analysis i s a t ool for r esearchers t o elegantly s ummarize a nd pr esent r esearch findings 

across a  l arge bod y o f s tudies. In a ddition, t he m eta-analysis t echnique a re t hat i t pr ovides 

researchers w ith a m ore di sciplined approach to r eviewing t he r esearch literature and is m ore 

objective since it only looks at empirical data (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 

Each of th ese s trengths applies to this s tudy. First, the me ta-analysis a ggregated the f indings 

between cohesion and virtual team outcomes into overall mean effect sizes, which are easier to 

interpret. 

These findings originate from fifteen independent studies. Second, this study follows the step-by-

step pr ocedures a s s uggested b y Borenstein e t a l. ( 2009) a nd Lipsey & W ilson ( 2001); ot her 

researchers can follow the same steps and achieve similar results. And finally, in selecting and 

coding the data, none of 

the author‘s bi ases come into pl ay. S tudies t hat f it i nto t he selection criteria and did not  have 

missing information were selected, coded and analyzed. 

Nevertheless, this meta-analysis suffers f rom several limitations. First, additional s tudies could 

have be en i ncluded. T he a uthor i dentified s ix r elevant s tudies w ith missing i nformation. M ost 

emails t o t he a uthors were un answered. Furthermore, t here i s a lso t he potential f ile-drawer 

problem (i.e., unpubl ished s tudies due  t o journals‘tendency to publish results w ith significant 

findings). Again, email solicitations to key figures in the virtual team research area were largely 

unanswered. This study would have benefited greatly if it had included more relevant studies. 
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Second, there is also the question of garbage-in-garbage-out. Since articles were not  prejudged 

based on  r esearch d esigns or  t heir qua lity, t his m eta-analysis is  vul nerable to lower qu ality 

research. 

Nevertheless, the author would stress that a ll of  the  f ifteen studies included were publ ished in  

peer reviewed journals, peer-reviewed conference proceedings, or part of a doctorate dissertation 

requirements. 

Third, meta-analyses do not draw on findings from qualitative studies. In the area of virtual team 

research, many s tudies involving actual teams were conducted by using the case s tudy method 

(Powell e t a l., 2004 ). A nd l astly, s ome of  t he p ossible m oderators w ere not  t ested due  t o t he 

limited number of studies. For example, team size is a possible moderator between cohesion to 

virtual team outcomes (Grevins, 2002). Regrettably, there was not enough variation in team size 

among the studies to support a moderator analysis. Another example is the moderating effect of 

research m ethod to the r elationship be tween cohesion and s atisfaction. Again, t his moderating 

effect was not analyzed due to insufficient data. 

2.17. Managerial Implications and Future Research 

The practical implications of this research for organizations as they consider implementing more 

and more virtual teams are: 

(1) O rganizations s hould invest in activities th at inc rease c ohesiveness in virtual te ams. A 

previous s tudy by Beranek a nd M artz ( 2005) s hows t hat t raining i n e ffective communication 

increases virtual team cohesiveness, and in turn, results in a more positive outcome. 

(2) Certain conditions require more cohesive virtual teams. This is especially true in a globally 

distributed virtual team setting. Organizations and team leaders should be sensitive to this issue, 

and promote activities to increase group cohesion. 

(3) Despite the positive relationships to performance and satisfaction, cohesion is also related to 

group think. Janis (1972, p. 9) argued that group think is a mode of thinking that people engage 

in w hen t hey a re de eply i nvolved i n a  c ohesive i n-group, w hen t he m embers‘ s trivings f or 

unanimity override their motivation to realistically appraise alternative course of action.‖  

Therefore, team leaders must balance developing cohesion with ensuring those teams members 

do not indulge in group think to the detriment of virtual team outcomes. 

As f or f uture r esearch, r esearchers s hould t ake not e of  t he di fferent r esults t hat one  m ight 

produce us ing di fferent m ethods, or  di fferent m easurements. A  l arge num ber of  vi rtual t eam 
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studies were conducted using student participants. This meta-analysis brought forth the question 

of whether the results from student teams reflect actual virtual teams in the field. A second issue 

concerns w ith the m easurements f or s atisfaction and cohesion. R esearchers c ould unde rtake 

work to further r efine t hese m easurements and  ens ure t hat t he r esults ar e not  af fected by 

common-method bias. 

Another a venue i s t o examine di versity a s a pot ential m oderator f or t he r elationship be tween 

cohesion and virtual team outcomes. The results of this meta-analysis alluded to the possibility 

that di fferences i n t erms of  de mographic a nd cultural ba ckgrounds i mpact t he r elationship 

between cohesion and outcomes. A related study by Staples and Zhao (2006) found that diverse 

virtual teams had poorer cohesion and satisfaction compared to homogeneous teams. However, 

their study focused on diversity 

based on bi rth, na tionality, na tive l anguage and t he i ndividualism/collectivism di mension o f 

Hofstede‘s ( Hofstede & B ond, 1984)  measure of na tional cul ture. Future r esearchers coul d 

explore diversity based on 

sex, ethnicity, as well as Hofstede‘s other four dimensions (e.g., power distance and uncertainty 

avoidance). 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
3.1. Research Methodology 

In o rder t o have a  c lear picture about t he t eam c ohesion and i ts contribution in enhancing the 

team pe rformance co aches and players i nterest about  t eam cohesion the de scriptive s urvey 

method is implied. 

The method is appropriate to describe, understand and define the team cohesion around the club. 

