
 

 

A Social Identity Theory of Leadership Applied to Sport Coaching 

 

 

 

Paul Cummins BA (Hons), MSc, MBA 

 

 

 

Faculty of Life and Health Sciences of the University of Ulster 

 

 

 

A Thesis Submitted for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 

 

 

 

May 2014 

 

 

 

I confirm that the word count of this thesis is less than 100,000 words excluding the title 

page, contents acknowledgements, summary or abstract, abbreviations, footnotes, 

diagrams, maps, illustrations, tables, appendices, and references 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



i 

 

Table of Contents 

SUMMARY ........................................................................................................................................ IV 

ABBREVIATIONS ............................................................................................................................ VII 

NOTE ON ACCESS TO CONTENTS ............................................................................................. VIII 

FIGURES INDEX ............................................................................................................................... IX 

TABLES INDEX ................................................................................................................................. X 

1.0 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW .......................................................................................................................... 1 
1.2 THESIS SUMMARY............................................................................................................................... 3 

2.0 COACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND LEADERSHIP: A THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE .. 7 

2.1 FACILITATIVE COACH BEHAVIOURS VERSUS DETRIMENTAL COACH BEHAVIOURS ............................ 9 
2.2 MEASURING SPORT COACH BEHAVIOUR .......................................................................................... 10 

2.2.1 Performance Outcomes ............................................................................................................ 12 
2.2.2 Satisfaction Outcomes .............................................................................................................. 13 
2.2.3 Further Outcome Measures ...................................................................................................... 14 

2.3 INSTRUMENTS AND MEASURES ......................................................................................................... 14 
2.3.1 A Review of the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) .................................................................... 17 
2.3.2 Behaviour Observation Systems ............................................................................................... 19 

2.4 COACHING LEADERSHIP STYLES....................................................................................................... 20 
2.5 A NEW DEFINITION OF LEADERSHIP WITHIN THE SPORT COACHING DOMAIN .................................. 24 
2.6 FUTURE DIRECTION OF SPORT COACHING LEADERSHIP MODELS: THE SOCIAL IDENTITY 

PERSPECTIVE .......................................................................................................................................... 25 
2.7 SOCIAL POWER IN SPORTS COACHING .............................................................................................. 29 
2.8 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................... 31 

3.0. A SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY OF LEADERSHIP ............................................................... 33 

3.1 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................. 33 
3.2 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF LEADERSHIP ................................................................................................... 35 
3.3 THE NEW PSYCHOLOGY OF LEADERSHIP: A SOCIAL IDENTITY APPROACH ...................................... 36 

3.3.1 A Brief Summary of the Traditional Leadership Macro-Approaches: ..................................... 36 
3.3.2 Limitations of the Traditional Leadership Definition ............................................................... 37 
3.3.3 A Social Identity Leadership Perspective ................................................................................. 38 

3.4 SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY: A THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE .............................................................. 44 
3.4.1 Social Identity Theory ............................................................................................................... 44 
3.4.2 Self-Categorisation Theory ....................................................................................................... 46 
3.4.3 Depersonalisation ..................................................................................................................... 47 
3.4.4 Positive Distinctiveness ............................................................................................................ 49 
3.4.5 Prototypicality .......................................................................................................................... 50 
3.4.6 Social Identity Leadership Theory ............................................................................................ 50 
3.4.7 Social Identity Model of Organisational Leadership (SIMOL) ................................................ 52 
3.4.8 Prototypicality and Leadership Effectiveness ........................................................................... 55 
3.4.9 Prototypicality and Leader Trustworthiness ............................................................................ 58 
3.4.10 Prototypicality and Leader Fairness ...................................................................................... 59 
3.4.11 Prototypicality and Leader Charisma .................................................................................... 60 

3.5 THE DYNAMIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL REALITY, PROTOTYPICALITY AND LEADERSHIP ... 61 
3.5 SOCIAL IDENTITY AND GROUP BEHAVIOUR ...................................................................................... 63 

3.5.1 Social Identity and Group Cohesion ......................................................................................... 67 
3.5.2 Social Identity Leadership, Group Cohesion and Team Performance ..................................... 69 
3.5.3 Social Identity and Collective Power ....................................................................................... 73 

3.6 KEY COMPONENTS IN BEING AN EFFECTIVE SOCIAL IDENTITY LEADER ........................................... 74 



 

ii 
3.6.1 The Sequential Steps of Identity Leadership ............................................................................. 75 

3.6.1.1 Reflecting the Group .......................................................................................................................... 75 
3.6.1.2 Representing the Group ...................................................................................................................... 77 
3.6.1.3 Realising the Group’s Potential ......................................................................................................... 78 

3.7 THE 4 KEY RULES TO BEING AN EFFECTIVE IDENTITY LEADER ........................................................ 80 
3.7.1 Leaders must be In-Group Prototypes ...................................................................................... 80 
3.7.2 Leaders need to be In-Group Champions ................................................................................. 82 
3.7.3 Leaders need to be Entrepreneurs of Identity ........................................................................... 84 
3.7.4 Leaders must be Embedders of Identity .................................................................................... 85 

3.8 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................... 87 

4.0 MEASUREMENT AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES .......................................................... 90 

4.1 JUSTIFICATION FOR THE COACHING EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES UTILISED IN THE CURRENT 

RESEARCH .............................................................................................................................................. 90 
4.1.1 Sport Motivation Scale (SMS) .................................................................................................. 90 
4.1.2 Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (CSCI) .......................................................................... 91 
4.1.3 Coaching Competency Scale (CCS) ......................................................................................... 93 

4.2 SOCIAL IDENTITY AND MEASUREMENT ............................................................................................. 94 
4.3 MEASURING SOCIAL IDENTITY IN SPORTS COACHING ...................................................................... 96 

4.3.1 Social Identity Model of Organisational Leadership (SIMOL) ................................................ 97 
4.3.2 Organisational Leadership and Sport Coaching: Justification for the Measure Development 

Approach ........................................................................................................................................... 98 
4.4 ESTABLISHING CRITERIA FOR SI MEASURE SELECTION AND ADAPTATION ..................................... 100 

4.4.1 Determining the Adapted Measure Structure: Global v Multicomponent Measures of Social 

Identity ............................................................................................................................................. 101 
4.4.2 Developing a Complete Measure of Social Identity ............................................................... 103 

4.5 IDENTIFYING ORGANISATIONAL SOCIAL IDENTITY MEASURES FOR ADAPTATION ......................... 104 
4.5.1 Suitable Social Identity Measures .......................................................................................... 105 
4.5.2 Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES) .................................. 108 
4.5.3 Ellemers, Kortekaas and Ouwerkerk’s (1999) three-component measure ............................. 114 
4.5.4 Karasawa’s (1991) two-component measure ......................................................................... 119 

4.6 CONSTRUCTING THE ITEM POOL FOR THE CURRENT RESEARCH ..................................................... 121 
4.7 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................. 124 

5.0 STUDY 1: A SOCIAL IDENTITY PERSPECTIVE ON SPORT COACHING ....................... 126 

ABSTRACT ............................................................................................................................................ 126 
5.1 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................... 127 
5.2 METHOD ......................................................................................................................................... 129 

5.2.1 Design and sample ................................................................................................................. 129 
5.2.2 Measures ................................................................................................................................ 130 

5.2.2.1 The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS) (Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, Briere, Tuson, & Blais, 1995) ... 134 
5.2.2.2 The Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES) (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) ......................................... 134 
5.2.2.3 The Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (CSCI) (Manzo, Silva, & Mink, 2001) .......................... 134 

5.2.3 Procedure ............................................................................................................................... 135 
5.3 RESULTS ......................................................................................................................................... 135 

5.3.1 Concurrent and Predictive Validity ........................................................................................ 141 
5.4 DISCUSSION .................................................................................................................................... 147 

6.0 STUDY 2: THE EFFECTS OF SOCIAL IDENTITY ON COACHING COMPETENCE, 

SPORT MOTIVATION AND SPORT CONFIDENCE .................................................................. 149 

ABSTRACT ............................................................................................................................................ 149 
6.1 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................... 150 
6.2 PROPOSED STUDY PATH MODEL FOR TESTING ............................................................................... 153 
6.2 METHOD ......................................................................................................................................... 154 

6.2.3 Procedure ............................................................................................................................... 154 



 

iii 
6.2.4 Measures ................................................................................................................................ 156 
6.2.5 Data Analysis.......................................................................................................................... 157 

6.3 RESULTS ......................................................................................................................................... 158 
6.3.1 Explanation ............................................................................................................................ 158 

6.3.1.1 Determining the Factor Structure of the CSIS and TSIS .................................................................. 158 
6.3.2 Findings .................................................................................................................................. 159 

6.3.2.1 Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS) .................................................................................................. 159 
6.3.2.2 CSIS Confirmatory Factor Analysis ................................................................................................. 160 
6.3.2.3 CSIS Relationships with Pertinent Variables ................................................................................... 162 
6.3.2.4 Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS) ................................................................................................... 163 
6.3.2.5 TSIS Confirmatory Factor Analysis ................................................................................................. 164 
6.3.2.6 TSIS Relationships with Pertinent Variables.................................................................................... 167 
6.3.2.7 The Effects of Coach and Team SI on Coaching Competency ......................................................... 168 

6.4 DISCUSSION .................................................................................................................................... 171 
6.5 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................. 174 

7.0 STUDY 3: ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL IDENTITY, COACH EVALUATIONS, SPORT 

MOTIVATION AND SPORT CONFIDENCE ACROSS A LARGE ATHLETE SAMPLE ......... 178 

ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................................... 178 
7.1 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................... 179 
7.2 PROPOSED STUDY PATH MODEL FOR TESTING ............................................................................... 182 
7.3 METHOD ......................................................................................................................................... 183 

7.3.1 Design ..................................................................................................................................... 183 
7.3.2 Procedure ............................................................................................................................... 183 
7.3.3 Measures ................................................................................................................................ 183 
7.3.4 Data Analysis.......................................................................................................................... 185 

7.4 RESULTS ........................................................................................................................................ 185 
7.4.1 Findings .................................................................................................................................. 185 

7.4.1.1 CES Reliability & Factor Structure .................................................................................................. 185 
7.4.1.2 CES Confirmatory Factor Analysis .................................................................................................. 187 
7.4.2.3 CES Relationships to Pertinent Variables ........................................................................................ 190 

7.5 DISCUSSION .................................................................................................................................... 196 
7.6 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................. 199 

8.0 DISCUSSION .............................................................................................................................. 200 

8.1 STUDY 1 .......................................................................................................................................... 206 
8.2 STUDY 2 .......................................................................................................................................... 208 
8.3 STUDY 3 .......................................................................................................................................... 210 
8.4 RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS ............................................................................................................... 213 
8.5 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS................................................................................................................. 230 
8.6 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................. 233 

REFERENCES ................................................................................................................................. 236 

APPENDIX ....................................................................................................................................... 258 

1. PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET ......................................................................................... 258 
2. PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM .................................................................................................. 260 
3. STUDY 1 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA COLLECTION (INCLUSION/EXCLUSION CRITERIA) ............... 261 
4. THE SPORT MOTIVATION SCALE (PELLETIER, VALLERAND, BRIERE, TUSON & BLAIS, 1995)

 263 
5. THE CAROLINA SPORT CONFIDENCE INVENTORY (MANZO, SILVA, & MINK, 2001) .............. 265 
6. THE COACHING COMPETENCY SCALE (MYERS, FELTZ, MAIER, WOLFE, & RECKASE, 2006)

 268 
7. THE SOCIAL IDENTITY SCALE 1: ATHLETE PERCEPTIONS OF COACH .................................... 269 
8. SOCIAL IDENTITY SCALE 2: ATHLETE PERECPTIONS OF TEAM .............................................. 272 
9. THE COACH EVALUATION SCALE ............................................................................................. 275 



 

iv 
PUBLICATIONS .............................................................................................................................. 276 

 

 

Acknowledgments 

I am grateful to the various sport teams and coaches in Ireland, the UK, USA and New 

Zealand, who agreed to take part in this study. Their willingness to share information 

about their individual organisations was crucial to the success of my research. I would 

like to express my most sincere appreciation to my main supervisor, Dr. Tony Cassidy, 

who has been an outstanding mentor and friend. His support and trust have proved 

invaluable in encouraging me to pursue this, sometimes challenging, research project. I 

would also like to thank my two PhD advisors, Dr. Gavin Breslin and Dr. Maurice 

Stringer, whose expertise on psychological research within the sport-coaching domain 

was a touchstone throughout this study. Finally, I would like to thank my family, partner 

and close friends, whose endless encouragement was instrumental in the completion of 

this PhD. 

 

Summary 

People naturally classify themselves and others into social categories or groups in order 

to make sense of the world. Group life affects how we engage with others, such that our 

social identities (group memberships) form a lens through which we evaluate our own 

and others' behaviours. From exploring the minimal conditions for group discrimination, 

to understanding how group memberships enable individuals to achieve positive self-

esteem, the social identity tradition has been a dominant force in general social 

psychology. Only recently have researchers begun to explore social identity principles in 

sport and exercise settings. A gap exists in the sport coaching leadership literature, calling 

for a model of leadership that accurately encompasses the complex social dynamic that is 

the sport coaching leadership process. A recent systematic review of the sports coaching 
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leadership literature (Vella, Oades, and Crowe, 2010) revised and presented a new 

definition of sport coaching leadership. It illustrated the existing gap between the current 

understanding of sport coaching leadership and the complex social process that is 

leadership in sport coaching. I directed my research at building upon Vella et al’s 

conclusions and investigating the existing gap through the application of a social identity 

leadership model to sport coaching. Coaching leadership is a complex social process. It 

is possible that coaches with a deep understanding of their team’s social identity, and how 

to leverage this knowledge within the context of their team, may prove to be more 

effective leaders.  

 

This research applied a social identity leadership perspective to the sport-coaching 

domain. The overarching research question “Does a relationship(s) exist between 

perceived social identity levels and sport coaching leadership effectiveness within the 

team sport domain?” surrounds the group-level leadership process inherently present 

within the team sport-coaching context, which in turn gives way to a number of more 

discrete foci summing the overall objectives of this research. As this line of investigation 

was novel within the research domain and thus would contribute most effectively through 

baseline analysis from which future research could build upon, it was clear that 

quantitative methodology would be the most appropriate manner of exploring issues 

pertinent to the major research question. 

 

Three quantitative studies were conducted in a staged process using a number of athlete 

and coach data samples to a) develop a measure of social identity for the sport coaching 

domain (n = 271); b) confirm the measure factor structures using separate purposive data 

(n = 351) and to examine the relationships between social identity (team and coach), sport 

motivation, sport confidence and coaching competence; and c) assess social identity with 
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regards to athlete evaluations of coaches across a large data sample (n = 622). 

Performance team sport athletes (N = 622) above the age of 18 from a range of different 

sports (n = 18; soccer, Gaelic football, hurling, camogie, golf, field hockey, tennis, 

fencing, track, swimming, rugby, netball, volleyball, basketball, American football, 

lacrosse, baseball, softball), talent levels (recreational, club, collegiate, provincial, 

International, professional) and countries (Ireland, UK, USA, New Zealand) participated 

in this research. Factor analysis, structural equation modelling, reliability analysis, 

internal consistency testing, and mediation analysis techniques were used to identify, 

assess and compare measures within all data samples in order to present valid and reliable 

findings.  

 

The current research demonstrated that a social identity theory of leadership can be 

applied to the sport coaching field and furthermore, that high coach and team social 

identity is positively related to coaching performance outcomes such as sport motivation, 

sport confidence, coaching competency and coach evaluations. The large participant 

‘sports team performance’ sample and the representative wide range of sport cultures, 

sports and athlete skill level, served to inform a wider sport-coaching domain. 

Implications for future research are discussed and research limitations are presented. 