To achieve t he objectives of  t he s tudy, va luable inf ormation were g athered from di fferent 

sources. Besides, t riangulation of  va rious da ta ga thered t ools w ere used to obtain r elevant 

information. 

3.2. Sources of Data 

The Wolaita D evelopmental A ssociation has di fferent s ervices for t he p upil.  T he r esearcher 

select Wolaita Dicha Sport Club purposefully based on their access to transport and availability 

of the time to collect the data. These are: - Wolaita Sodo and Boditti Sub-city in Wolaita Zone.  

The data sources for time study were: - both primary and secondary source were used to secure 

sufficient da ta/information. Primary da ta w as collected f rom s ubjects t hrough que stionnaires 

interviews and obs ervation w here as s econdary data were gathered f rom publ ished a nd 

unpublished materials.  

3.3. Population and Sampling Techniques 

In this study two Sub-cities were selected by simple random selection technique out of 12 Sub-

cities. These Sub-cities were: - Sodo and Boditti 

The tot al populations  of W olaita D icha S port C lub ha ve 88 w hich i nclude m en a nd w omen 

volleyball, female and male football, from which the researcher used (32) male football players, 

coaches and administration were selected as a simple random method only primer league level. 

 

3.4. Data Collection Instrument 

The i nstruments us ed f or da ta c ollection w ere que stionnaires, i nterviews, a nd theory a nd 

practical observation. To ensure the appropriateness of the items, a pilot study was carried out in 

one selected foot ball players, coaches and administration. Questionnaire was also administered 

to twenty s ix pl ayers an d three coa ches who w ere s elected f or t he pi lot s tudy. Based on t he 
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response obt ained f rom t he pi lot s tudy, c orrection a nd r evision w as m ade i n or der t o a void 

ambiguity of the questionnaire items and to maintain the validity and reliability of the language 

coherence. A fter t hat t he que stionnaire w ere di stributed t o football pl ayers a nd c oaches of  

Wolaita Dicha Sport Club were selected for the study. 

 

   3.4.1. Questionnaire 

As the  ma jor da ta c ollecting instrument c losed-ended a nd op en-ended que stionnaires w ere 

employed bot h players a nd coaches. C losed-ended que stionnaires c onsists que stions t hat of fer 

respondents a  s et of  a nswers t o c hoose t he one  t hat r eflects t heir vi ews. O pen-ended 

questionnaire c onsists of  que stions w hich i nvite r espondents t o w rite t heir i deas, vi ews, a nd 

beliefs. Both types of questionnaires were developed to be used in providing clear understanding 

to t he know ledge of  s ampled r espondents r elated t o t he team c ohesion a nd i ts c ontribution 

enhancing performance. The content of each questionnaire was composed of statements related 

to team cohesion problems, player’s interests, lack of awareness and skilled man power. 

 

   3.4.2. Interview 

Face-to-face interview was conducted with Team Leader, Directorate director and club president. 

To this end, a set of unstructured open-ended interview questions were prepared. The interview 

items were mainly focused on the team cohesion and its contribution in enhancing performance 

to the players, the involvement of society and implementation of team cohesion to promote and 

facilitate for the successful participation of football players. 

The data obtained from the interview consists of responses of the directors and the experts about 

their knowledge, experience, opinions, perception, and intervention concerning the development 

and promotion of team cohesion. 

 

       3.4.3. Observation 

The purpose of theory and practical observation in football activities was to obtain and acquire 

information on how do coaches of Wolaita Dicha Sport Club implement and transmit knowledge 

and practical s kills to their players i n general and to support pl ayers. G etting inf ormation 

whether coa ches unde rstand player’s se lf-confidence or  not  pa rticipating a nd pe rforming i n 

group during activities. 
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3.5. Data Collection Procedures 

To gather t he n ecessary da ta and ease o f und erstanding, que stionnaires w ere pr epared and 

distributed for Wolaita Dicha Sport Club players and coaches. 

Interview was conducted in Amharic language and interview and observation took place at the 

physical p resence of  t he r esearcher hi mself. Then, the gathered data was t allied by hi red 

individuals while the open-ended question items and interview responses were summarized and 

systematized by researcher alone. 

 

3.6. Data Analysis 

In t he s tudy, bot h qua ntitative a nd qua litative m ethods w ere us ed t o a nalyze t he i nformation 

collected using different instruments from different sources. 

The quantitative data ob tained f rom questionnaire analysis was analyzed using percentage and 

frequency and the qualitative data were first organized in to meaningful information and the data 

were described both as expressed by interviewees and observation by the researcher. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 
This pa rt of  t he s tudy d eals w ith t he a nalysis of  t he da ta gathered t hrough t he questionnaires, 

interviews, and practical field observation from different sources followed by discussion of the 

findings. F urthermore, t he m ain findings of  t he s tudy are pr esented w ith t he he lp of  t ables 

followed b y descriptive statements f or a nalysis to give a nswers to basic que stions s et in the 

study. 

The total population of this study as indicated at the below table was 32 and of these, 26 player’s,   

3 coaches’ 1 team leader, 1 director and 1 president.   

All of  the  respondents w ere s elected a ccording t o t heir us ability t hat i s r andomly and 

purposively. 

Lastly, interview was made with president, directors, Team leader and coaches’   respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



54 
 

Table1. Research setting and participants of the study 

 

As me ntioned earlier, the pa rticipants tot ally male w as questionnaire w as di stributed t o 26 

players and 3 coaches. All players returned t he c ompleted que stionnaire. The remaining 3  

administrations were politely answered which the interview was raised by the researcher. Totally 

the participants in this study were 32.  

 

 
 
Types o f 
participants in  
the study 

 
 
Research 
instrument 

 
 
 
Expert 

 
Research setting and no of participants 
 
 
Playe
rs 

 
 
Coac
hes 

 
Team 
leader 

 
Direct
or 

 
Presid
ent 

Total 

Player Questionnaire      - 26   -    -   - 26 

 
Coach 

Questionnaire      -   - 3    -   - 3 

Team Leader Interview     -  - - 1  - - 1 

Director Interview   -    -    -  1    - 1 

President  Interview      -      -     -     - 1 1 

Total    - 26 3 1 1 1 32 
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4.1. Results 
Applying percentage and frequency were employed in the analysis of the data gathered. The data 

gathered are organized using table and then followed by descriptions of the results. 

4.1.1. Player’s Respondents Background 

Wolaita D icha S port C lub P layer’s attending in 2013/ 14 were chos en for t he r esearch as a  

sample. 

Table 2: Information of player’s Respondent 

Sex Age Qualification Family Occupation 

Male 16-20 21-30 10th Diploma  

Complet

e 

Govern

ment 

Farming Merchan

t 

Other 

No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No % 

26 100 6 23 20 77 21 81 5 19 4 15 10 39 8 31 4 15 

 

 

As indicated in the first part of this chapter, 26 players were involved in the study. As shown in 

table 2:  26( 100%) of  t he pl ayers r espondents are m ale be cause t he r esearch done b y m ale 

football c lub. C oncerning t he a ge of  respondents 6( 23%) of  t hem a re b etween 16 -20 y ears of 

age; 20( 77%) of  t hem are b etween 21-30 years of  a ge. If c an e asily be c oncluded t hat t he 

majority of the respondents are between the ages of 21-30 years. With regard to educational level 

of pl ayers respondents 21(81%) t enth c omplete, 5( 19%) are di ploma holders. P ertaining t o 

family’s o ccupation of  players r espondents 4( 15%) a re government e mployee; 10( 39%) are 

farmers; 8(31%) are merchants and 4 (15) of them are working in private sector.    
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Table 3: Coaches, Team leader, Director and President Respondents 

 

 Sex  Service Year Qualification 

1-5 6-10 11-15 Degree Masters Total 

No % No % No % No % No % No % No % 

Coach M 3 100 1 33 1 33 1 33 2 67 1 33 3 100 

Team 

Leader 

M 1 100  -  -  -  -  1 100 1 100  -  - 1 100 

Director M  1 100 1 100  -  -  -  -  1 100  -  -  1 100  

President  M 1 100  -  -  -  - 1 100  -  - 1 100 1 100 

 

According t o t able T hree, 3( 100%) of  t he coaches r espondent, 1 (100%) of  t he t eam l eader, 

1(100%) of the club director, and 1(100%) of the club president are male. With respect to their 

qualification, 2(100%) of the coaches, 1(100%) of team leader, and 1(100%) of the club director 

had the first degree and 1 (100%) of the coach, 1(100%) of the club president had masters degree 

holders.  

As t o the s ervice years of  t he coa ches, team l eader, club director and  president r espondents 

1(33.33%) of  t he c oaches a nd 1( 100%) of  t he club director, have s erved between 1-5 years; 

1(33.33%) of the coaches have served between 6-10 years, 1(33.33%) of the coaches, 1(100%) 

of team leader and 1(100%) of club president have served between 11-15 years. 
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Table 4: The design and organize Problems of Team Cohesion in Wolaita Dicha Sport Club 

Administration.   

 

 

 No 

            

                        Item 

Responses No % 

 

1 

 

 

 

Lack of awareness about team cohesion  

yes 2 23 

No  4  67 

 

2 

 

Not giving due to attention to 

Team cohesion 

Yes 3 50 

No  3  50 

 

3 

 

Lack of skilled man power 

yes 2 23 

No  4  67 

 

According to table 4, 3( 50%) of  the coaches indicated that the problems are not  giving due to 

attention to the team cohesion; 2(23%) of the team leader are lack of awareness and the reaming 

2(23%) of the director and president are lack of skilled man power related with sport psychology 

Coaches’ r ole w as not  onl y affecting t he pl anned c urriculum, but  t hey should a lso play a  

significant r ole in developing t he curriculum pl an. T herefore, coaches’ pa rticipation in 

curriculum development is crucial in any training program system for it leads to higher coaching 

staff moral and greater commitment. It is unrealistic to involve every coach in each training area 

in the development process but their views can be incorporated by any available means such as 

by conducting workshops, seminars and by gathering their views through different channels to 

which the curriculum is successfully implemented in the desired way. 
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Table 5: Theory participation level 