There is a need to develop a sport-oriented framework, adapted and logically formulated 

from general psychological theories and related literature, to study sport-specific issues 

in leadership such as coaching performance. The social identity leadership approach 

provides a starting point for research that can, in turn, provide novel corroborations or 

identity falsifications to extend and/or tighten the model. 
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1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 General overview 

Within Sport Psychology an important area of contemporary research is recognising 

what makes an effective coach. Throughout the last 10 years researchers have 

recognised the potential of drawing on leadership research and endeavoured to apply a 

range of leadership theories and perspectives to an analysis of coaching behaviour and 

coaching style, with varying success. Very recently leadership theory has taken a new 

direction with the development of a social identity theory of leadership (Haslam, 

Reicher, & Platow, 2011), a theory that has not previously been applied to coaching. In 

social and applied psychology more generally, Social Identity Theory has generated a 

wealth of evidence. Sport coaching literature lacks a leadership model that successfully 

encompasses the complex social dynamic that is the sport coaching process. A social 

identity theory of leadership may be the tool needed to bridge this gap in understanding. 

This project aims to address the issue using quantitative methods of research. The main 

research question of the thesis can be stated as an exploration of the potential for a 

Social identity theory of Leadership to be usefully applicable to understanding sport 

coaching effectiveness. This research question defined the methodology employed 

within this study, since being a new application, there is no existing measure of social 

identity within the sport domain. Thus the first stage in the process involved developing 

a measure. The existence of some social identity measures within the organisational 

psychology literature provided a starting point in this endeavour. 

 

The core aim was to explore social identity levels within team sports and assess these 

levels in relation to measures of coaching effectiveness. In order to pursue the research 

question the researcher required both tools for measuring social identity within the sport 

coaching domain and measures to assess coaching effectiveness. Valid and reliable 
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social identity measures exist within the organisational setting and thus the researcher 

was required to develop a measure of social identity suitable for use within the sport 

coaching setting. Three quantitative studies were conducted in a staged process using a 

number of athlete data samples to; 

  

a) Develop a measure of social identity for the sport coaching domain, to test its internal 

consistency, and its relationship with sport motivation, confidence and team self-esteem;  

b) To further confirm the factor structure and reliability of the measure and to test its 

relationship with coaching competence (in addition to aforementioned coaching 

effectiveness variables) across a large data sample; 

c) Assess social identity with regards to athlete evaluations of coaches across a large data 

sample. 

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to identify the best-fit 

measures for coach and team social identity levels. Suitable coaching effectiveness 

measures were selected post-comprehensive literature review. The large participant 

‘sports team performance’ sample and the representative wide range of sport cultures, 

sports and athlete skill level, served to inform the broader sport-coaching spectrum. It 

may be possible to generalise the major findings of this research to the team sport coach 

setting, where more specific findings can be applied to localised samples of interest.  
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1.2 Thesis Summary 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature on the relationship between sport coaching 

effectiveness and leadership. The review summarises a current literature which points to 

leadership theories as the most fruitful way forward in understanding coach 

effectiveness. 

Chapter 3 begins with a potted history of the psychology of leadership leading the 

reader to the Social Identity perspective which is seen as a ‘new psychology of 

leadership’ (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011). The social identity theory of leadership 

is examined from a theoretical viewpoint, with an emphasis on the intricate processes 

involved (e.g., self-categorization, positive distinctiveness, depersonalization, and 

prototypicality) and how these influence positive group outcomes. The key components 

required to embody effective social identity leadership are then presented and the 

foundation is set for why and how the social identity theory of leadership can make a 

valuable contribution to the sport coaching domain.  

Chapter 4 reports on the protocol undertaken to establish the criteria for developing a 

measure of social identity for use within the sport coaching domain. The adopted 

approach investigated existing measures of social identity (both global and 

multicomponent measures) within the organizational setting. Past research and current 

research needs are presented with specific reference to the establishment of measure 

selection and development criteria. Selected organisational social identity measures 

adapted to inform the development of a measure are discussed with a focus on three 

specific scales (Luhtanen and Croker’s (1992) collective self-esteem scale; Ellemers, 

Kortekaas and Ouwerkerk’s (1999) three-component measure; Karasawa’s (1991) two-

component measure). The construction of the item-pool for the current research is then 

discussed and the item pool for a) athletes’ perception of coach social ID (51 items) and 

b) athletes’ perception of team social ID (50 items) are presented as the starting point 
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for the three staged studies designed and presented to address the major research 

question.  

Chapter 5 reports on Study 1. The aim of this study was to develop and test measures 

that could be employed in further exploring the utility of a social identity theory of 

leadership in sport coaching. A pool of 51 items was administered to 271 Sport and 

Exercise Science students, (191 males and 80 females) aged 17-41, along with measures 

of Sport Motivation, Sport Confidence, and Collective Self-esteem. Principal 

component analysis (PCA) produced a 10-item Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS), and 

a 10-item Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS). The psychometric properties in line with 

Lampling et al., (2002) and Smith et al., (2005) provide reasonable support for the 

scales in their initial stages. The study provides initial data on reliability and validity of 

the scales, as reliability and validity should never be assumed as fixed and should be 

tested every time a scale is used (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997), Both the CSIS and the 

TSIS are potentially useful measures with which to explore the role of social identity in 

coaching. The measures were used to test a Path Model of the relationship between 

CSIS, TSIS, Sport Motivation, Sport Confidence, and Collective Self-esteem using 

Structural Equation Modelling. The model was a good fit for the data suggesting that 

social identity (both coach and team) predicts collective esteem. The model also shows 

that collective self-esteem positively impacts levels of sport motivation and sport 

confidence and mediates the relationship with social identity. The study provides 

encouraging evidence for the positive implications coach and team social identity may 

have in the sport coaching domain.  

Chapter 6 reports on Study 2: The aim of this study was, a) to provide confirmatory 

evidence on the Coach and Team Social Identity scales in a sample of 351 team athletes 

(215 males and 181 females) aged 18-34, drawn from a range of team sports, and b) to 

test a path model in which both Coach and Team Social Identity were hypothesized to 
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predict Perceived Coach Competence, Sport Motivation, and Sport Confidence. A 

confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS was calculated to assess the fit of the Coach 

Social Identity Scale (CSIS) and the Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS) and the results 

confirm the factor structure of both scales. Reliability analysis and a range of 

psychometric properties in line with Lampling et al., (2002) and Smith et al., (2005) 

provide good support for both scales.  Structural equation modeling was then utilised to 

test the model of the effects of social identity (coach and team) on athlete perceptions of 

coach competence, sport motivation and sport confidence. Results reported good model 

fit for both the CSIS and TSIS, and mediation analysis indicated direct effects of both 

coach (CSIS) and team (TSIS) social identity on perceived coach competence. Findings 

also suggested that a coach with a strong social identity is able to motivate players and 

instill athlete confidence. Building upon study 1, study 2 indicated efficacy for use of 

both the CSIS and the TSIS within the sport coaching domain.  

Chapter 7 reports on Study 3: The aim of the third study was to a) develop and test a 

measure of Coach Evaluation, and b) to further test the predictive power of Coach and 

Team Social Identity on evaluations of the coach, and on Sport Motivation and Sport 

Confidence. Principal components analysis identified a 3 factor structure for the Coach 

Evaluation Scale (CES) from a large athlete data sample combined from study 1 and 2 

(n = 622). The 3 factors identified were labelled, Positive Coach, Respected Coach and 

Negative Coach. AMOS was then employed to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis 

on the Coach Evaluation Scale and this showed the 3 factors to be a good fit for the 

data. The Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS), Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS), Sport 

Confidence (CSCI) and Sport Motivation (SMS) were then assessed in relation to the 

CES. It was proposed that CSIS and TSIS would predict CES, CSCI, and SMS and the 

impact on CSCI and SMS would be mediated by CES. Results confirmed that the model 

was a very good fit for the data.  
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Chapter 8 attempts to bring the thesis together within a discussion and conclusion 

chapter. In this chapter the overall findings are summarized and located in the literature. 

The potential implications are explicated along with some suggested future directions. 

The limitations of the studies are then discussed before a final conclusion section. 
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2.0 Coaching Effectiveness and Leadership: A Theoretical Perspective 
 

Coaching effectiveness is inherently related to the coach’s skill as a leader, and coach 

leadership is defined as a behavioural process that is used to increase athlete performance 

and satisfaction (Chelladurai and Riemar, 1998; Riemar, 2007). Thus, much research 

attention has been given to coach behaviours in the quest to understand what makes some 

coaches more effective than others. This section provides a model of coaching 

effectiveness (Horn, 2008), demonstrates the non-sport research influences utilized to 

help understand coach effectiveness, presents coach behaviours that have been deemed 

debilitative (non-effective) and facilitative (effective) within the sport coaching domain 

and describes the methods used to accurately measure coach behaviours and coaching 

effectiveness. 

 

 Horn (2008) provided a comprehensive working model that specified an outline of the 

antecedent factors that determine coach behaviour and how coach behaviour can affect 

the performance and psychological growth of athletes. The primary assumption 

underlying the research on coaching effectiveness is that coaches’ behaviour can have a 

significant effect (either positive or negative) on athletes’ performance as well as their 

psychological and emotional well-being (see figure 1). 

Figure 1: A working model of coaching effectiveness (Horn, 2008, p. 243) 
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Horn’s (2008) working model reflects past research in coaching effectiveness, and 

emphasises three major assumptions: a) coaches’ behaviour in the athletic context does 

not occur in a vacuum, b) coaches’ behaviour in the athletic context has both a direct and 

indirect effect on athletes’ performance and behaviour and c) the effectiveness of distinct 

coaching styles and associated behaviours are mediated by both situational and individual 

difference variables.  

 

The first point mirrors previous models by Chelladurai (1978, 1980, 1990) and Smoll and 

Smith (1989) and refers to how identifiable antecedent factors such as coach 

characteristics, expectations, goals, the sociocultural context and the organizational 

climate will lead to the types of behaviours exhibited by coaches in sport settings. The 

second assumption is similar to Smoll and Smith’s model in that athletes may perceive 

coach behaviour in a personalised way, and it is these subjective perceptions that 

indirectly affect athletes’ self-perceptions, beliefs and attitudes (e.g., self-confidence, 

self-esteem, attributional beliefs and perceptions of competence) which in turn ‘impact 

motivation levels and ultimately their performance and behaviour’ (Horn, 2008, p. 244). 

The final point once again is founded in Chelladurais’ and Smoll and Smiths’ models in 

that a variety of sport contextual variables (e.g., competitive level, sport type) and athlete 

variables (e.g., age, skill level) can mediate the direct link between coach behaviour and 

athlete performance and behaviour. Along similar lines, athletes’ personal characteristics 

and the sociocultural context can serve to mediate their perceptions of their coaches’ 

behaviour. 

 

Horn (2008) was in agreement with recent research in effective coaching and leadership 

in sport stating that simply one set of coaching behaviours will not prove effective for all 
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athletes in all sport contexts, and that going forward we should recognise that effective 

coaching behaviours will vary as a function of the athlete and the sport context. In 

researching coaching effectiveness within sport, it is clear that the literature has drawn 

from important theories in other contexts. Table 1 below is a summary of some of the 

relevant theoretical perspectives from the non-sport literature that has positively informed 

research on coaching effectiveness.  

 

Theory or model References 

Achievement goal theories Ames (1992b, 1992c) 

Dweck (1986, 1999) 

Elliot (1999) 

Nicholls (1984, 1989) 

Attribution theory Weiner (1986, 1992) 

Perceived control theories Skinner (1995, 1996) 

Competence motivation theory Harter (1981) 

Expectancy-value model Eccles (2005) 

Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele (1998) 

Self-determination theory Deci & Ryan (1985) 

Ryan & Deci (2000) 

Self-efficacy theory Bandura (1986, 1997) 

Relational cultural theory Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver, & Surrey (1991) 

Miller & Stiver (1997) 

Table 1: Relevant theoretical perspectives from the non-sport literature that may inform 

research on coaching effectiveness (Horn, 2008, p. 244) 

 

2.1 Facilitative Coach Behaviours versus Detrimental Coach Behaviours 

As Horn’s (2008) working model of coaching effectiveness demonstrates, coaches’ 

expectancies, values, beliefs and goals are determined by three sets of interconnected 

factors; the sociocultural context, the organisational climate, and the coaches’ personal 

characteristics. The majority of research in the sport coach context has examined personal 

coach characteristics and the effect individual differences have on performance outcomes. 

Performance outcomes are not only measured in terms of win-loss percentages but also 

in terms of leading athlete psychosocial growth, self-actualisation and personal 

development. A significant portion of past research has focused on the coaching styles 

and behaviours that are perceived to be facilitative, thus leading to athlete psychosocial 

growth and positive performance outcomes, and detrimental, thus leading to a lack of 
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athlete psychosocial growth and negative performance outcomes. Table 2 presents a 

summary listing of the coach behaviours and styles consistently found to be either 

facilitative or detrimental to athletes’ psychosocial growth and development.  

 

Facilitative coaching styles or behaviours Detrimental coaching styles or behaviours 

High frequency of training and instructional 

behaviour 

Ignoring athletes’ skill errors 

High level of social support and positive feedback High frequency of punishment-oriented feedback 

(especially feedback not accompanied by skill-

relevant information) 

Democratic or autonomy-supportive leadership style Autocratic or controlling leadership style 

Creation of a mastery-oriented (task-involving) 

motivational climate 

Creation of a performance-oriented (ego-involving) 

motivational climate 

Provision of positive, supportive, and information-

based feedback in response to athletes’ performance 

successes and failures 

Failure to recognise or respond to athletes’ 

performance successes 

Table 2: Coaching behaviours/styles found to be facilitative or detrimental to athletes' 

psychosocial growth and development (Horn, 2008, p. 264) 

 

As demonstrated in table 2, facilitative coach behaviours incorporate positive feedback, 

high levels of instruction, leadership through autonomy-supportive means, establishing a 

climate that reinforces skill-mastery above ego-involving achievements and consistently 

fair feedback following both success and failure. This summary of coach behaviours is 

important in establishing a framework from which to operate from to ensure coaches can 

be seen to be facilitative, rather than debilitative within the sport coaching context.  

 

2.2 Measuring Sport Coach Behaviour 

The sport coaching role automatically implies that the coach will act as a leader in some 

capacity and will be expected to demonstrate behaviour capable of positively influencing 

a collection of athletes comprising the sports team. The methods of influence and varied 

behaviours utilized by a coach can be attributed to their leadership tendencies, and more 

importantly the outcomes of their leadership approach will determine the level of 

leadership effectiveness ascribed to that individual sport coach leader. In order to measure 
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suitable outcomes of the leadership process, one must explore the definition of coach 

leadership and its related outcomes. 

 

As previously stated coach leadership is defined as a behavioural process that is used to 

increase athlete performance and satisfaction (Chelladurai and Riemar, 1998; Riemar, 

2007). Consequently athlete performance and athlete satisfaction become the focal points 

from which coach leadership is measured. As athlete performance and satisfaction are 

broad outcomes within this definition, research conducted to measure coach leadership 

accurately proved a difficult task. While satisfaction and performance outcomes are in 

theory loosely used terms to describe the full gamut of athlete outcomes, the inadequate 

leadership definition and the confusion surrounding the measurement of coach leadership 

is mainly based on the attempts to explain the entire athlete experience (Vella et al., 2010). 

Clearly defined outcomes of coach leadership are essential in effectively measuring the 

construct of coach leadership, and recent research has investigated these outcomes in 

detail.  

 

Past research into coach leadership measurements has branched into dual categories based 

on the outcomes resulting from the leadership process; performance and satisfaction. 

Performance spans a range of measurable variables that apply not only to the individual 

athletes on the team (e.g., performance results, skill development, statistical progress), 

but the coach’s performance in necessary areas of the coaching role (e.g., strategic 

planning, motivating players, performance results, technical practice). Satisfaction 

outcomes are also measured through exploring both athlete and coach spheres of 

perception within cognitive and affective frameworks. Other measures of coaching 

leadership effectiveness co-exist with the performance and satisfaction outcome 

evaluations, such as motivational climate (Cumming, Smoll, Smith and Grossbard, 2007; 
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Smith, Ntoumanis, and Duda, 2007) and team cohesion (Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur 

and Hardy, 2009; Loughead, Patterson, and Carron, 2008) for example. Performance and 

satisfaction as conceptual outcome measures of coaching effectiveness are discussed 

further below.  