No Activities High % Average % Low % 

1 Encouragement of  c oaches t o 

Team coh esion players s uccess 

in theoretically and practical 

activities compared with other 

discipline 

6 23 8 31 12 46 

2 Participation of players in group 

activities c ompared with other 

discipline 

15 58 6 23 5 19 

3 Players participation a nd 

answering, que stions, a nd 

forwarding i deas i n t he group 

and i n t he f ield c ompared w ith 

other discipline 

8 31 6 23 12 46 

4 Players participation, int erest 

and self-confidence t o be  

successful compared w ith ot her 

disciplines 

14 54 7 27 5 19 

 
The r esponses r egarding t he l evel o f  participation ( see t able 5)  r eveal t hat 15( 58%) of  

respondent s aid t hat players pa rticipation a nd self confidence t o be  s uccessful t han ot her 

discipline is high  and 12(46%) encouragement of coaches in practical and theoretical classes is 

still low, while 12(46%) of the respondents said participation of players in group activity is high 

and 14( 54%) of  the r espondent a nswered pa rticipation i n a sking a nd a nswering que stions a nd 

forwarding ideas in the class was high. From this it can be concluded that, some work should be 

done to improve team cohesion so confidence and coaches have to encourage players equally one 

with other to make them successful and mechanisms also should be designed to increase group 

interaction. 
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4.2. Practical Session Participation 
Practical s ession is a s ession where players a re pa rticipating in training activities pe rforming 

football exercise and learn skills and rules of the games. The table below summarized the result 

obtained. 

Table 6: Players opinion towards successful participation in training with team mate 

No Activities High % Average % Low % 

1 Players attend frequently the 

Practical session with team mate 

6 23 8 31 12 46 

2 Demonstrating pr actical 

activities in front of the players 

14 54 7 27 5 19 

3 Receiving more priority, 

appreciation and encouragement 

given by coaches during 

practical session 

15 58 6 23 5 19 

 

According to table 6, 15(58%) of the respondents that received appreciation, while 6(23%) of the 

respondent responded that averagely receive appreciation. In addition 14(54%) of the respondent 

responded t hat hi ghly de monstrate pr actical a ctivity; 5( 19%) o f t he respondent l ow 

demonstration; 7( 27%) of t he r espondents average d emonstration, 12( 46%) pr actical s ession 

very low; while6 (23%) of the players attend the practical session highly; 8(31%) of the players 

attend averagely. 

From t his, i t c an be  de duced t hat, t o r educe s uch a ssumptions a nd di fferences within t eam 

coaches of  football should give opportunities and priorities to football players to increase their 

participation in practical activities. 
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Table 7: Observation done by the researcher. 

No Coach i n t heory and 

field (practical) work 

Excellent Very good Good Poor 

No % No % No % No % 

1 Skill of  a  a sking 

questions w ith simple 

language 

2 67 1 33  -  -  -  - 

2 Method of  pr esenting 

that t he co aches used t o 

make t he l esson 

attractive and 

participative 

2 67 1 33  -  -  -  - 

3 Clarity of objective 1 33 2 67  -  -  -  - 

4 Ability to explain issues 

which are not clear 

1 33 2 67  -  -  -  - 

5 Encouraging a ll  pl ayers 

to relate theory w ith 

practice and skill of  

participation of th e 

practical activities 

 -  - 3 100  -  -  -  - 

 

Similarly, as indicated in the above theory and field observation checklist 

 In 1(33%) of the coach are excellent clarity of objectives; 2(67) of the coaches were very 

good. 

 In 1( 33%) of  t he c oach are ex cellent e xplanation f or t he i ssue; 2( 67%) of  t he c oaches 

were very good 

  In 2 ( 67%) o f the coaches were excellent presenting method; 1(33%) o f the coach a re 

very good. 

  In 2(67%) of the coaches were excellent asking question with simple language; 1 (33%) 

of the coach are very good. 

 In 3(100%) of the coaches were encouragement of the players is very good.  
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 Borich (1988:250) s tated t hat, c oach w ho ha d t heories a nd pr actice  session in w hich 

large pe rcentage of  pl ayers w ere of f-task, t alked w ithout r aising ha nds, t alked back, 

moved about the training without permission, ignored rules, disrupted other and faced to 

complete a ssignments. In a ddition, J ozer, V iolas a nd S ense ( 1993:298), explained t hat 

large squad   size leads to discipline problems, less involvement of  players in activities 

and little or  no s upport to i ndividual pl ayers. B ecause o f t his, players may de velop a n 

atmosphere of disinterest in their training because they do not know whether did good or 

not. 
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Table 8: Responses of Coaches on the problems of player’s participation In Team 

cohesion 

 

No Item Response 

Yes No 

No % No % 

1 Lack of  educational ba ckground kno wledge a nd 

understanding a bout t eam c ohesion c ontribution i n g ame 

and training activities.  

 

1 33 2 67 

2 Lack of  pl ayers unde rstanding a ttitude t owards team 

cohesion in football activities 

1 33 2 67 

3 Lack o f e ncouragement a nd und erstanding of  

administration employs tow ards players participation in 

group wherever 

2 67 1 33 

4 Low attitude of  coa ches t owards t he pa rticipation of 

players in team cohesion within activities and competition 

2 67 1 33 

 

The findings from table 8, indicates that 2(67%) responded low attitude of coaches towards the 

participation of  players i n team c ohesion w ithin  activities a nd c ompetition; 1( 33%) of  t he 

coaches r esponded l ack of e ducational ba ckground, know ledge and und erstanding; 2( 67%) o f 

coaches were responded little encouragement and lack of understanding from club administration 

towards players participation in group wherever  and to the team cohesion; while 1(33%) of the 

coach  r esponded lack of players understanding and attitude towards team cohesion in football 

activities. T hus, i t c an be de duced t hat, t he i nformation obt ained from football pl ayers and 

coaches can be a highlight to improve the deferring factors which occurs in the club environment 

and in the community by taking remedial measures and by creating awareness which encourage 

and gives opportunities to football players to participate in team cohesion and group activity in 
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the c amp a nd out  of  t he c amp. B eside on t hese, t he c lub should us e i ntrinsic a nd e xtrinsic 

rewards and appreciation of football players when they are participating in sport completion by 

watching the match and by giving value to create belongingness to increase and promote players 

participation in group activities and competition 

 

Table 9: How Team Cohesion is given in the theory and out of theory 

No Item Players respondent No % 

1 How of ten do t he coaches relate t heir 

lesson with team cohesion with your life 

activities or environmental realties? 

Frequently 5 17 

Rarely 12 46 

Not at all 9 37 

2 How of ten do you di scuss i ssues r elated 

to the team cohesion? 

Frequently 6 23 

Rarely 13 50 

Not at all 7 27 

3 Does your coaches advice in wide about  

team united?  

Yes 20 77 

No 6 23 

 

 

As can be seen in the Table 9, the majority of the participant of the players in the study 12(46%) 

of the respondents rarely coaches related their lesson  with team cohesion with life activities or 

environmental realties; 5(17%) of the respondents said that frequently the coaches discuss issues 

related to the team cohesion; 6(23%) of  t he r espondents a lso said t he coach did not  advice i n 

wide about team united   due to ineffective management of the players coming to training and 

too much noisy around the stadium  make some how the advice is not conducive. 
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Table 10: Coaches and Players responses concerning Players interest in Team Cohesion 

  

No Item Response 

Players’ Coaches’ 

No % No % 

   1 Do you h ave a pos itive a ttitude t owards learning te am 

Cohesion? 

    

Yes 7 27  -  - 

Partially Yes 14 54  -  - 

No 5 19  -  - 

 Total 26 100  -  - 

2 Do you have interested to study Psychology profession in 

the future? 

    

Yes 8 30  -  - 

Partially Yes 12 46  -  - 

No 6 24  -  - 

 Total 26 100  -  - 

3 What i s your opi nion about players interests in team 

cohesion unde rstanding both in theoretically an d 

practically 

    

Very High  -  -  -  - 

High  -  - 1 33 

Medium  -  - 2 67 

Low  -  -  -  - 

 Total   3 100 

 

According t o T able 10 i tem num ber 1, 14( 54%) of  t he pl ayers responds pa rtially i nterested 

learning team cohesion, 7(27%) of the players responded more interested learning team cohesion 

the r emaining 5( 19%) o f t he pl ayers ar e not i nterested l earning t eam c ohesion. B ecause t he 

players t hey w rote on t he ope n-ended que stion l ack of  awareness about  t eam uni ted. In i tem 
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number 2 a t t he s ame t able, 8( 30%) of  pl ayers r esponded i nterested t o s tudy ps ychology 

profession in the future related with team cohesion, 12(46%) of the players responded partially 

interested study psychology profession in the future, while 6(24%) of the players responded not 

interested to study psychology profession in the future.  

In item number 3 t able 12, 1(33%) of coaches’ responded the players highly interested in team 

cohesion understanding both in theoretically and practically; 2(67%) of the coaches’ responded 

the players medium interest in team cohesion understanding both in theoretically and practically.  

From this, i t can be  deduced that, the majority p layer is not  interested learning team cohesion 

because lack of awareness, poor educational back grounds, less participation of group activities 

and competitions. 
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4.3. Interpretation and Analyzing of Interview 
The i nterview was he ld for t he di rectorate di rector of  t he club. T he d irector r esponse w as 

summarized as follow: 

1. What is your role in the club? 

The first question raised by the researcher stated as follow: 

 Creation of the club 

 Contact with everybody including Ethiopian Football Federation in the case of club. 

 Coordinate and facilitate all things as I can for the club. 

 Follow-up the Team-leader, coaches’ and players. 

 Make discussion with all club members twice in week. 

 Manage the club including supporters. 

2. Is there sufficient material for the club during training session? 

The interviewer said for the above question raised by the researcher stated as follows:  

 The club is new for Ethiopian Primer league, by considering this it is  impossible 

to say all materials are available. For example, among the core material the field 

is not standard for Primer league, due to this reason we enforced to play the first 

six hom e g ames i n Hawass s tadium and t hen we f ind a nother s olution f or t his 

problem and we choice the second field for Wolaita Dicha Sport Club in Boditti 

Town and now it is functional.     

3. Do you think Team cohesion affect team performance? 

 Yes off course, team cohesion and performance are interrelated to me so group , 

cooperation and coordination, as moderators to the relationship between cohesion 

and team performance. In addition, because more and more virtual teams include 

team me mbers f rom v arious c ultural b ackgrounds, r esearch i n c ohesion a nd 

diversity provides another interesting prospect for future researchers.  

 Generally football i s on e of  t eam game, i ndividual t alent c oordinated b y group 

and the group advanced to team, the result is smart. 

4. What do you suggest the possible solution to minimize the individuality in the team? 

The fourth question raised by the r esearcher to c lub di rector was s tated the following possible 

solution to minimize the major factors: 
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 The f irst great thi ng i n my opi nion to minimize the indi viduality in team is  f ree 

discussion, give awareness in advance about team cohesion and its effectiveness without 

interruption for the team members in training and out of the game. 

 Clear communication between all team members it may be in meeting, coffee ceremony, 

journey and etc the endeavor of team unity that helps for the team result. 

  The great thing what we do i n our club is we give automatic solution for the happened 

conflict and this helps for team cohesion in our club. 