  

2.2.1 Performance Outcomes 

Within the literature, performance outcomes have been recognized as three distinct 

variables; achievement, learning and competence. Previous research that sought to 

measure coach leadership based on achievement have examined a range of success-based 

team and athlete outcome variables such as win/loss record, achievements at major 

tournaments and winning percentages. Vella et al (2010) have argued that the 

performance outcome measure creates difficulties as coach leadership is not necessarily 

correlated with athlete success. The main principle behind this argument stemmed from 

the assertion that outright success within the achievement-outcome variables is practically 

impossible within the coaching realm given that there are zero coaches at high levels of 

sport who have won all of their games. While this argument was a sound one, ultimately 

sport is a result-based phenomenon and results are a reliable and valid form of 

measurement when it comes to how a coach has performed as a leader. It was sensible 

not to view outright success as a realistic performance outcome, but within specific 

coaching contexts, one can benchmark within that context and thus accurately measure 

whether a coach is leading their team to more positive as opposed to negative team 

performance results/outcomes.  

  

Another coaching leadership performance outcome is the attempt to ensure the impact of 

the coach by assessing perceived or observable performance relative to a baseline 

measure (Vella et al, 2010). This performance outcome is learning, and measures the 

improvement in results rather than results themselves as an outcome of coaching 
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influence. Previous research that examined learning as a performance outcome utilized 

self-rated improvement measures or perceived competence measures as outcome 

variables mainly from the athlete’s perspective. The conclusion made by Vella and 

colleagues here is that seeing as athlete perceptions are only a mediating variable between 

coach behaviour and athlete outcomes, then learning as a performance outcome variable 

is valuable, but insufficient as an outcome measure within coach leadership research. 

  

According to a recent review of the literature, the third and perhaps most promising 

performance outcome variable is competence, which has resulted in measurements such 

as game statistics, and observer ratings of technical and tactical skills. Competence-based 

understanding is perceived as beneficial given that objective outcome measures can be 

assessed that are more within a coach’s direct control than outright success. Given the 

recent advocation of competence as a promising measure of coach effectiveness in the 

literature, the current research used the coaching competency scale (CCS; Myers, Feltz, 

Maier, Wolfe, & Reckase, 2006). This 17 item tool measures athlete evaluations of their 

head coach’s competency across four dimensions: motivation, game strategy, technique 

and character building. Coach competency is an important multidimensional construct in 

models of coaching effectiveness and the CCS was considered reliable (Cronbach alphas 

ranged from .84-.89) and appropriate for the current research requirements.  

 

2.2.2 Satisfaction Outcomes 

Numerous measures exist to indicate and describe athlete satisfaction which is a general 

construct that depicts the psychological and emotional outcomes of an individual athlete 

based on their coach’s leadership. The most common satisfaction rating scale is the 

Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ) (Chelladurai and Riemar, 1998). Despite 

numerous researchers such as Rieke et al (2008) using the ASQ as an indication of coach 
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leadership effectiveness, Vella et al (2010) raised attention to satisfaction as only one of 

a number of important and well-defined outcomes present in the literature.  

 

 2.2.3 Further Outcome Measures  

Other leadership effectiveness outcome measurement tools include scales of motivational 

climate (Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, Briere, Tuson, & Blais, 1995; Cumming, Smoll, 

Smith and Grossbard, 2007; Smith, Ntoumanis, and Duda, 2007), team cohesion (Callow, 

Smith, Hardy, Arthur and Hardy, 2009; Loughead, Patterson, and Carron, 2008), 

emotional mood state (Gagne, Ryan, and Bargmann, 2003), confidence (Manzo, Silva, & 

Mink, 2001), positive and negative affect (Vargas-Tonsing, 2009) and self-esteem (Smith 

and Smoll, 1990). 

 

2.3 Instruments and Measures 

A review of the literature on coaching effectiveness reveals that a number of different 

methodologies and instruments have been used to assess coaching behaviour mainly 

through questionnaires, observational measures, and interviews. Table 3 below 

summarises the main questionnaire instruments used to measure coaching behaviour: 
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Table 3: Instruments to measure coaching behaviour: questionnaires (Horn, 2008, p. 246) 

 

The most commonly used questionnaires in coaching effectiveness research are the 

Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978, 1980), the Perceived 

Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2; Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000) 

and a questionnaire that measures athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ interpersonal 

behaviours (Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, & Briere, 2002).  

 

The LSS consists of five subscales, two of which measure the coach’s motivational 

tendencies (social support and positive feedback), two of which measure the coach’s 
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decision-making style (autocratic and democratic), and one that measures the coach’s 

instructional behaviour (training and instruction). The LSS has been through stringent 

assessments of its psychometric properties and these procedures have generally supported 

the reliability and validity of the LSS, although ‘concern exists with regard to the 

autocratic subscale and have suggested further psychometric testing and instrument 

revision’ (Horn, 2008, p. 245).  

 

The PMCSQ-2 consists of a set of items that ask individual respondents to indicate the 

degree to which their team climate is characterised by a task-involving (mastery oriented) 

or an ego-involving (performance oriented) goal perspective. ‘A task involving (mastery 

oriented) team climate is characterised by perceptions among athletes that trying hard will 

earn reward and that all players have an important role to fill and thus will be encouraged 

by the coach. In contrast, an ego-involving (performance oriented) climate is prevalent 

when athletes perceive that teammates try to out-perform each other, players are punished 

for their mistakes, and individual recognition is limited to a few stars’ (Horn, 2008, 

p.245). This scale is particularly applicable within youth and development based sport 

stages, where a task-involving team climate and associated goal perspectives is the 

preferred coaching approach for optimal progress. 

 

The coaches’ interpersonal behavioural style questionnaire asks athletes to rate their 

coaches’ behaviour toward them using eight items designed to measure coaches’ 

autonomy-supportive behaviours (e.g., coaches’ tendencies to exhibit respect for athletes’ 

desire and choice) and coaches’ controlling behaviours (e.g., coaches’ tendencies to 

exhibit coercive behaviours). Pelletier et al. (2002) reported acceptable estimate of 

internal consistency across the two subscales and found both subscales to be significantly 

predictive of athletes’ motivation level and type. This would suggest that this measure 
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accurately assess two of the effective coaching behaviour dimensions in the Mageau and 

Vallerand (2003) motivational model.  

 

2.3.1 A Review of the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) 

The body of research summarised by Chelladurai and Riemer (Chelladurai, 2007; 

Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998; Riemar, 2007) demonstrated that leadership dimensions 

most typically associated with athletes’ level of satisfaction and well-being are the 

subscales representing a democratic leadership style (where coaches encourage their 

athletes to participate in making decisions) and high frequencies of social support, 

positive feedback, and training and instruction. The review suggests that the subscale 

assessing an autocratic leadership style is associated with low athlete satisfaction levels. 

Chelladurai’s (1978, 1990, 2007) multidimensional model suggested that optimal athlete 

performance and satisfaction would occur if congruency was present between the 

coaching behaviours desired by athletes, and the actual coaching behaviours they 

perceived. While some research supports this hypothesis, other studies refute this theory. 

Horn (2008) suggests that the variability in these study results may be a result of the 

congruency hypothesis measurement as some researchers used discrepancy scores while 

others used hierarchical regression statistical procedures.  

 

Hollembeak and Ambrose (2005) examined components of the self-determination theory 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000) using the LSS scales to test whether collegiate 

athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviour would directly affect their perceptions 

of competence, autonomy, and relatedness which may then affect intrinsic motivation 

levels. The results from this investigation perceived coach democratic behaviour as 

positively linked to athletes’ perception of autonomy, while coaches’ positive feedback 

behaviour was positively linked to athletes’ perceptions of relatedness, but negatively 
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linked to perceptions of sport competence. An autocratic coaching style was negatively 

related to athletes’ perceptions of autonomy and relatedness, while training and 

instruction was negatively linked to athletes’ perceptions of autonomy. These results 

indicated the relevance of the LSS dimensions of coaching behaviour to the prediction of 

athletes’ level of intrinsic motivation. 

 

Interestingly, a study conducted by Trail (2004) provided evidence for an indirect link 

between the LSS subscales and athletes’ level of performance. This indirect link was 

mediated through athletes’ perceptions of their team’s cohesion, rather than as a direct 

result of their coaches’ behaviour. Thus the level of cohesion within the team is an 

important factor as it mediated the link between the LSS subscales and athletes’ 

performance and behaviour within the sport setting. Coaches can impact on team cohesion 

in a number of ways, and seeing as there is a close relationship between team cohesion 

and the level of social identity that exists within the team as a social group, then it is fair 

to suggest that coaches can increase their athletes’ performance and behaviour through 

leading the group from a social identity perspective. This is discussed further in the 

research conclusions.  

 

Generally past research using the LSS to examine the relationship between coaches’ 

leadership style and various dimensions of athletes’ psychosocial responses have shown 

that the LSS subscales of democratic behaviour, training and instruction, positive 

feedback, and social support may be the most effective leadership behaviours in 

facilitating athletes’ performance and psychosocial well-being. In contrast, autocratic 

leadership styles seem to have a negative effect in regard to athletes’ psychosocial 

outcomes, however this specific style may be the appropriate behaviour for certain sport 

contexts/situations (e.g., skill-level, individual athletes, time of season, unique incident) 



 

19 

and this point has been supported by both d’Arripe-Longueville et al., (1998) and 

Chelladurai (2007).  

 

2.3.2 Behaviour Observation Systems 

Another approach in measuring coaching behaviour is through behaviour assessment of 

practice and game contexts either directly or using videotaped sequences. This approach 

utilises trained observers to assess coach behaviours using a systematic observation and 

recording device. The most used system is the Coaching Behaviour Assessment System 

(CBAS) (Smith, Smoll, & Hunt, 1977) which provides a direct, observationally based 

assessment of 12 categories of coaching behaviour. These categories can be broadly 

classified into two sets of behaviours: reactive (behaviours exhibited by a coach in 

response to a variety of player behaviours) and spontaneous (behaviours exhibited by a 

coach outside of responding to player behaviours). Table 4 below shows the main 

observational system instruments to measure coaching behaviour: 
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Instrument What it measures Coding categories Relevant references 

Coaching Behaviour 

Assessment System 

(CBAS) 

Coaches’ overt leadership 

behaviours during both 

practices and competitive 

events (can be used to 

assess coach behaviour 

towards teams or 

individual athletes) 

12 coding categories 

divided into reactive and 

spontaneous coaching 

behaviours 

Smith, Smoll, & Hunt 

(1977);  

Smith & Smoll (1990); 

Horn (1984, 1985) 

Arizona State University 

Observation Instrument 

(ASUOI) 

Coaches’ instructional 

and other behaviours in 

practice settings 

14 categories of coaching 

behaviour, 7 of which are 

directly related to 

instruction 

Lacy & Darst (1984); 

Cushion & Jones (2001); 

Brewer & Jones (2002) 

Coaching Behaviour 

Recording Form 

Coaches’ behaviour in 

practices and competitive 

events 

10-12 categories of 

coaching behaviour 

including performance 

feedback, instruction, 

encouragement, and 

modeling 

Tharp & Gallimore 

(1976); 

Bloom, Crumpton, & 

Anderson (1999); 

Gallimore & Tharp 

(2004) 

Coach Analysis 

Instrument (CAI) 

Coaches’ verbal 

behaviour 

Computer-based system 

that uses hierarchical 

form of event recording 

so that coaches’ 

comments can be 

analysed at up to 5 levels: 

direction, focus, timing, 

delivery, and emphasis 

Franks, Johnson, & 

Sinclair (1988); 

More & Franks (1996) 

Table 4: Instruments to measure coaching behaviour: observation systems 

 

Table 4 demonstrates the range of instruments and methodologies used and available to 

measure coaches’ behaviour. Nevertheless, Horn (2008) pointed out that the options in 

assessing coach behaviours (through questionnaire and observational methods) are 

limited to a small number of coaching aspects, especially for researchers adopting a 

quantitative approach. It is clear that many other dimension of coaches’ behaviour, such 

as team social identity awareness and consequent leadership from this group-level 

perspective, remain untapped and highly important to explore.  

 

2.4 Coaching Leadership Styles  

Leadership is a wide-ranging construct and implies aggregation of behaviours and is 

integral in forming coaching styles leading to coaching practices and a sound starting 

point to examine leadership in sport coaching is to identify the multiple variables 

present in the sport coaching domain that lead to the formation of coaching styles. 
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Figure 2 shows that situational variables (e.g., sport characteristics, organizational 

structure), the social context (e.g., coach education, codes of conduct, media 

stereotypes, group identity), coaching process variables (e.g., role orientation, goal 

environment, length of engagement), performer characteristics (e.g., age, gender, 

experience, goals, personality) and coach characteristics (e.g., experience, knowledge, 

gender, values) inform the reconciliation process that will occur leading to the adopted 

preferred leadership style of the coach by the team athletes. The leadership style 

categories have been arranged into humanistic (e.g., focus on social support and 

developing the person as well as the athlete), directive (e.g., top-down management 

approach that limits athlete decision-making capabilities), instrumental (e.g., 

measurement based goal focused structure that sets targets and aims to reach them as a 

group), systematic (e.g., process based style that identifies a coaching system and works 

within that structure) or adaptive (e.g., dynamic pattern of behaviours that can change 

with differing situational demands) (Lyle, 2002). The reconciliation process that leads 

to the emergence of a specific coaching style which then leads to coaching practice is 

informed by athlete and coach evaluations on two levels: a) will this leadership style 

help us reach our goals and b) is my personal preference satisfied given the reality of the 

variables involved (Lyle, 2002). Figure 2 below outlines the factors that influence 

leadership practice in sport coaching.  
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  ‘Coach leadership styles are an integral component in the sport coaching process and 

that coaching styles should be part of the conceptual framework’ (Lyle, 2002, p. 163). 

However questions are raised with regards to certain areas of this research domain such 

as whether coaching style is a relatively stable group of behaviours or a more transient 

approach that can be assumed by coaches as the situation demands? (Lyle, 2002). For 

example, is a democratic coaching style (a coaching style identified through the LSS) 

Figure 2: Factors influencing leadership practice (Lyle, 2002, p. 162) 
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determined by coaching experience and his/her psychological disposition or is it a 

learned ability? If it is simply a learned behaviour, should all coaches learn the best 

coaching style for their situations and apply them accordingly? It is the researcher’s 

contention that leadership styles in coaching are a result of psychological temperament 

and of unique social learning. Thus a natural blueprint forms that influences a particular 

style which coaches feel more comfortable operating within. However, as previously 

discussed, coach characteristics are just one variable in the mix with regards to coaching 

style formation, and athlete characteristics, the situational demands and the social 

context also play important roles. Thus it is up to the coach to be aware of the other 

variables and then tweak his/her natural approach to fit the overall makeup of his/her 

group. Douge and Hastie (1993) perpetuate the idea that leadership styles can be 

adapted by coaches. Nevertheless I content that it is not as simple as adopting a 

completely opposite approach from which the coach feels uncomfortable, as it will be 

obvious to the athletes that the coach is not authentic in his/her delivery and coaching 

effectiveness will be compromised.  

 

It is argued that while coach leadership style research has identified key variables and 

established general coaching style preferences for coaches and athletes, the positivistic 

survey paradigm, the lack of context specificity, and the opportunistic sampling have 

limited the richness of the data (Lyle, 2002). In addition the absence of control of 

contextual variables (e.g., performance level, experience, maturity, organisational role, 

reward environment) within and across studies in the area has resulted in generally 

conflicting evidence. Thus questions are raised regarding coach leadership styles and 

future research is required to answer them. Questions such as, how can a range of 

diverse coaching styles which are sometimes polar opposite in nature all be effective in 

a sport coaching domain that usually has the same parameters? Interestingly, when 



 

24 

coach leadership and the sport coaching process is looked at through a group identity 

lens, it is clearer to see how the social context would impact upon the group identity and 

vice versa, thus requiring changes in leadership style and delivery to adapt to the 

situational demands and the shifting group identity. Given the plethora or questions over 

the strength of leadership research in sport coaching, a novel approach that may add to 

the area is needed at the current stage.  

 

2.5 A New Definition of Leadership within the Sport Coaching Domain 

Vella et al (2010) bring attention to the limitations of the current accepted definition of 

coach leadership in sports, and suggest extensions to the definition based on their critical 

analysis and review of the literature. The accepted definition of coach leadership 

investigated by Vella et al referred to a behavioural process that is used to influence 

athlete performance and satisfaction (Chelladurai and Riemer, 1998). This explanation 

accounts for the behavioural process within coach leadership, but does not incorporate 

the process of interpersonal influence that includes interpersonal variables relating to the 

coach-athlete relationship. In addition, Vella et al argued that a definition of coach 

leadership must encompass an understanding of both the coaching process and the 

leadership process as inherently social processes. This point of contention is of particular 

interest to my research domain. In situating coach leadership within a social process 

structure, Vella et al bring light to the importance of the group/team context within 

increasing one’s leadership effectiveness as a coach.  

 

While the definition of coach leadership certainly encompasses a full gamut of constructs 

and related processes within the sports coaching leadership framework (as reviewed in 

this chapter), gaps still exist. These gaps are related to a clear statement concerning the 

definition of leadership that is worthy of re-visiting at this juncture; the definition of coach 
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leadership must be consistent with the understanding of the coaching process and 

leadership, both of which are inherently social processes. Building upon this realisation, 

Vella et al explained that their revised definition of coach leadership still did not 

adequately explain that coach leadership behaviours are a function of a broad spectrum 

of factors and variables, such as a coach’s personal characteristics, athlete characteristics, 

the dyadic relationship between coach and athlete, and the coaching context.  

 

This range of variables are included within the factors associated with the complex social 

processes comprising the group that is the ‘sports team’. Within the socially constructed 

group that is identified as ‘a sports team’ the coach and his/her intrinsic characteristics 

are weaved together with each athlete’s personal characteristics, and with the specific 

coaching context in which the group functions. Therefore, the extraneous variables which 

are not included in the revised definition of coaching leadership seem to partly construct 

and certainly fit within the complex social dynamic of the formed team. Consequently, 

investigating how a sports team as social group forms and operates may provide insight 

into the process of coach leadership, with a specific focus on how a coach may leverage 

his/her knowledge of the social group/team identity to increase their effectiveness as a 

sport-coach leader and have a positive impact on athlete outcomes.  

 

2.6 Future Direction of Sport Coaching Leadership Models: The Social Identity 

Perspective 

Social identity refers to the identity created when individuals come together to form a 

group. Within the sports context, these groups are sport teams, and the social identity is 

usually quite salient to begin with as athletes tend to choose, and are not required, to be a 

participant in their group/team. The concept of social identity comprises of both social 

identification developments and the formation of social identity salience levels. These 
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processes are considered separate in that social identification is the process of identifying 

with a social group based on a deeply structured, pre-existing social categorization 

process utilised in order to define themselves, (such as a sports team) while social identity 

salience reflects an individual’s current reaction and perception (or fit) to a specific set of 

contextual conditions (e.g., new group membership to a sports team) based on their deep 

structured readiness to define the self in terms of a particular social self-categorization 

(Haslam et al, 2011). Social Identity is clearly applicable to the sport coach setting due to 

the self-categorization that naturally occurs as a result of group membership in each 

domain, thus adapting a measure of social identity from the organizational field to the 

sport setting is considered an appropriate avenue for current and future research.  

 

An understanding of the group’s social identity may greatly increase the effectiveness of 

the coach leadership process in a number of ways outlined below: 

  

a) As coach, there is an automatic position of power at the head of the sport 

team/group, thus the coach would be at an immediate advantage to create the 

identity he/she desires for the team in realisation of their pursued team 

goals/vision, 

b) Understanding the group’s social identity, and in some part defining it as a skilled 

coach, would provide insight into the coaching context, both athlete and coach 

characteristics and how each relates to the overall social identity of the group/team 

c) Knowledge of team social identity would also make the process of creating 

valuable interpersonal coach-athlete relationships to mediate the effectiveness of 

the coach leadership athlete outcomes (competency, connection, confidence, 

character) 

d) A sense of the team identity, and even beyond this, playing a part in forming the 
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team identity, would most likely allow the coach to manage, motivate, define 

expectations and inspire his/her athletes more effectively in line with the team 

vision.  

 

Vella, Oades and Crowe (2010) presented a recent definition of leadership based on an 

extensive review of previous research and revealed that leadership is a) often defined 

according to one’s theoretical position (Avalio, Walumbwa & Weber, 2009), b) is viewed 

as a complex and multi-faceted construct, and c) always involves a process of influence. 

Leadership research has led to the expansion of how leadership is understood; major 

leadership theories have evolved from viewing leadership as an individual characteristic 

possessed only by certain people, to a dyadic, relational, strategic and complex social 

dynamic (Avolio et al, 2009; Yukl, 2007). Some research suggests that the future 

direction of leadership models applied to sports coaching should focus on the interaction 

between coach and athlete within the coaching context (Saury and Durand, 1998). While 

this is indeed a critical aspect of effective coaching, as noted above this component is still 

a piece of the leadership puzzle that Vella et al (2010) concluded was a highly complex 

social process. Thus it is the researcher’s contention that in order to address the complex 

social process that is leadership in sports coaching, one must look at the social group itself 

as the starting point in affecting positive change.  

 

The benefit of adopting a social identity approach to examine the leadership process in 

sports coaching is four-fold:  

 

a) It begins in addressing the area of contention and weakness concluded by recent 

literature reviews of sports coaching leadership models; that is that there is no 

definitive approach because leadership in sports coaching is a ‘complex social 
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process’ 

b)  Investigating the social process present within the group and how leadership is 

related gives both academics and practitioners the scope to then understand where 

their particular theory/model may fit; such as coaching effectiveness models, 

transformational leadership theory, athlete-centred approaches, and relational 

frameworks, all of which occur within the larger social context of the entire group 

(e.g., sports team) 

c) Recent pioneering research on social identity and leadership effectiveness in the 

organizational field has produced what social identity expert Alexander Haslam 

has termed ‘A New Psychology of Leadership’. This leadership approach is 

predicted to have positive ramifications wherever there are group conditions 

present (e.g., team sports) and yet the social identity theory of leadership has never 

been applied to sports coaching 

d) Sports coaching practitioners would welcome a leadership approach/model that is 

capable of allowing room for multiple factors consistently present within the 

group dynamic (e.g., sports team), thus reducing the confusion around previous 

models and where/when they are applicable, but addressing the complexity of the 

social process involved in leading a group of individuals in the sports setting.  

 

In their systematic review of leadership in sport coaching, Vella et al (2010) provided 

discussion on the definition of coach leadership, its measurement and application, and 

concluded that current definitions did not reflect the understanding of either the coaching 

process of leadership. The authors suggested that inclusion of the coach-athlete 

relationship would be a valuable addition to the current coach leadership definition. They 

also suggested that key variables such as the coaching context, athlete characteristics and 

coach characteristics should also be included in any current definitions of coaching 
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leadership. Ultimately Vella et al (2010) provided a thorough systematic review of the 

sports coaching leadership literature, revised and presented a new definition of sport 

coaching leadership, and most importantly, illustrated the existing gap between the 

current understanding of sport coaching leadership, and the complex social process that 

is leadership in sport coaching.  

 

2.7 Social Power in Sports Coaching 

Power is widely recognised as the ability of one individual to influence another person 

or persons (French & Raven, 1959; Whitt & Lukes 1980) and is viewed a critical aspect 

of leadership. While research into the concept of power has enjoyed a period of 

considerable growth in fields such as organisational, industrial and social psychology 

(Bruins, 1999) its centrality to the coaching process has, to date, been largely ignored 

(Jones et al., 2002; Lyle, 1999). The term social power naturally infers the power 

dynamic existing with the group (sports team) yet power as an aspect of collective 

leadership within the group context has not been substantially researched. This is even 

more surprising given the affirmation of past research (Tomlinson, 1998; Lyle, 1999) 

that power is an inherent feature of social relationships and hence of understanding 

social interaction within sports settings (Jones, Armour and Potrac, 2004).  

 

The complex power-dominated nature of the coaching process has been examined using 

the analytical framework of social power and its component parts (French & Raven, 

1959; Raven 1965,1992; Hardy, 1995; Kidman, 2001) to explore how coaches, both 

individually and collectively, attempt to create, maintain and advance constructive and 

positive relationships with their athletes (Jones et al., 2004). Using the aforementioned 

power frameworks, Jones et al (2004) critically analysed through semi-structured 

interview the coaching careers of eight practicing, top level coaches who at the time 
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operated at the apex of their sport (the sample had won national, international and world 

championships). With respect to social power, the full coach sample consistently 

regarded the ability to secure the ‘trust’ and ‘respect’ of their athletes as an essential 

ingredient of effective coaching practice. The need to establish a working climate where 

athletes respected the coach as both a competent professional and person, believed in 

the coach as social beings, and trusted the coach’s knowledge, decisions and advice was 

a central finding from this elite coach sample. Findings also suggested that elite coaches 

obtained and then sustained power through understanding their athletes, caring for them 

both inside and outside of the sport setting, and possessing technical and tactical ideals 

that they can clearly understand and implement in competition (Potrac, 2000).  

 

Jones et al. (2004) demonstrated through qualitative methods that elite coaches consider 

elements of power to be at the heart of the coaching process. This research was 

undoubtedly instrumental in highlighting the importance of power in the coaching 

process and provided a base from which to build upon through further research in the 

area. Nevertheless, the researchers investigated social power in sport coaching through 

traditional frameworks that mainly follow a transactional paradigm with a focus on 

social relationships on an individual level (coach-athlete dyad), where generally those in 

a position of power (coach) have something to give or take (e.g., information, resources, 

security etc.) to or from the powerless who are dependent upon the resources of others 

(athletes) (Haslam et al). While this perspective is valuable past research has shown the 

use of reward and punishment to influence people is generally ineffective and 

expensive, and with the changing social expectations that define new contexts, 

traditional incentive techniques do not equate to effective leadership. Additionally, 

social power suggests the requirement of analysis from within the group, and while this 

perspective would serve to compliment the traditional individual power structures extant 
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within the sport coaching process (e.g., Jones et al., 2004), such a group level focus has 

not been investigated within the sport coaching domain. 

 

Traditional forms of power operate on the basis of exerting power over the group, but 

social identity introduces power through the group which is gained by articulating the 

nature of group identity and its implications for action in context (Turner & Oakes, 

1986).  Recent evidence would suggest that people experience power differently to the 

extent that it is exerted by in-group members, or by members of an out-group and our 

responses and behaviours will change depending on this (Subasic, Reynolds, Turner, 

Veenstra, & Haslam, 2011). In support of the above assertion, a number of experimental 

studies demonstrated that the more that in-group members exert their power, the more 

willing we are to collaborate with them and in contrast the more out-group members 

exert power, the less we want to work with them (Ellemers, Spears and Doosje, 1997; 

Ellemers, De Gilder, and Haslam, 2004). Thus the evidence clearly states that the first 

step in being an effective leader and exerting influence that will be sustainable, 

meaningful and authentic is to be seen as being of the group and speaking for the group. 

Hence a social identity leadership perspective on a group level may inform and further 

the social power dynamic structures operating within the sport coach setting.  

 

2.8 Conclusion 

This research is directed at building upon Vella et al’s conclusions from their recent 

systematic review of sport coaching leadership, and investigating the existing gap through 

the application of a social identity leadership model to sport coaching. As discussed, 

coaching leadership is a complex social process, and it is possible that coaches with a 

deep understanding of their team’s social identity, and how to leverage this knowledge 

within the context of their team, may prove to be more effective sport coach leaders. The 
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first place to start is to examine social identity and the area that it has been extensively 

applied to; the organizational field. The researcher will then demonstrate the similarities 

between the organizational management field, and the sport coaching field, and suggest 

that the social identity leadership theory may also be effectively applied within sport 

coaching leadership and may indeed assist with the understanding of coaching leadership 

in general. The obvious starting point from here will be to develop a measure of social 

identity within the sport coaching context, and then to examine whether a relationship 

exists between sport coach’s social identity levels within their respective teams, and 

coaching effectiveness variables. Future research should then focus on the relationships 

between social identity and team performance outcomes.   

 

As stated in a recent review of the sports coaching leadership literature, while the models 

of leadership above provides some understanding to what effective coach leaders do and 

how they act, when considered together these results begin to distort what the most 

suitable leadership model for sports coaching may be (Vella at al., 2010). As suggested 

by previous researchers in the field, and in line with my extensive literature review, 

considering the positive results obtained in each of the diverse and at times contradictory 

sports leadership models reviewed previously, a sensible approach to bringing clarity to 

such an ambiguous collection of field research may be to examine the factors that are 

common to all of these models of leadership. An evidence based starting point may be to 

explore the social identity mechanisms involved in the dynamic process of leadership in 

the sports coaching realm. In essence this research aims to test whether a social identity 

theory of leadership may be applied to the sport coaching field.   
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3.0. A Social Identity Theory of Leadership 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Leadership should be less about motivating people to do things and more about 

inspiring them to want to do things (Haslam, Reicher & Platow, 2011). Leadership is 

about shaping beliefs, desires and priorities to ultimately achieve influence instead of 

securing compliance and is always involved in harnessing the energies and passions of 

others. According to Haslam et al (2011) securing compliance is linked with 

management, decision-making and authority and while all of these factors are 

implicated in the leadership process, they are not consistently linked with winning 

followers’ hearts and minds whereas good leadership is. In the past, and even in the 

present leadership is still often manifested through force, coercion and power, where 

active influence is motivated through fear and influence can be exercised through means 

of motivational incentives and rewards; a leadership technique particularly apparent in 

the principal-agent concept used foundationally in classic economic theory. 

 

Haslam and colleagues describe such traditional leadership practices as failures of 

leadership based on their belief that while they can both be used to affect the behaviour 

of others, they result in a lack of follower ownership for their behaviour as a result and 

thus most will internally reject such influence as it will be viewed as externally 

imposed. ‘If you threaten dire punishment for disobedience and then instruct others to 

march off towards a particular destination, they will probably do so and equally if you 

offer them great inducements for obedience, they will probably do the same’ (Haslam et 

al, 2011, preface).  Nevertheless, in neither case is it likely that they will be realistically 

lead in the sense that they come to see the assignment as their own, and in actuality, the 

opposite will most likely occur in that the assignment will be internally rejected as it is 

externally enforced. From an organizational perspective, once the forceful fear inducing 
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influence and/or the stick and carrot incentivisation influence stops or wears thin, 

employees, civilians, sport team players and followers in general are likely to rebel in an 

opposite direction to the organisation in order to assert their independence. To protect 

against this from happening while maintaining the traditional forms of organisational 

influence according to classic leadership and economic theory, the organisation must 

then expend considerable resources not only in order to secure compliance, but, over 

time, to then maintain that compliance (Haslam, Reicher and Platow, 2011).  

 

There is an easier route that makes much more sense, and that is to attempt to inspire 

someone to want to move in a specific course so that they will continue to perform or 

behave accordingly even without the leader present. Thus if a leader is seen and heard 

and noticed as someone who can and will articulate what others want to do, then each 

influential action increases a leader’s credibility and ensures future influence and 

persuasion is both easier and more probable to achieve. According to Haslam and 

colleagues, instead of being ‘self-depleting, true leadership is self-regenerating and it is 

this remarkable quality that makes the topic of leadership so fascinating and so 

important’ (2011, preface).  

 

This chapter begins by exploring the psychology of leadership through briefly 

summarising the evolution of leadership approaches (e.g., from situational approach to 

the altruistic model of leadership). The limitations of traditional leadership definitions 

are presented and a new psychology of leadership is proposed; the social identity 

leadership perspective. The social identity theory of leadership is examined from a 

theoretical perspective with a particular emphasis on the intricate processes involved 

(e.g., self-categorization, positive distinctiveness, depersonalization and prototypicality) 

and how these influence positive group outcomes. The key components required to 
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embody effective social identity leadership are then presented and the scene is set for 

why and how the social identity theory of leadership may make a valuable contribution 

to the sport coaching domain.  