5. What is the relation between the administration and players?  

In all the time the relation of all club members may be not in good manner because individuality, 

interest, ha bits, be havior a nd s o on a re di fferent w ithin t he c lub m embers. W hatever t he 

individuality are there our team relations in training, meeting, computation are countable.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 Summary, Conclusions and Recommendation 
This chapter deals with the highlight of each chapter of the study. 

5.1. Summary 

This s tudy was t o a sses a  s tudy on t he team c ohesion a nd i ts c ontribution i n e nhancing t eam 

performance in some selected football clubs. To this end, the study tries to answer the following 

basic questions. 

 What is the actual team cohesion within the team? 

 Do c oaches ha ve e nough know ledge a bout the i mportance of  t eam c ohesion a nd i ts 

contribution in enhancing to team performance? 

 Is t here an y s ocial and  t ask cohesion, in the cas e of  d egree w hich one ha s w ane 

contribution?  

 How is the interpersonal of a team and a coach? 

The s tudy employed a  descriptive s urvey m ethod a nd i t w as c onducted i n W olaita D icha 

Sport C lub in SNNPR Region. These samples were selected with s imple r andom selection 

technique. The subject of the study was 26 pl ayers, 3 c oaches, 1 t eam leaders, 1directoriate 

director, and 1  pr esident. T he i nformation w as o btained f rom s ample respondents t hrough 

questionnaires, obs ervation, a nd i nterview. T he data w ere analyzed us ing p ercentage a nd 

frequency. In a ddition, t he i nformation obt ained t hrough i nterview a nd observations w ere 

presented in complementing the data obtained by means of questionnaire. Based on the data 

analysis the following major findings were obtained. 

1. Player’s theory and practical participation, the findings in the study indicate that the majority 

of t he f ootball pl ayers responded t hat, t hey do  not  pa rticipate i n t eam a sking o r a nswering 

question in the group. Similarly, coaches confirmed that, players have low participation in both 

theory and practical session as a team. 

2. T he pr oblems of  pl an designed a nd o rganized i n t eam c ohesion; of  t he c oach r espondent’s 

responded lack of  awareness, the remaining one is not  giving due  to attention the team uni ted 

and lack of skilled work force. Regarding the plan development of team cohesion, the directorate 

director a nd t eam l eader s uggested t hat, dur ing de veloping t he pl an c oaches and ot her c lub 

specialists should take part in designing the plan to reduce team cohesion as one important issue.  
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3. S ociety s upport i n pl ayer’s pa rticipation i n gr oup a ctivities t he m ajority o f t he r espondents 

responded society did not get support player’s this may contribute to low participation of team 

cohesion activities 

4. The problems of player’s participation in team cohesion activities 

 Lack o f e ducational back ground kno wledge a nd unde rstanding a bout pl ayers 

participation in team cohesion activities 

 Lack of players understanding and attitudes towards team cohesion activities. 

 Lack o f e ncouragement a nd unde rstanding of  a dministration e mploys t owards pl ayers 

participation in team cohesion activities and they give main emphasis on result.  

 Low a ttitude of  c oaches t owards t he pa rticipation of  pl ayers i n gr oup a ctivities a nd 

competition. 

5. The team cohesion is given in the theory and practical is not properly given because 

 The coaches  rarely to give the lesson players life activities and environmental realities 

 The coaches is not advice his players in wide  

6.  The players have low perception and interests to team cohesion because most of them fell that 

it is not designed for them and it has little application in their occupation and little attention give 

from principles and administrations for the team member. As the result of this 

 The players were not positive attitudes towards team cohesion. 

 The players were not interested to study psychology profession in the future. 

 The players was medium interested in group activities both theoretically and practically. 
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5.2. Conclusion 

Based on the above summary of the study, the following conclusions were drawn:- 

1)  The players participation in both theoretically and practically is low this is indicates that; 

 Low perception to the issue 

 Low confidence in their ability 

 Low participation group activity’s and competitions 

 Low participation asking and answering questions in group. 

2) T he coach not  gives a ttention f or t he t eam c ohesion, not  di scusses i ssues pl ayer’s l ife 

activities and environmental realities, and not star. Therefore, if may be concluded that 

 Players not interested for the team cohesion 

 Players had little involvement in the theory and practical  activities in group 

 Less understanding of the team cohesion 

The obj ective of  t his analysis w as t o s ynthesize qua ntitative f indings f or t he r elationships 

between t eam cohesion and virtual t eam pe rformance out comes. The r esults indi cate tha t 

cohesion ha s a  m oderate-strength relationship with team pe rformance a nd a hi gh-strength 

relationship with team s atisfaction. A num ber o f c onstructs w ere ide ntified as mode rators to  

these r elationships. T he results f rom t his s tudy can be  applied i n pr actice. O rganizations a nd 

virtual te am le aders s hould invest time  a nd effort in developing cohesion within their vi rtual 

teams. C onditions s uch a s be ing i n a  globally distributed t eam e nvironment a nd m ultiple 

communications media choices require a more cohesive virtual team. 

For r esearchers, t his s tudy op ens up s everal i nteresting avenues. F uture r esearchers s hould 

examine t he i nter-relationships be tween c ohesion, vi rtual t eam out comes a nd ot her g roup 

processes. 