 

3.2 The Psychology of Leadership 

If leadership centers on the process of influence then in order to understand it, we must 

attend to the mental states, processes and practices that encourage people to listen to 

leaders, to respect and trust their words, and to adopt the leader’s vision as their own 

(Haslam, Reicher and Platow, 2011). This approach is centered around the premise that 

psychological processes always depends upon social context (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 

Israel & Tajfel, 1972). The leadership process is large and complex and dependent on 

many variables such the culture of those being led, the broader society that fosters that 

culture, the situation surrounding the leadership process, the nature of institutions where 

leadership exists, the followers themselves and of course the leader themselves (e.g., 

gender, personality, experience etc.). There are many factors that impact the whole 

leadership process but in their book ‘A New Psychology of Leadership’ Haslam, 

Reicher and Platow (2011) focus primarily on developing a comprehensive account of 

the influence process itself from which they then provide a framework which makes it 

possible to understand the effect of the aforementioned factors in the leadership process 

such as culture, individual leader traits, institutions, situations, followers and gender.  

 

When the term leadership is mentioned in both academic and applied guises it is usually 

closely followed by the term ‘change’. Change comes about as a product of leadership 

and this is apparent in many aspects of the world in which we live in. ‘Our job in 

relation to leadership and change effectively as psychologists, which is to understand 

the nature of the ‘mental glue’ that binds leaders and followers together in jointly 
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putting their shoulders to the wheel of progress and working together towards a 

common goal’ (Haslam et al, 2011, preface). The authors in their quest to find the 

deepest psychology of leadership investigated the motivations behind the shared 

commitment to a common goal, the drive to push together in a certain direction and 

finally the will and effort it takes to continue that push. 

 

3.3 The New Psychology of Leadership: A Social Identity Approach 

The evolution of leadership theories and models that are described in the previous 

section allow us to track the strengths and weaknesses of the literature as it changed 

according to the demands of the dynamic settings in which leadership operates. In order 

to identify the gaps and consider a new leadership approach we must be knowledgeable 

specifically on the limitations of previous perspectives. To determine what is new 

within the psychology of leadership, it is important to understand what constituted the 

traditional approached to leadership, and how most of the early theories focus around ‘I’ 

and ‘self’ and not ‘we’ and ‘us’.  

 

3.3.1 A Brief Summary of the Traditional Leadership Macro-Approaches: 

a) Great Man Theory: focus on the leadership of historical figures who held virtues 

and leadership qualities separate from the rest of us that enabled them to lead 

successfully. 

b) Personality Models: attempts to standardise leadership failed as they did not 

account for context. Thus the personality variables identified to represent a 

leader were not consistent in different contexts nor with different followers. The 

personality variables were also seen as poor predictors of leadership after 

correlations were carried out by Mann (1959).  
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c) Biographical Approach: involved looking at past history and studying great 

leaders, and why it was they came to be such great leaders. Findings were 

inconsistent and mainly anecdotal, thus not proving reliable nor valid.  

d) Individualistic Models: empirical issues arise based on the static nature of 

personality traits that do not account for the variations across situation and time. 

Fixed individualistic models do not take into account the context-specificity of 

behaviour, specifically leader behaviour. Individualistic models are traditional 

and outdated and flawed as they are both theoretically and politically deficient 

and have empirical gaps (context and follower – processes) that go unaccounted 

for. 

 

3.3.2 Limitations of the Traditional Leadership Definition 

The faulty definition of Leadership as recognized by Mintzberg (2004) through working 

with business organisations includes the following points: 

1. Leaders are important people set apart from those engaged in 

core business 

2. The more senior a leader is, the greater his/her importance 

3. Leaders pass strategy down to those with responsibility for 

implementing it 

4. Followers are inclined to resist leader’s ideas and authority 

5. Leaders have responsibility for establishing facts and allocating 

resources on that basis 

6. Leaders alone deserve reward for success (which they alone are 

qualified to access) 

7. Leadership is about the subjugation of others to one’s will 

              (Mintzberg, 2004) 
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3.3.3 A Social Identity Leadership Perspective 

Leadership is very much a group process (Chemers, 2001). In recent years the social 

identity perspective has provided a social cognitive framework for social psychology to 

re-examine leadership as a group process (e.g., Abrahms & Hogg, 1990, 2001; 

Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003; Haslam, Reicher, 

& Platow, 2011). Hogg (2001) presented the idea that psychological groups (e.g., a 

collection of people who categorise themselves in terms of the same descriptive and 

prescriptive in-group prototype) will be influenced to endorse leaders who best match 

the group prototype, not just depending on perceiving suitable leadership styles or 

contextual demands.  

 

The social identity theory of leadership views leadership as a group process generated 

by social categorisation and prototype-based depersonalisation processes associated 

with social identity in which both group and self-categorisations construct an intragroup 

prototypicality gradient that invests the most prototypical group member with the 

appearance of having influence; the appearance rises because members cognitively and 

behaviourally conform to the prototype as a result of social identity (Hogg, 2001). 

Furthermore, prototypical members are naturally perceived as more socially attractive, 

and the fundamental attribution error serves to strengthen a prototypical leader’s 

position through the creation of a charismatic personality.  

 

Past research on the social identity leadership theory has shown that as a ‘group 

becomes more salient emergent leadership processes and effective leadership 

perceptions become less dependent on leader schema congruence and more dependent 

on group prototypicality’ (Hogg, 2001, p. 192). Duck and Fielding (1999) conducted an 
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experiment that examined the nomination of leaders within groups relative to their 

perceived social identity. Findings indicated that individuals’ subgroup identity (in-

group or out-group) had an effect on the nomination of a leader when compared with 

the non-aligned leader group suggesting that group membership alone has an influence 

over leader nomination. An interesting study that examined the strength of leadership 

endorsements for in-group leaders who varied in both relative in-group prototypicality 

and distributive in-group fairness indicated that leadership endorsement overall was 

positively related to group members’ levels of social identification and negatively 

related to their levels of reported self-interest. Furthermore, leaders perceived as high in 

in-group prototypicality received strong endorsements from high group identifiers 

regardless of the leaders’ in-group favouring, out-group favouring, or fair inter-group 

behaviour (Platow & Van Knippenberg, 2001). Such findings suggest a) perceptions of 

high leader social identification and prototypicality are better predictors of leadership 

endorsement than reported self interest in leading and b) leaders who are seen as highly 

prototypical of the in-group are supported in their leadership position despite displaying 

unfair behaviour, suggesting the strength of group dynamics and specifically, levels of 

perceived prototypicality in the leadership process.   

 

Other research presented a social identity and self-categorisation analysis of leadership 

within the group dynamic. One study measured leadership schemas, group membership 

variables and leadership effectiveness perceptions in Outward Bound groups 1 week 

apart. (Fielding & Hogg, 1997). Findings showed that identification with the group, 

social attraction and perceived leadership effectiveness all increased over time and that 

leadership effectiveness was a positive function of leader social attraction and leader 

prototypicality, especially among participants who were highly identified with their 

group.  De Cremer and van Vugt (1999; 2002) used experimental methods to investigate 
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how leadership shaped individual contributions in small groups facing public good 

dilemmas. Findings revealed that leaders who demonstrated group commitment and 

fairness towards other members were more effective in raising individual contributions 

when social identity was salient and interestingly, highly committed group leaders were 

more influential than leaders displaying intrinsic leader skills when the social identity 

was salient, but leaders with intrinsic leader skills were more influential when personal 

identity was salient.  

 

More recent research followed the social identity model of organisational leadership to 

examine the mediator effect of leadership prototypicality between social identity, extra 

effort, and perceived effectiveness of group members within non-profit organisations 

(NPOs) (Moriano, Topa, & Levy, 2009). Findings showed that NPO membership was 

related to a high level of social identity and also, that leadership prototypicality had a 

significant and positive mediator effect in the relationship between group member 

identification, group member extra effort and the perceived effectiveness of leadership. 

The social identity theory of leadership has received attention especially within the 

organisational field over the past 15 years (e.g., Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 

2003; Reicher, Haslam & Hopkins, 2005; Doosje, Spears, & Ellemers, 2002; Hogg & 

Terry, 2001) and this perspective has demonstrated its usefulness and applicability as a 

conceptual model in understanding the leadership process in group settings.  

 

In terms of leadership in sport, which is the topic of interest with specific implications 

to sport coaching effectiveness, the social identity theory makes four essential 

contributions: a) an athlete’s sense of self can be derived from their group/team 

membership and the meanings associated with that group/team; b) different forms of 

intergroup behaviour stem from the definition of the norms and values associated with 
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each group’s social identity; c) when social identities are salient (strong group member 

identity), each individual member places a large value on the standing of the collective 

group ahead of individual recognition; d) the nature and dynamics of groups is 

intrinsically linked to the social context in which groups operate (e.g., who ‘we’ are 

depends on the ‘them’ we face in any given situation, and this is liable to change, as too 

is our sense of ‘we’). 

 

Based on a comprehensive literature review of the traditional and current models of 

leadership, there seem to be five criteria that comprise a useful and meaningful 

psychology of leadership as we move forward and progress within the field. As 

supported by Haslam et al (2011), effective leadership criteria imply that leadership: 

 

a. Must be non-individualistic 

b. Must be context-sensitive 

c. Must be perspective-sensitive 

d. Must acknowledge and explain the genuinely 

inspirational and transformative character of leadership 

processes 

e. Must have a stronger empirical validity than other past 

theories 

        (Haslam, Reicher, and Platow, 2011) 

 

Building upon the identified criteria for a useful psychology of leadership, Haslam et al 

present a valid argument to support and justify a new psychology of leadership which 

focuses on group-level interactions and an intricate understanding of the social 

dimension. While the old psychology of leadership is very much focused around the 

leader as an individual, and the process centred around the self, the new psychology of 
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leadership is centred around the group (Haslam et al, 2011). In line with Peter Drucker’s 

summation of effective leadership; “leaders who work most efficiently…never say 

‘I’….they have trained themselves not to say ‘I’. They think ‘team’ and understand their 

job is to make the team function… There is an identification (often unconsciously) with 

the task and with the group”. (Drucker, 1992 p.14). 

 

According to Haslam et al the new leadership model must account for the following: 

1) Why different contexts demand different forms of leadership 

2) Leadership in terms of a dynamic interaction between leaders and 

followers 

3) The role of power in the leadership process, not simply as input but also 

as outcome 

4) A transformational element and explain how and when any 

transformation occurs 

       (Haslam, Reicher, and Platow, 2011, preface) 

 

This novel leadership approach identifies effective leadership as the processes in which 

leaders and followers come to see each other as part of a common group or team, 

specifically as members of the same in-group. Thus social identity is considered a key 

concept in effective leadership. The new psychology of leadership is not concerned with 

the individuality of a leader, but is highly concerned with whether they are viewed as 

part of the team, as a team player, and as able and willing to advance team goals. 

Essentially, this leadership approach is centred around ‘We’ not ‘I’ and while this 

concept around effective leadership is not novel, and great leaders in the past have 

spoken about the power of the group (e.g., Peter Drucker; Organisational Leader), there 

has been little focus within the general leadership literature on providing sound 
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conceptual and empirical basis to support a social identity of leadership (Haslam et al, 

2011). 

 

Social Identity theory provides the theoretical foundation to answering the above 

questions in the search for effective leadership through the power of the group. The 

basis of social identity focuses on the degree to which parties to the leadership process 

define themselves in terms of a shared group membership, and as a result engage with 

each other as representatives of a common in-group. Haslam et al (2011) point to the 

specific process in which people discontinue to think in terms of what divides them as 

individuals, and attends instead to what unites them as group members that then 

provides the basis for leaders to lead and for followers to follow. Haslam et al suggest 

that it is also this social identity process that then provides group members energies’ a 

particular sense of purpose and direction.  

 

Leadership research has made strides over the years with specific recognition that a) 

successful leadership depends on context, b) leadership is not a quality of leaders alone, 

but a quality of the relationship between leaders and followers, c) leadership is not just 

about existing social realities but also about transforming social reality. Nevertheless 

Haslam et al (2011) critically suggest that leadership is not a relationship between 

leaders and followers, but it is a relationship between leaders and followers in a social 

group. Consequently, leadership cannot be fully understood outside of the group 

processes involved. Social Identity theory is at the core of understanding the 

possibilities and limits of the group and investigating this theory and its relationship to 

leadership is the core to my research.  
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3.4 Social Identity Theory: A Theoretical Perspective 

This section examines the social identity theory in depth with reference to its particular 

operational mechanisms (e.g., self-categorisation, depersonalisation, prototypicality and 

positive discrimination). Past research on the social identity theory as applied to 

leadership is explored with a specific focus on the social identity model of 

organisational leadership (SIMOL) given that the organisational field was and still is the 

main domain of social identity leadership application.  

 

3.4.1 Social Identity Theory 

Social identity theory developed originally as a theory about intergroup relations (Tajfel 

& Turner, 1979) but has since been applied to group processes in organisation (Hogg, 

2001). Social identity theory proposes that group members are naturally configured to 

maximise the proportion of between-group and within-group differences within a 

particular comparison context (Hogg & Abrams, 1990; Hogg, 2006; Hogg & Terry, 

2001). Essentially, SI theory refers to the individual’s knowledge that they belong to 

certain social groups together with some emotional and value significance to them of 

this group membership (Tajfel, 1982, p.292). As a result individuals are motivated to 

both defend and enhance a positive identity for the collective group.  

 

Consequently, when people are assigned to a group and adopt that group membership as 

the basis for their own subjective self-definition, then two processes often 

subconsciously occur: a) they seek to determine the meaning and standing of the group 

by making social comparisons between their in-group and relevant out-groups (e.g., 

understanding what it means to be a Manchester United fan as opposed to a Manchester 

City fan) and b) they seek to define their in-group favourably by differentiating it 

positively from out-groups along their valued dimensions (e.g., seeing Manchester 
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United supporters as more cohesive and loyal than Manchester City supporters) (Tajfel 

& Turner, 1979). This condition is known as creating ‘positive distinctiveness’ and 

motivates the in-group to seek ways to define themselves more positively than a 

comparison out-group on some self-valued dimension.  

 

Groups only exist in relation to other groups and consequently ‘derive their descriptive 

and evaluative properties, and thus their social meaning, in relation to these other 

groups’ (Hogg, 2001, p. 193). Social identity theory involves four key processes; a) 

self-categorisation; b) depersonalisation; c) prototypicality and d) positive 

distinctiveness. The cognitive dimension of social identity is specified by self-

categorisation theory (Turner, 1985; Turner et al, 1987) where individuals are naturally 

driven by their safety needs to categorise into social groups which results in the 

segmentation of the social world into in-groups and out-groups cognitively represented 

as prototypes. Prototypes are multidimensional, situation-specific sets of values that 

‘define and prescribe attitudes, feelings, norms and behaviours that characterise one 

group and distinguish it from other groups’ (Hogg, 2001, p. 187). Depersonalisation 

occurs within categorised groups following social categorisation when group members 

are not viewed as unique and multifaceted individuals, but as matches to the relevant in-

group or out-group prototype; here prototypicality, not individuality, is the focus of 

attention (Hogg, 2008). Prototypicality refers to the extent to which an individual is 

perceived to be on the social attraction gradient of a group, where high prototypicality 

indicates shared social identity and high attraction, with the opposite the case for low 

prototypicality. Positive distinctiveness refers to the inclination of group members to 

naturally view, and seek to perceive themselves and members of their own in-group, as 

more favourable than members of the out-group (Hogg, 2007). Each social identity 

mechanism is discussed in more detail below.  
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3.4.2 Self-Categorisation Theory 

Self-categorisation theory is an integral aspect of the social identity theory and provides 

valuable information as the second phase of social identity theorising. In the complex 

world in which humans have evolved over many centuries it is critical for our survival 

to develop mechanisms to cope with the external and internal stimuli we all face from 

birth. Our social need is intrinsic to our survival, and from birth we must categorise 

what we perceive (often sub-conscious) to increase our chances of survival (e.g., will 

this hurt me or help me) and to make sense of the self and the world so we can actualise 

to our full potential (e.g., is this good for my growth or will it hold me back). Our 

perception of our social reality can influence our categorisations and the social identities 

we form, and in a bi-directional relationship, our categorisations can also influence our 

perception of social realities. Ultimately, the creation of social identities is highly 

important to the human race because it matters to us for the following reasons: a) it tells 

us who we are; b) how we relate to others; c) who we can and can’t rely on; d) what is 

important in the world; e) how we should act in the world. All of these are aspects of 

life that not even the most rugged individualist can survive without (Jetten, Postmes, & 

McAuliffe, 2002).  

 

As a result of this inherent human process past research makes it commonly known and 

accepted that the minimal group conditions for social identity leading to group 

behaviour to occur is the mere act of individuals categorising themselves as group 

members (Turner, 1982). As a consequent of seeing that group behaviour resulted 

simply through defining oneself in terms of group membership, Turner (1982) 

summised that social identity was the cognitive mechanism that makes group behaviour 

possible. This was a critical concept leading to the development of self-categorisation 
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theory, which is accountable for two important components of social identity: a) 

recognising social identity as the basis for group behaviour, and b) identifying a 

psychological process called ‘depersonalisation’.  

 

3.4.3 Depersonalisation 

Depersonalisation is a process of self-stereotyping through which the self comes to be 

seen in terms of category membership that is shared with other in-group members 

(Haslam et al, 2011). Simply put, the depersonalisation process is the shifting in an 

individual from their personal identity ‘I’ to their social identity ‘we’ and leads 

individuals to view themselves and others not as unique persons but as psychological 

representatives of the in-group. Depersonalisation is basically the process resulting in a 

shared group social identity and it represents an inclusive and abstract level of self-

categorisation theory. It is important to note that depersonalisation does not involve a 

loss of self, but simply a redefinition of self to where an individual’s self-esteem, self-

efficacy and self-interest is based on group standing, the ability of the group to achieve 

its goals maintaining group values (Hogg, 2008). Depersonalisation is an essential 

aspect of human social behaviour in that if we were to act without any sense of social 

identity we would be unable to coordinate behaviour with others, understand the world 

and what is good for us, and engage in meaningful group interaction. Just as witnessed 

in the eusocial ant and bee social structures, where the social identity reigns supreme, 

there have been recorded examples of human personal sacrifice in order to advance the 

common good (e.g., the French revolution, numerous hunger strikes etc.). From a social 

identity perspective, where an individual is depersonalised and subscribes to the 

standing of their collective self, such self-sacrifice makes sense (Haslam et al, 2011).  

.  
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The empirical work of self-categorisation theorists suggests that the nature of the 

categories that we employ to define ourselves and our social world depends on the fit of 

a specific categorisation with the organisation of social reality and the readiness of 

individuals to employ certain categories (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994; Turner, 

1985). A useful example of this in reality is that people are more likely to define 

themselves as Irish if they view the Irish as meaningfully different from the English and 

if they are also patriotic Irish people. Categorisation fit has two factors: comparative fit 

and normative fit. Comparative fit is guided by the principle of meta-contrast and 

suggests that individuals will define themselves within a self-category to the extent that 

they perceive the in-group member differences as comparatively small to that of 

members in other salient categories in a similar context. Normative fit refers to the 

nature and content of self-category groups and suggests that the nature of a given self-

category must be consistent with the individual’s expectations of that category (Haslam 

et al, 2011).  

 

Both components of categorisation fit inform individuals of their social identification, 

and it is important to understand that the decision to self-categorise in order to identify 

with a social group is not always a conscious decision. An individual’s need to 

understand their social reality naturally leads to the self-categorisation and 

depersonalisation processes, thus creating a level of group membership which is valued, 

self-involving and which contributes to an enduring sense of self. Social identities vary 

to the degree in which they are salient, but the more salient they are to the individual, 

the more it will affect individual’s readiness to define themselves and the world in terms 

of that group’s values, ideology and culture (Haslam et al, 2011). The relevant context 

is any given scenario will inform the degree to which a social identity leader will be 

effective and a good leader will know that context is dynamic and can adapt to the 
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changing social landscape to sustainably lead over time. Stimulating collective action 

within any social group depends on the following three points and this natural occurring 

social process is a key understanding in being an effective social identity leader: a) 

people first must identify with a group; b) they then seek out meanings associated with 

the group’s social identity, usually from members who most accurately represent what it 

means to be a member of that group (e.g., most prototypical members); c) they then 

seek to act on the basis of these meanings.  

 

3.4.4 Positive Distinctiveness 

Haslam et al (2011) point out that positive distinctiveness is the psychological starting 

point leading to the working of the social identity theory, and the dynamic social 

contexts that operate in our society will determine how any group’s quest for positive 

distinctiveness will play out. Based on comprehensive past research, two criteria have 

been identified as critical in determining how positive distinctiveness will unfold for 

group members within a group situation (Ellemers et al., 1994; Ellemers, Spear, & 

Doosje, 1999; Haslam, 2001; Reicher & Haslam, 2006b). The first criteria is whether or 

not a group member perceives themselves as being able to succeed in society despite 

their group membership. A group member who thinks they can succeed on their own 

will see boundaries between groups as permeable and adopt strategies of individual 

mobility that emphasises their personal qualities and distances them from the group. 

Conversely, an individual who perceives societal groups as impermeable will seek to 

identify with group members and rely on collective strategies to gain societal 

recognition and personal esteem. 
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3.4.5 Prototypicality 

As groups form they tend to establish a gradient that defines the relative influence of 

different in-group members and the social identity literature commonly refers to this as 

the degree of in-group prototypicality. Prototypicality reflects how representative a 

member is of their group identity (e.g., group values, norms, attitudes) and evidence 

shows that he higher the perceived prototypicality levels within group members, the 

more influence that person has on a group level (e.g., Fielding & Hogg, 1997; Platow & 

Van Knippenberg, 2001).  

 

3.4.6 Social Identity Leadership Theory 

Social identification, positive distinctiveness, self-categorisation, depersonalisation and 

prototypicality are processes inherent in our social needs that set the scene for 

leadership on a group level. Depersonalisation is the core process leading to social 

identity and intrinsic to this social process are two functions that lead to effective 

leadership. The first is that individuals self-stereotype, which results in their motivation 

to discover the category meaning, to identify the norms associated with the category and 

to conform to these group norms. The second it that individuals share a self-stereotype 

(or social ID) with other group members, which allows individuals to test their 

perceptions of their social realities through discussing them with trusted others (e.g., 

other group members). We inherently expect that group members will know about 

group values, and given a shared social identity, we automatically expect to agree and 

reach agreement on issues and social realities pertaining to that identity.  Thus the 

natural self-stereotyping and shared social identity resulting from our impulse to make 

sense of our social reality produce and explicit model of social influence and as pointed 

out by recent research, the leadership process is intimately bound up with the ability to 

exert influence and the social context in which it occurs (Haslam et al, 2011).  



 

51 

 

To test whether individuals are naturally motivated to reach consensus as a result of the 

self-categorisation process Haslam, Oakes, Reynolds, and Turner (1999) conducted 

experimental research in Australia to see if changing participant’s self-categorisations 

would lead to changes in group consensus. In one of their studies, some participants 

were asked to think about themselves as individuals (a manipulation designed to make 

personal ID accessible and salient) while others were encouraged to think of themselves 

as Australians (making this social identity accessible and salient). Following the 

manipulation, both groups were asked to write down what it meant to be Australian and 

as predicted the participants who thought of themselves as individuals had a lower level 

of consensus than participants with the triggered national social identity. In addition, the 

participants with the triggered national social identity also represented being 

‘Australian’ much more positively than the other group, which was consistent with the 

motivation for positive distinctiveness as predicted by social identity theory (Haslam et 

al, 1999).  

 

Such research demonstrates the capacity for self-categorisation in terms of a shared 

social identity to organise social perception and social interaction in such a way that 

people’s idiosyncratic views are transformed into consensual beliefs (Haslam et al, 

2011). A clear relationship can be asserted here between social identity and the 

transformational processes leading to effective leadership described by Burns (1978) in 

that social identity processes of influence have emergent higher-order properties that 

ensure the group whole is qualitatively different and greater than the sum of its 

individual parts (Haslam et al, 2011). Haslam et al continue to raise that in combination 

with a shared motivation to create group positive distinctiveness it is apparent that 

social identity processes can energise group members towards a common goal or vision 
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through offering both a sense of collective self-belief and a sense of collective to believe 

in. 

 

3.4.7 Social Identity Model of Organisational Leadership (SIMOL) 

The social identity approach to social influence (Abrams & Hogg, 2001; Turner, 1991) 

proposes that group members (or team athletes) turn to a leader that provides 

information about their social reality and more specifically, their in-group defining 

norms or what they sider to be the in-group prototype. In support of this proposition, 

research on persuasive communication has shown that messages from membership 

groups (e.g., in-groups such as sport teams) are more effective at changing attitudes, 

feelings, and behaviours in a particular context (Hogg, 2000). Despite the social identity 

perspective being originally developed as a social psychological theory of intergroup 

relations (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), throughout the last fifteen years the social identity 

model of leadership has been effectively researched in and applied to the organizational 

field (Haslam, 2001; Haslam & Platow, 2001; Hogg & Terry, 2001). A broad spectrum 

of organizational function have been explored through the social identity lens such as 

motivation, turnover, mergers and acquisitions, organizational behaviour, organizational 

identification, group cohesiveness and group decision-making. Leadership is a widely 

known key component within group processes and social identity as it relates to social 

influence was central to the development of the self-categorization theory (Turner, 

1987). Given the far-reaching, innate and often sub-conscious nature of social identity 

within the human condition, the social identity theory since its genesis has shifted from 

a focus on intergroup relations to a broader spectrum which includes group processes 

such as social influence and leadership. The social identity model of organizational 

leadership (SIMOL) essentially proposes that a) follower identification and social 

identity salience moderate the effects of leadership effectiveness of leader 
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prototypicality, group-orientated processes, and interpersonal aspects of leadership, and 

b) collective identity mediates the effects of leader prototypicality and group-oriented 

aspects of leadership and determines future responses to leadership (see Figure 3 

below).  

 

 

Figure 3: Social identity model of organizational leadership (Hogg, 2001) 

 

The starting point for SIMOL is the understanding that leadership effectiveness is 

critically contingent on the ability to influence followers and on followers’ drive to 

cooperate with the leader (Chemers, 2001; Yukl, 2001), thus the social identity 

approach and its emphasis on group membership characteristics of the leader may be an 

important factor in leadership effectiveness within groups. SIMOL suggests four 

processes that increase the likelihood of more prototypical group members emerging as 

effective leaders: influence, consensual social attraction, attribution, and trust (Van 

Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003).  
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Influence is addressed within the SIMOL framework through the reference-based power 

that prototypical group members possess above other members. This occurs as a result 

of highly prototypical group members’ being more informative on the in-group 

prototype than members with less prototypicality and consequently highly prototypical 

members serve an uncertainty reduction function for other members and an important 

leader role is that of sense-maker (Cohen & March, 1974).  

 

Consensual social attraction refers to a group outcome of a process in which social 

identification transforms the basis of liking others from idiosyncratic preferences and 

personal attraction to group attraction (Hogg, 1992, 2001). Thus members of highly 

salient groups tend to be more socially attracted to prototypical members more than less 

prototypical members and seeing as individuals are more likely to agree and comply 

with people they like (Berscheid & Reis, 1998), prototypical group members can thus 

assert more influence over the group as a whole.  

 

Attribution is a concept in social psychology addressing the processes by which 

individuals explain the causes of behavior and events and attribution theory is a 

perspective that includes multiple models attempting to explain attribution processes 

(Kassin, Fein, Markus, 2008).  Within the social identity perspective, attribution refers 

to group members who attribute prototypical member behavior to personal qualities of 

that member rather than situational or contextual factors (Gilbert & Malone, 1995). Past 

research has shown that prototypical members are perceived by the group to be more 

charismatic than less prototypical members within the group suggesting that high in-

group prototypicality leads to the perception of intrinsic leadership abilities. 
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Trust is a critical component in any leadership process or leader-follower dynamic. 

Salient group members are interested in the well-being of the collective group and seek 

an influential presence that shares the same philosophy. A good indication of whether a 

group member shares a desire for the collective well-being is their perception of 

prototypicality within the group. People naturally trust in-group members more than 

out-group members (Brewer, 1979; Kramer, 1999) and the same applied for high 

prototypical members to low prototypical members. Thus leaders who are trusted to 

have the group’s best interests at heart will be liked more and endorsed more strongly 

than others who are perceived to be less group-oriented (Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 

2003).  

 

3.4.8 Prototypicality and Leadership Effectiveness 

As previously stated the starting point to being an effective social identity leader is to be 

seen as one of the group and having the group interests at heart. This will automatically 

enhance the consensus surrounding decisions, allow for greater creativity in influencing 

the group and naturally increase leader likeability levels as perceived by the group. 

However simply being seen as one of the group is not sufficient alone in influencing 

and mobilising group action, as we know that some people within groups we belong to 

quite frankly are not effective leaders, while others play a large role in defining our 

realities. Thus groups tend to establish a relative influence gradient that defines the 

relative influence of different in-group members. This is commonly referred to as the 

degree of in-group prototypicality a member is perceived as demonstrating, where 

prototypicality reflects how representative a member is of their group identity (e.g., 

group values, norms, attitudes). The higher the perceived prototypicality levels within 

group members, the more influence that person has on a group level and vice versa.  
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While traditional leadership approaches emphasised the perceived stable differences in 

traits and characteristics between leaders and followers, or indeed the qualities that 

leaders should possess to fit the ideal leader stereotype (Lord & Mahler, 1991; Lord & 

Hall, 2005), social identity leadership suggests that leaders need to have traits that make 

them similar to their followers, while differentiating them from salient out-groups 

within the same context (Haslam et al, 2011). Prototypicality levels determine follower 

perceptions of a ‘we’ focused leader and relative prototypicality explains which leaders 

will be effective in a group. It is important to note that this effectiveness will vary with 

context through a dynamic process in which different situational circumstances will 

trigger shifts in social identity, thus resulting in the emergence of different 

prototypicality gradients and effective leaders. This is explained in more depth through 

reverting back to self-categorisation theory, which provides a dynamic model of group 

processes where ‘who we are’ varies as a function of ‘those we are compared with’ and 

hence required group leader processes such as representing the group, acting on the 

group’s behalf and influencing the group will depend on the comparative context. This 

is why effective social identity leaders are keenly aware of the dynamic context in 

which the group operates in and are reflective of group needs and interests.  

 

With regards to leadership, which is an inherently group-level process, the effectiveness 

of leaders is a) linked to their in-group prototypicality; b) dependent on in-group 

prototyicality as a function of how ‘we’ as an in-group relate to ‘them’ as out-groups 

and c) based on the social nature that as ‘them’ (comparative out-group) changes so 

does the in-group prototype and thus the qualities that identify a person as a leader 

(Haslam et al). It is also important to note that the more in-group prototypicality a leader 

is perceived to demonstrate, the greater their ability to influence fellow group members 

becomes. Such a causal statement is possible through previous research that connected 
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the most in-group prototypical member with the highest capacity to influence group 

members (Hogg, 2001; Hogg, Fielding, Johnson, Masser, Russell, & Svensson, 2006).  