Studies from other fields have discovered two group processes, cooperation and coordination, as 

moderators t o t he r elationship be tween c ohesion a nd t eam pe rformance. In a ddition, be cause 

more and more virtual teams include team members from various cultural backgrounds, research 

in cohesion and diversity provides another interesting prospect for future researchers. 
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5.3. Recommendation 

Based on the findings the following recommendations were put forwarded: 

1. The s tudy pr ovides va luable i nformation f or c oaches b ecause i t s hows h ow s ignificant 

their i mpact c an be  up on t heir t eam. R esults f rom t his s tudy s hould be i ncluded i n 

coaching e ducation w orkshops s o t hat da ta i s p rovided t o s how how  c ritical a  c oach’s 

style and feedback can be t o a t eam and what cha racteristics ar e m ost be neficial t o 

enhancing a sense of team efficacy and unity. 

2. To increase practical and theoretical interaction of team, coaches have to encourage and 

motivate f ootball pl ayers t o de velop pos itive a ttitude a nd t o pa rticipate i n a sking a nd 

answering questions in group as a team. 

3. To increase pl ayer’s participation in group a ctivities b y giving te am c ohesion 

effectiveness pr operly, by i ncreasing pl ayers unde rstanding a nd i nterests, e ncouraging 

players t o t he a dministration a nd c oaches, b y pr eparing di fferent t eam i nteraction 

between in the players 

4. Club pr esident  a nd pr inciples ha ve t o c ontrol, e valuate, communicate a nd e ncourage 

coach to teach properly and give main clue about team cohesion, in addition to produce 

and utilize relevant training materials that leads to good team sprite.  

5. To develop positive attitudes of player, the coaches and group activities should be related 

to their needs and interest. Therefore, as much as possible the concerned bodies should 

give attention and motivate the players according to the own needs and objectives of the 

team cohesion.  

6. During obs ervation, s ome of  t he existing f acilities w ere i nadequate. T herefore, be  

facilitated by using the government and society’s resource investing on bui lding stadium 

to reduce over crowdedness in football field, making available water supply for players 

after training to drink and wash, building cloth changing rooms, coins, red cross members 

to reduce injury, and other football materials. 

7. In or der t o m ake t he pl an e ffective, c oaches, community a t l arge, non -governmental 

organizations, a nd ot her c oncerned governmental of fices s hould be  i nvolved dur ing 

designing the plan of the club, which helps to balance and avoid unnecessary things in the 

plan. 
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8. To pr ovide a dditional s upport f or c oaching be haviors a nd f eedback pa tterns a s f actors 

which i nfluence a thletes’ pe rceptions of  t eam c ohesion. A dditionally, t his r esearch 

expanded upon pr evious research to include collective efficacy as another possible team 

dynamic that is influenced by coaching behaviors. The findings from this study indicate 

certain as pects of  coa ching b ehavior t hat w ere r elated to athletes’ pe rceptions of  t eam 

dynamics, as  w ell as  t he cha nges t hat o ccur i n these pe rceptions over t he c ourse of  a  

season. These results then provide support for the notion that coaches play a significant 

role in the psycho-social development of athletes, as well as within team environments. 

9. The actual t eam cohesion of Wolayita Dicha S port C lub was uncountable. The r esults 

indicate that cohesion has a moderate-strength relationship with team performance and a 

high-strength relationship with team satisfaction. A number of constructs were identified 

as m oderators t o t hese r elationships. T he r esults f rom t his s tudy c an be  a pplied in 

practice. O rganizations and virtual t eam l eaders s hould invest t ime and effort i n 

developing c ohesion within t heir vi rtual t eams. Conditions s uch a s be ing i n a  g lobally 

distributed team environment and multiple communications media choices require a more 

cohesive virtual team. 
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APPENDIX I 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF GRAGUATE STUDIES  

FACULTY OF NATURAL SCIENCE 

DEPARTEEMANT OF SPORT SCIENCE 

WOLAITA DICHA SPORT CLUB PLAYER’S QUESTIONNAIRE 

This que stionnaire i s de signed t o a ssess your perceptions of your role on your FOOTBALL 

team. There is no r ight or wrong answers so please give your immediate reaction and base your 

responses on how  you think a nd f eel a bout your t eam. S ome of  t he que stions m ay s eem 

repetitive but please answer ALL questions. Your honest answers are very important to me. 

Team: _____________________________________________________________________ 

Year in Primer League__________________________________________________________ 

Today’s Date: _____________ Your Age: _______ Sex: M ___ F ___ 

Position: _________________ Number of years playing soccer: ________ 

Starting Status: Starting Player:             Sometimes Start/Sub:                   Substitute: 

Approximate number of games played on this team this past season ______ 

Team record this past season (W/L/T) ___________ 

The following questions help assess your feelings about your personal involvement with your 

team from the season that just passed. Please circle a  to c to indicate how much you agree with 

each statement. 

1. I did not enjoy being a part of the social activities of this team. 

a. Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

2. We all share the same commitment to our team’s goal 

a. Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     



 
 

3. I invite my team mates to do things with me 

a.            Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

4. Some of my best friends are on this team 

a.                Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

5.    I like the way we work together as a team 

a.  Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

6. I do not get along the members of my team 

a.     Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

7. We hang up out with one another whenever possible   

                a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

      8.  As a team, we are united 

     a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

        9. I contact my teammates often (phone, text message, internet) 

               a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

       10.  This team gives me enough opportunities to improve my own performance 

                a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

        11. I spend time with my teammates 

                 a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

         12. Our team does not work well together 

        a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     

        13. I am going to keep in contact with team mates after the season ends 

        a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly     
        14. I am happy with my team’s level of desire to win 
      a.       Never                        b. Moderately                             c. Strongly    
  



 
 

APPENDIX II 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF GRAGUATE STUDIES 

FACULTY OF NATURAL SCIENCE  

DEPARTEEMANT OF SPORT SCIENCE 

WOLAITA DICHA SPORT CLUB COACHEING STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 

This que stionnaire i s de signed t o a ssess your perceptions of your role on your FOOTBALL 

team. There is no r ight or wrong answers so please give your immediate reaction and base your 

responses on how you think and feel about Woliata Dicha Sport Club. Therefore, you are kindly 

requested to provide the necessary information.  