 

Numerous studies demonstrate that higher leader prototypicality (as perceived by the 

group) leads to a perception of that leader as being more effective. Fielding and Hogg 

(1997) conducted research that showed that leaders who were seen as more prototypical 

were also viewed as more effective. Cicero, Pierro and Van Knippenberg (2007) 

explored how leadership behaviour affects overall sense of satisfaction in group 

members. The authors investigated this question using a large varied sample of 

workplace employees (e.g., hospital, military etc.). The researchers first assessed 

employees’ perceptions of their team leader’s in-group prototypicality (through survey 

method) and then assessed the worker’s overall level of job satisfaction (survey) and the 

level of social identification with their work team. Results showed that the more in-

group prototypical the group leader was perceived by the employees, the more satisfied 

the employees were with their jobs, and the higher their social identification with their 

work teams. Despite this research taking place in the organisational environment, this 

overall research predicts that sport coach leaders who are perceived as highly 

prototypical in-group members by their athletes will also be seen as more competent 

coaches and ultimately more effective leaders. Outcome measures used in this 

investigation to assess this prediction include athlete confidence, motivation, coach 

competence and coach evaluations. It is this basic question that informed my research 

within the sports domain and study 1, 2, and 3 as presented later inform the reader on 

the methodology, results and discussion of each step taken to answer this question. 

 

A common explanation as to why this relationship exists is based upon self-

categorisation theory and suggests that leaders who embody our sense of ‘who we think 
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we are’ (e.g., highly prototypical and representative of my group ID) are more likely to 

make us feel good about they work they as leaders ask us to do. Haslam et al (2011) 

describe this process as collective self-actualisation and in psychological terms, working 

for s sense of ‘us’ is quite different to working for someone who does not represent my 

collective self. In leadership terms, accessing intrinsic feelings of value, self-worth, 

satisfaction and well-being within a group while pursuing a common goal is the ultimate 

outcome. Such feelings lead to sustainable and effective leadership because individuals 

take ownership and accountability for a collective group effort that they know and trust 

they are a part of. Research also suggests that prototypical leaders demonstrate a wide 

range of leadership characteristics that tend to represent what the social context 

requires. The relationship between prototypicality and stereotypical leadership traits (i.e. 

trust, fairness, charisma etc.) is not one of opposites where they operate in isolation 

from each other. Both components are connected in that the stereotypical leadership 

traits that are often mistakenly identified as prerequisites for effective leadership in any 

context are actually products of in-group prototypicality as witnessed as successful in 

the past across a wide range of leadership contexts (Haslam et al, 2011). Recent 

research in the area has identified this connection in detail with specific reference to the 

commonly known stereotypical leadership characteristics of trustworthiness, fairness 

and charisma. 

 

3.4.9 Prototypicality and Leader Trustworthiness 

Trust is an essential ingredient within the leadership process because if followers do not 

believe that their leaders are trustworthy, they will not follow them (Robbins, 2007). 

Past research demonstrates that people tend to view members of their in-group as more 

trustworthy than members of out-groups (Doise et al, 1972; Platow et al, 1990). This 

assertion makes sense given that trust is a fundamental element to survival and as 
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already covered, our need to self-categorise and form social identities is also 

fundamental to our understanding of the world and thus our survival in it Thus it makes 

sense that we would trust those within our social groups more so than those outside of 

them, based simply on the minimal conditions that I know more about my group, thus 

will trust what I know, To answer the question to whether in-group members are seen as 

more trustworthy to the extent that they are prototypical, Giessner and Van 

Knippenberg (2008) surveyed a wide range of employees from eleven different 

countries to see if a relationship existed between leader turstworthiness and their 

prototypicality levels. Results showed that the more prototypical an employee perceived 

a leader to be, the more that employee trusted that leader. A further experimental study 

was conducted by the same researchers to see if this relationship was causal and results 

indicated that higher leader prototypicality levels caused higher leader trustworthiness 

scores as perceived by followers. `Such evidence suggests that leadership stereotypes 

(such as trustworthiness) are products of leader prototypicality and while trust is 

undoubtedly central to the leadership process, the question about who it is that we 

should trust seems to be central to a shared social identity (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

3.4.10 Prototypicality and Leader Fairness 

Fairness is another stereotypical leadership quality that is considered to be foundational 

to assuring effective leadership. Analogous to trustworthiness, fairness has also been 

examined to see if a relationship exists between it and how prototypical a leader is 

perceived to be. Research was conducted to measure attitudes of employees in two 

Finnish banking organisations where participants were asked to measure their 

supervisors’ level of prototypicality (using a previously used measure of prototypicality) 

(Lipponen, Koivisto, & Olkonnen, 2005). Supervisor fairness was also measured 

through survey methods and the results demonstrated that the more employees saw their 
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supervisor as in-group prototypical, the fairer they perceived him/her to be. Further 

research was once again conducted to see if this relationship was not just correlational, 

but causal. An experiment that manipulated two key theoretical variables 

(organisational ID and in-group prototypicality) to test the effects on perceived leader 

fairness was conducted on Dutch University students (Dijke & De Cremer, 2008). The 

results of this research revealed significant differences between the leader’s perceived 

fairness in different situations such that among students with high organisational 

identity, leaders who were in-group prototypical were viewed as being significantly 

fairer than those leaders who were non-prototypical.  

 

3.4.11 Prototypicality and Leader Charisma 

Charisma is often described as a touch of magic that all of the best leaders seem to 

possess and those who lack it are doomed. The multidimensional leadership 

questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass & Avolio, 1996) describes leader charisma as the ability to 

‘inspire loyalty in others’, to ‘transmit a sense of mission to others’, to ‘make people 

proud to be associated with that leader’ and someone ‘who has a vision that spurs 

people on’. Similarly to trust and fairness, charisma was assessed wither reference to its 

relationship with in-group prototypicality with regards to the leadership process. A 

recent study sought to assess the perceived charisma of a leader who varied in his 

relative in-group prototypicality (Platow, Van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Spears, 2006). 

The researchers manipulated in-group prototypicality levels through moving the student 

leader ‘in question around a graphical distribution representing university student 

prototypicality. Perceptions of leader charisma was measured through the use of a letter 

written by the ‘student leader’ outlining plans to improve the university with a three 

thousand dollar fund. Results clearly showed that when the leader’s position on the 

distribution indicated that he was in-group prototypical, he was seen to be much more 
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charismatic than when he was non-prototypical (Platow et al, 2006). Thus charisma 

appears to not be something ‘magical’ that effective leaders possess through their 

unique personalities, but rather something that their followers bestow on leaders for 

being representative of ‘us’ or the group (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

3.5 The Dynamic Relationship between Social Reality, Prototypicality and 

Leadership 

The relationship between social reality and social categories is one that runs cyclically 

where neither element has priority over the other. In this way social reality feeds into 

categories, which leads to prototypical leader identification, which feeds into collection 

action that ultimately feeds back into the group’s social reality. The point at which one 

enters this cyclical relationship within a group will determine what component takes 

primary initiative however there is no starting or end point to this complex social 

process thus no single component takes precedent over another, and each component is 

equally indispensable to the overall cycle (Haslam et al, 2011).  Figure 4 below 

demonstrates the ongoing relationship between the social reality, prototypicality and 

leadership within the complex group dynamic. The white arrows (w1, w2, and w3) 

reflect the reactive process whereby the social context determines the group prototype 

and the prototypicality of a given leader which then affects his/her ability to lead 

effectively. The black arrows (b1, b2, b3, and b4) show the proactive process whereby 

leaders can initiate collective action that redefines the social context so as to change the 

group prototype and his/her prototypicality (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011, p. 73).  
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The model above emphasises the complex social dynamic that affects the effectiveness 

of any leadership process. A critical concept displayed in this model is that leadership 

must continuously adapt in order to represent and shape the social reality of followers. 

Thus static leadership characteristics espoused by certain leadership theories (e.g., 

charisma, fairness etc.) while important outcome traits will not consistently yield 

effective leadership results within an ever-changing group setting. Furthermore, it is not 

enough to simply analyse the situation that calls for leadership and then match certain 

leadership traits to suit that specific context as Fielder’s LPC theory would support. 

While the contingency approach, which considers context, is certainly a step closer to 

solving the leadership puzzle than simply relying on individual ‘leadership traits’, it 

fails to take into account the relationship between leaders and followers within a group. 

Coach-athlete relationship models sufficiently provide evidence that the strength of this 

relationship can determine leader effectiveness, however this leadership research also 

fails to examine the leader-follower relationship within the parameters of the social 

Figure 4: The ongoing dynamic relationship between social reality, 

prototypicality, and leadership 
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group. It is this collective framing of leader-follower relations that allows the analytical 

problems of past leadership models to be overcome.  

 

The social identity leadership perspective enables us to understand the core processes 

involved within complex social group dynamics, many of which are sub-conscious, and 

all of which are critical to determining leadership success namely because leadership a) 

is a complex social process and b) only exists on the group –level (e.g., 2 or more 

individuals). The social identity approach allows us to understand that leaders gain 

effectiveness through their ability to represent and advance the social identity of the 

group where they are completely reliant on their ability to persuade followers of their 

prototypicality and normativity which are in turn dependent on features of the social 

context (Haslam et al, 2011). While this can be seen as a limitation and is certainly a 

constraint regarding an individual’s leadership effectiveness in a group setting, it is 

social identity that enables leaders to energise others with their vision and to recruit the 

agency of followers to transform both their self-understanding and the social world they 

inhabit. Leaders, followers, and situations are not static entities that exist independently 

of each other, but elements that interact to shape each other and it is through this 

interaction that the power of leadership is unleashed (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

3.5 Social Identity and Group Behaviour 

Social identity refers to individual’s sense of internalised group membership; it is a 

sense of self associated with an awareness that one belongs to a particular social group 

and that this group membership is important and meaningful (Tajfel, 1972; Tajfel, 1978; 

Tajfel, 1979). Groups are comprised of individuals who become interdependent for 

essentially instrumental reasons: to satisfy their personal interests and their mutual 

needs (Rabbie, 1991). Napier and Gershenfeld (1999) presented three major reasons to 
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why people join groups: a) they enjoy the task/activity of the group; b) they like the 

people in the group; c) although the group does not satisfy the persons’ needs directly, it 

is a means of satisfying his/her needs. In using the example of why an athlete would 

choose to join a sports team, these reasons make sense such that that athlete most likely 

enjoys playing the sport, probably likes his/her team-mates seeing as they share a 

common sporting interest and finally, being a member of that team would satisfy a wide 

range of needs such as the need to belong, physical esteem needs, social needs and the 

need to compete and accomplish etc. 

 

However, groups are only the sum of their individual parts when you break it down 

psychologically, and to the extent that groups no longer meet their members’ personal 

needs the groups should theoretically disband. Taking a closer look, one would think 

that not only is there nothing ‘special’ about groups, but also, strictly speaking, there is 

no such thing as ‘group process’ at all (Turner & Haslam, 2001, p.31). This is a 

common opinion on group dynamics, however research does not support this assertion 

which has a number of theoretical and empirical issues. Firstly, an individual’s decision 

to join or leave a group is not well predicted by the degree to which those groups satisfy 

their personal needs (e.g., how can one explain a sports fan who continues supporting 

their team despite poor results). The validity of this point is clearly demonstrated in 

research that investigated supporters of baseball and basketball teams in America. 

Researchers found that for fans whose teams lived close to their team’s home base, 

support bore no relationship to the team’s success or failure (Wann & Branscombe, 

1990). Analogous to membership of nation and race, withdrawal from certain group 

memberships is simply not an option and for some sports fans their team will always be 

their team.  
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Previous research found that failure on a collective task could actually make certain 

participants more committed to a group and the group more cohesive (Turner, Hogg, 

Turner & Smith, 1984). The important aspect of this research is that the participants 

who became more committed were those who a) had a choice about joining the group 

initially and b) were already committed to the group. So in both cases, the group really 

mattered to the participant. The most robust research that sparked interest in social 

identity theory was the original work of Henri Tajfel (1970). Tajfel (1970) conducted 

minimal group studies that involved assigning participants to groups in on the basis of 

trivial criteria. Following the group assignments, participants had to award points to 

members who were either a) in the in-group or b) in the out-group. Assignment to 

groups was random and factors such as history of cooperation or conflict personal like 

or dislike, interdependence, self-interest and personal economic gain were all excluded 

in this research to ensure minimal conditions in which to examine group dynamics. The 

main finding from these studies was that even the most minimal of conditions (such as 

ascribing name to groups) was sufficient enough to encourage group behaviour. 

Participants specifically tended to award more points to a person from their in-group 

rather than to someone from the out-group. In more recent variants and replications of 

these original studies, participants also reported feeling more similar to in-group 

members than to out-group members, liking in-group members more, perceiving them 

to be more trustworthy, and wanting to interact with them more (Billig & Tajfel, 1973; 

Doise et al., 1972; Platow, Haslam, Foddy, & Grace, 2003).  

 

Turner (1982) discussed in his paper “Towards a cognitive redefinition of the social 

group” that participant assignment to ‘minimal groups’ resulted in a number of 

psychological indications associated with group formation, such as in-group 

favouritism, altruism, liking and trust despite the absence of factors such as 
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interdependence, attraction, and similarity; factors that individualistic theories suggested 

are the basis to group formation. Turner concluded that factors such as attraction, 

similarity and trust seemed to be an outcome, not a cause, of group formation (Haslam 

et al., 2011). Turner’s research findings made it clear that leaders who wish to increase 

group formation and group behaviour would not achieve this through emphasising and 

focusing on how the group would enhance personal and individual interests. That is, 

personal self-interest is not what encourages people to join in and become part of a 

group. In addition, research by Tyler and Blader (2000) suggested that group members 

won’t fulfil their group membership duties any longer or better if lured with promises of 

greater personal reward.  

 

So if individual reward and personal self-interest does not determine one’s desire to 

partake in a group, and one’s motivation to act within a group, then what does? It was 

the search to find the cause to why groups come together and work together which 

inspired Tajfel and Turner to set about clarifying the importance of social identity for 

group behaviour. Their initial observation from the ‘minimal group’ and ‘more enduring 

group’ research was that social identity made a distinct psychological contribution to 

‘creating and defining the individual’s place in society’ (1979, p. 40-41). Haslam et al 

(2011) related this observation to the previously researched Gestalt theories which 

concluded that the group was more than the sum of its parts and thus the formation of a 

group was more than simply a collection individual psychologies (e.g., Asch, 1952). 

During the first decade of research on group behaviour and social identity, the clearest 

explanation of the dynamic between the two was the statement ‘groups have higher-

order emergent properties and these transform the individual, while at the same time 

allowing individuals to engage in group processes that are capable of transforming the 

world’ (Tajfel, 1979; Turner & Oakes, 1986). 
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3.5.1 Social Identity and Group Cohesion 

A question often asked in small group research is what elements create healthy groups 

so they work harder, appear happier, make numerous individual sacrifices, and have 

higher levels of interaction than those of other groups. Very much in sync with the 

principles of social identity, Cartwright and Zander (1968) described such strong 

feelings as "we-ness" because group members were more likely to use the term "we" 

rather than "I" when referring to the group (p. 70). The clear relationship to social 

identity and its intricate processes demonstrates how the starting point of in-group 

member identity can lead to a sense of cohesion. Often the terms "cohesion" or 

"cohesiveness" are used to describe a group "in which the members all work together 

for a common goal, or one where everyone is ready to take responsibility for group 

chores" (Cartwright, 1968, p. 70).  Thus leadership is intricate in setting the social 

identity conditions for group membership to occur, and then creating the cohesive 

nature of the group as it evolves towards a vision or goal. Being willing to endure 

sacrifices at the expense of the group, and defending against those outside the group 

who may criticize or attack are both elements that demonstrate group cohesion 

(Turman, 2003), and more fundamentally, the social identity theory. Bird (1977) 

described cohesion as the overall force that causes individuals to continue membership 

in the group. 

 

Much past research on cohesive groups has taken an individualistic approach and 

suggested that people form groups to the extent that they find interaction with the 

groups and their members attractive and satisfying and put differently, cohesive groups 

were described as groups where members had their needs met (Napier and Gershenfeld, 

1999). However the evidence that attractiveness and satisfaction levels on an individual 
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basis led to the formation of cohesive groups is minimal, and more recent research has 

shown that social identity is a better predictor of group cohesion than social attraction, 

and furthermore, that social attraction is an outcome of the social identity process.  

 

Hogg and Turner (1985) ran an experiment in which social attraction was pitted against 

social identity to see which was a better predictor of group cohesion and cooperation. 