Thank you in advance. 

 Writing name is unnecessary. 

 Age__________ Sex: Male   Female  

 Position: _____________________________________________________________ 

 Team: _______________________________________________________________ 

 Year in Primer League___________________________________________________ 

 Team record this past season (W/L/T)  

Key 
5. Strongly Agree   4. Agree   3.Undecided   2. Disagree   1. Strongly Disagree  

Please circle 5 to 1 to indicate how much you agree with each statement for close-ended 

questions and give short clarification to open-ended questions.  

1. I am control the player’s unity only during training time 

5          4          3          2         1 

2. How you enjoy being a part of the social activities of this team? 

________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

3.   This team gives me enough opportunities to control their  performance 

5         4          3          2         1 

4.  Our team does not work well together 

5       4          3          2         1 



 
 

5.  How and when you spend time with your players? 

________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

6.  By which means you contact your player’s often (phone, text message, internet) explain? 

________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________   

7. As a team, we are united 

       5      4          3          2         1 

8. Some of my best friends are on this team 

       5      4          3          2         1 

9. You like the way you work together as a team?     

a. Yes       ⧠                    b) No    ⧠                                             
 

10. If your a nswer t o que stion 9 i s ‘ yes’ i n w hat way d oes you w ork 

together_________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

11. We hang up out with one another whenever possible   

                5      4          3          2         1 

12. What are your objectives of the team? 

________________________________________________________________________

Players and coaches are working together, but not with coaching staff 

            5      4          3          2         1 

13.  I am happy with my team’s level of desire to win 

                 5      4          3          2         1 

14. What kind of method and effort you used for team sprit?  

_______________________________________________________________________ 

        15. In my team there is no enough time for me to think and infer about my lesson. 

             5      4          3          2         1 

 

 



 
 

APPENDIX III 

 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF GRAGUATE STUDIES  

FACULTY OF NATURAL SCIENCE 

DEPARTEEMANT OF SPORT SCIENCE 

The m ain pur pose of  t his obs ervation c heck l ist i s t o a ssess t he T eam C ohesion a nd i ts 

contribution enhancing to team performance activities practiced in the Wolaita Dicha Sport Club.   

Ι.  Observation Checklist 

1. Home of club ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

2. Club ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

3. League --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

4. No of players in the club ------------------------------------------------------------------ 

ΙΙ. Information about the coaches 

1 Qualification ------------------------- 
2 Experience --------------------------- 
3 Sex ------------------------------------ 

 ΙΙΙ. Plan of training 

1. Prepared according to players interest?  
2.  Observation about classroom instruction. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

                                              1. Activities of the coaches 
 
 
Table 1 Activities of the coaches 
 
 

No 

 

                                 Activities 

Yes Yes but 

not 

effective 

No 

1.1 Assesses  player prior knowledge and Experience      

1.2 Motivates the players to articulate their experience.    

1.3 Makes the training interactive    

1.4 Organizes players in to pairs/group    

1.5 Facilitates group discussion    

1.6 Facilitates team discussion    

1.7 Encourages players to participate in group discussion    

1.8 Harmonizes team discussion    

1.9 Make players unity    

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

2. Players activity 
 

Table 2.  Players Activity 

No                    Activities Yes Yes but 

not effective 

No 

2.1 Players interact with coaches    

2.2 Players interact with other players    

2.3 players express ideas on different issues    

2.4 Players ask question    

2.5 Players answer question    

2.6 Players participate in group discussion    

2.7 Players  present the result of group discussion    

2.8 Others    

 

                                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

                                            APPENDIX - ΙV 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF GRAGUATE STUDIES  

FACULTY OF NATURAL SCIENCE 

DEPARTEEMANT OF SPORT SCIENCE 

Interview Question to Directorate Director 

The m ain pur pose of  t his Interview i s t o assess t he T eam C ohesion a nd i ts c ontribution 

enhancing to team performance activities practiced in the Wolaita Dicha Sport Club.   

Part 1    

Qualification------------------------------------------- 

Total experience-------------------------------------- 

Age------------------------------------------------------- 

1. What is your role in the club? 

2. Is there sufficient material for the club during training session? 

3. Do you think Team cohesion affect team performance? 

4. What do you suggest the possible solution to minimize the individuality in the team? 

5. What is the relation between the administration and players?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Declaration 

 

I, here by confirm that this thesis is my original work and has not been peresented for a degree in 

any uni versity and t hat a ll  r esources of  m aterials us ed f or t his t hesis how  be en dul y 

acknowledged.  

Name: Afework Asale 

Signiture: _____________________________ 

Submission Date: _______________________ 

This thesis has been submitted for examination with my approval as university advisor.  

Name:______________________________________ 

Signiture:____________________________________ 

Date:_______________________________________ 

 


	Cover
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

	A 2
	1st Draft
	APPENDIX I
	APPENDIX - (V