Participants were assigned identifying numbers for people in 2 conditions: a) the social 

attraction condition - people they either liked or disliked and b) the social identity 

condition – people either in their in-group or in an out-group. Participants were then 

asked to assign points to other people who were randomly assigned to the different 

conditions above, and one of the most interesting results from the research was that 

participants gave more points to an in-group member they disliked, than to an out-group 

member they liked. It is the depersonalised attraction that flows from a shared sense of 

social identity that is the critical detriment of group cohesion and cooperation (Haslam 

et al, 2011).  

 

It has also been shown through empirical based evidence that those who perceive 

themselves to share group membership in a given context are more likely to trust and 

respect each other, to help each other, and to even seek greater physical proximity to 

each other (Reicher & Haslam, 2010). One example of an excellent sport-specific study 

examining this process was a clever experiment designed to encourage English soccer 

fans to think of themselves in terms of their club identity (Levine, Prosser, Evans, & 

Reicher, 2005). Manchester United fan participants were asked to go to a room when 

the experimenters secretly set up a scenario where an actor was employed to run past 

the group and trip and fall, clutching his leg in pain. The actor would either wear a 

Manchester United shirt (in-group member), a Liverpool shirt (a rival out-group soccer 
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club to Manchester United) or a plain red t-shirt (control condition). Results indicated 

that the Manchester United fan participant group almost only helped the actor who wore 

the Manchester United shirt, demonstrating the power of the in-group identity in the 

provision (or non-provision) of aid and assistance. Interestingly, the experimenters then 

repeated the study but this time triggered a general sense of ‘English soccer fan identity’ 

within the group and post manipulation the results changed to where the group would 

provide assistance to the actor wearing either a Manchester United or Liverpool shirt, 

but no help was given to the actor wearing the plain red t-shirt (Levine et al, 2005). This 

innovative study demonstrated that a) people tend to help others who are in their in-

group and b) the way we define our in-group membership can vary and change, and the 

more inclusive the definition, the more people we are willing to help, trust and respect.  

 

3.5.2 Social Identity Leadership, Group Cohesion and Team Performance 

Based on past and recent research, there appears to be a link between an effective 

leaders’ understanding of the social identity processes within the group context, and the 

level of group cohesiveness and resulting team performance achieved through such a 

leadership approach. Within the sports realm athletes continually change the makeup 

and quality of their teams (Matheson, Mathes, and Murray, 1997). Nevertheless, it often 

occurs in team sports that the same team could be successful one year and then become 

less successful the following year, or vice versa. Such occurrences give rise to why this 

happens and similarly, there are teams with a significant number of talented athletes that 

are unable to perform at high levels, while other teams with limited talent are able to 

beat the odds and win championships. A good predictor of team-to-talent performance 

or under-performance is how cohesive the group is and ultimately how strong the social 

identity is within the group as a whole. Cohesion is a factor that has often been 

connected to group performance and has been defined as "an individual's sense of 
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belonging to a particular group and his or her feelings of morale associated with 

membership in groups" (Bollen & Hoyle, 1990, p. 482). This definition refers to 

individual’s sense of group membership (e.g., social ID levels) and the outcomes 

associated with such in-group salience such as increased morale, esteem and trust to 

name but a few.  

 

The connection between coach leadership styles and cohesion has been described by a 

number of researchers (Carron, 1978; Carron, & Chelladurai. 1981; Chelladurai & 

Carron, 1983; Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, & Bostrom. 1996; Schriesheim, 1980; 

Spink & Carron, 1994; Westre & Weiss, 1991; Williams & Widmeyer, 1991). Both 

elements are central to the development of many groups, and the way coach-leaders 

promote and create high levels of group cohesion have a dramatic effect on the way a 

group performs. These factors are evident in the way coaches use motivational 

techniques to ensure their athletes will compete at the highest possible level and 

research has shown that the way a coach uses his/her power to lead can increase or 

decrease the likelihood of a team's success during contest situations (Chelladurai, 1990, 

Gardner et. al., 1996).  

 

Thus there is an obvious link between coach leadership, the development of group 

cohesion and ultimately team performance. Despite this minimal research in the 

coaching field had examined the specific strategies coaches use to develop cohesion in 

small group sports (e.g., those sports where a significant amount of interaction is 

required among athletes to achieve team success). Some research aimed to identify 

specific leadership strategies that coaches use to create team cohesiveness and team 

performance. Turman (2003) examined the specific type of motivational techniques 

employed by coaches that are used to motivate and de-motivate athletes, and to 
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determine how those techniques promote or deter team cohesion levels. Findings from 

this study identified numerous techniques that deterred (i.e., inequity, embarrassment, 

and ridicule) and promoted (i.e., bragging, sarcasm and teasing, motivational speeches, 

quality of opponent, athlete directed techniques, team prayer, and dedication) team 

cohesion levels. 

 

Seeing as a team's cohesion level affects individual group member behavior, it is 

important to establish a level of cohesion that builds a climate for team success. One 

primary area of research concerning cohesion in athletic settings has been the effect on 

team performance. It is reasonable to conclude that a team's success or performance can 

have a dramatic effect on the amount of cohesion the team has. For most small group 

sports, the primary reason for sticking together is to increase the potential for obtaining 

success. Because team success is seen as the ultimate goal of sports competition, many 

researchers believe there is a strong relationship between cohesion and performance. 

Martens and Peterson (1971) conducted one of the first empirical examinations of the 

relationship between cohesion and team performance. These researchers examined 

1,200 male university athletes participating in intramural league play to determine the 

influences of differing levels of group cohesiveness as a determinant of player 

satisfaction and team effectiveness. Results indicated that highly cohesive teams were 

more successful than teams with low levels of cohesion. Martens and Peterson (1971) 

concluded there is a "circular relationship between satisfaction, cohesiveness, and 

success. Those teams who are more cohesive are more successful, and teams which are 

successful have greater satisfaction from participation than unsuccessful teams" (p. 58). 

 

So how do coaches achieve group cohesion leading to team performance? The answer 

seems to point towards a general understanding of the social identity process within a 



 

72 

group setting, and more specifically, how to create a team environment through social 

identity processes that facilitates group cohesion and team performance. The general 

team environment created by expert and effective coach-leaders in Becker's (2009) 

study is most closely linked what is commonly known as an in-group within the social 

identity literature. This environment represented the overall climate that coaches created 

and then nurtured to produce group cohesion and maximum team performance output.  

 

In a similar way, a social identity leader will knowingly create an in-group from which 

roles, behaviours and expectations will emerge. A basic component of creating a salient 

in-group as a social identity leader is to ensure the emphasis and focus is always on the 

group (or 'us') and not on the leader (or 'me'). In Becker's study it emerged that a 

fundamental component of the general team climate that great coaches created was that 

it was athlete centred, thus leading to that sense of ‘we’ and a stronger group cohesion. 

This study provided important evidence that great coaches (effective coach leaders) 

understand the importance in creating a general team environment through establishing 

what it means to be a member of the team (or in-group) and furthermore, to always put 

the team and team members ahead of personal gain or leader acknowledgement. This 

achieves three things that enable effective leadership: 1. It reinforces the fact that the 

coach is a member of the team and not separate from the group; 2. Thus a strong sense 

of 'us' (i.e., a salient in-group) is created; 3. It places the power, accountability and 

responsibility to perform and succeed on the group, thus motivating each member to 

work hard and contribute on a group level (which is a more powerful predictor of 

motivation and performance than on a personal level). All of the above facilitate a 

stronger sense of group cohesion and consequently result in a higher level of team 

performance.  
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3.5.3 Social Identity and Collective Power 

The fundamental concept in social sciences is power, in the same sense in which Energy 

is the fundamental concept in physics (Russell, 2004). Haslam et al (2011) assert that 

the reason power is so fundamental to social sciences is that those who have power are 

in a position to remake the social world and not just act in a world made by others. 

Traditional approaches to power have mainly followed a transactional paradigm with a 

focus on social relationships on an individual level, where generally those in a position 

of power have something to give or take (e.g., information, resources, security etc.) to or 

from the powerless who are dependent upon the resources of others (Haslam et al). 

However past research has shown the use of reward and punishment to influence people 

is generally ineffective and expensive, and with the changing social expectations that 

define new contexts, traditional incentive techniques do not equate to effective 

leadership. Evidence suggested that incentives may lead to compliance but that this 

method of influence actually increases private rejection motivating people to do the 

opposite of what the influence agent desires; a process coined reactance (Brehm, 1966; 

Brehm & Brehm, 1981).  

 

Traditional forms of power operate on the basis of exerting power over the group, but 

social identity introduces power through the group which is gained by articulating the 

nature of group identity and its implications for action in context (Turner, 2005).  

Recent evidence would suggest that people experience power differently to the extent 

that it is exerted by in-group members, or by members of an out-group and our 

responses and behaviours will change depending on this (Subasic, Reynolds, Turner, 

Veenstra, & Haslam, 2011). In support of the above assertion, a number of experimental 

studies demonstrated that the more that in-group members exert their power, the more 

willing we are to collaborate with them and in contrast the more out-group members 
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exert power, the less we want to work with them (Ellemers, Van Rijswijk, Roefs, & 

Simons, 1997; Ellemers, Van Rijswijk, Bruins, & De Gilder, 1998). Thus the evidence 

clearly states that the first step in being an effective leader and exerting influence that 

will be sustainable, meaningful and authentic is to be seen as being of the group and 

speaking for the group. The most fundamental aspect of being a social identity leader is 

to be seen as one of ‘Us’ (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

3.6 Key Components in being an Effective Social Identity Leader 

As stated by Haslam and colleagues (2011) and identity approach to leadership views 

the psychology of effective leadership to be grounded in the social identity that a leader 

builds and advances with followers, rather than in his or her identity as an individual. 

Essential in being an effective identity leader are three foundational sequential steps that 

set the scene for more specific identity leader behaviours: a) having the capacity to 

understand reflect the culture of the social group/sports team you want to lead; b) 

having the ability to represent and advance the group’s values and interests; c) ensuring 

you realise the group’s potential through being seen to deliver outcomes that matter for 

the group. From a true understanding of these basic principles effective identity leaders 

learn that there are four rules that govern effective leadership on the group-level: a) 

leaders must be perceived as in-group prototypes by the group; b) leaders must be 

perceived as in-group champions; c) leaders need to be entrepreneurs of identity; d) 

leaders need to be embedders of identity. The following outlines in greater detail the 

three basic principles and four golden rules that results in effective leadership on the 

group-level.  
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3.6.1 The Sequential Steps of Identity Leadership 

The steps below track the sequential progress of an effective social identity leader 

beginning with reflecting the group, followed by representing the group and finally 

through realising the group’s potential. 

 

3.6.1.1 Reflecting the Group 

Recent research examining the reasons to why leaders emerge from within specific 

groups found that individual group members who defined themselves as dominant 

leaders from the outset failed to fulfil leadership roles, while those who ultimately 

emerged as leaders began their rise to influence by setting themselves up as followers 

(Peters & Haslam, 2009). This is an important first step in identity leadership and 

individuals who initially spend time listening and learning about a group’s culture are 

then able to align themselves to the norms and behaviours associated with being good 

group members. Analogous to servant leadership theory (Greenleaf, 1977; 2002) the 

starting point as a follower creates an invaluable bond with other followers that 

comprise the group ensures that the would-be leader is not perceived as separate from 

the social group. Furthermore, the time spent watching and reflecting on what the group 

culture actually is in its social reality enables would-be leaders to accurately represent 

group interests within their social reality.  

 

A useful example of the reflective process in action was witnessed in the BBC prison 

study in which experimental conditions were staged to examine individual and group 

behaviours within pre-determined roles (e.g., prison guards and prison inmates). This 

study was set up to explore the psychological and social consequences of placing 

individuals in groups of unequal power (Haslam & Reicher, 2007). This investigation 

was based on Zimbardo’s prison study (1971) which examined the psychological effects 
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of assuming the role of either a prison guard or a prison inmate. In the BBC prison 

study a prison participant by the alias DM emerged as a leader within the prison inmate 

group by initially biding his time, patiently reflecting ton he prison inmate group values, 

asking questions of his cellmates and actively listening to their answers. DM probed to 

discover the inmate group’s grievances and hopes through patiently listening without 

asserting a dominant leadership position, and later began making proposals for action 

based on the aspirations of the prisoners. This resulted in his gaining of the collective 

support of the prisoner group and ultimately their success within the experiment.  

 

A critical component in reflecting the social group is one’s ability to ascertain identity 

resources (known as AIRing; Eggins, Reynolds, & Haslam, 2003; O’Brien et al., 2004). 

AIRing refers to a leader’s ability to uncover the identities that are most defining and 

prevalent within a specific group, and then reflecting the norms and values associated 

with that identity. Leaders often assume that they automatically know what identities 

are important to the group and jump in to lead along those lines only to later realise that 

they were mistaken as they did not take the time to accurately reflect and identify the 

core group culture. For example, a sports coach may incorrectly infer that his/her 

athletes see themselves above all as individual performers who want to fight and 

compete against other members to a starting spot on the team. From this over-arching 

identity assumption, the coach may then emphasise individual drills, ego-based 

competition practice and personal reward to form the group culture. However if the 

team members actually saw themselves as interchangeable units within a single team 

where the vision is to support other members in reaching pre-determined group goals 

focused on task mastery, then the AIRing process by the coach did not accurately reflect 

the group and will backfire as an effective group identity thus undermining his/her 

leadership. Within the organisational world a common AIRing miscalculation occurs 
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when management facilitate and emphasise gender identities ahead of the organisational 

identity, again leading to problems and frustrations within the group. 

 

Ultimately, the starting point for any group leader is to be patient and truly reflect the 

small idiosyncrasies, behaviours and values that form a salient group identity. This 

knowledge will allow the leader to identify the behaviours that will establish him/her as 

a prototypical group member which is the first rule in being an identity leader. It also 

will allow a would-be leader to accurately represent the group going forward.  

 

3.6.1.2 Representing the Group 

Once leaders have reflected on the nature of the group that they aspire to lead, they then 

need to represent that group and all aspects of a leader’s performance must be oriented 

to displaying how he /she represents the group (Haslam et al, 2011). There are three 

important aspects to achieving this as a leader. The first is to be seen by the group as 

being a leader who acts on the group’s behalf. This involves a leader demonstrating 

behaviours and acting in a consistent manner that places the group’s importance ahead 

of any personal gain. The group must always take priority and as soon as a would-be 

leader is perceived as using influence for any personal inflation above that of the group, 

then any authority is quickly lost as the group identity is clearly in jeopardy. Here it is 

critical for identity leaders to be perceived as in-group champions.  

 

Another aspect of representing the group as a leader is the development of a structure 

that supports the group identity. Once a group identity is ascertained by the would-be 

leader, policies, projects and proposals that strengthen the social identity of the group 

will firmly substantiate the would-be leader as a prototypical member of the group who 

in the eyes of group member followers a) has an accurate understanding of who ‘we’ are 
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and b) is willing to work on ‘our’ behalf. Within the sports world, this can be 

hypothetically illustrated by a basketball team coach who has identified his group as 

tough, hard-nosed and hard-working and thus that coach will structure the team practice 

around defensive principles where emphasis will be placed on how competent the team 

is at a) stopping the other team and b) keeping a low-scoring game. This coach may also 

establish a policy where defensive deflections are tracked in both practice and in games 

and if a key performance index (KPI) of 20 deflections are recorded, then a reward is 

given to the team.  

  

3.6.1.3 Realising the Group’s Potential 

Effective leaders embody their group identity through reflecting on its culture, they 

represent the group by structuring it towards a desired image of the future, and finally 

leaders must deliver an advancement of group interest and values. This group 

advancement is termed ‘realising’ and it encompasses the leader’s ability to make the 

group matter in their social realty. Identity leaders can achieve this in two respects. 

Firstly, they must help the group accumulate those things that it values and secondly 

leaders must work with the group to create a social world in which the group can live 

according to its values (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

In realising a group’s potential identity leaders seek to use the energies of the group to 

reshape the structure of society at large so that it comes to reflect group norms and 

values - a process known as collective self-objectification (Drury & Reicher, 2005, 

2009; Reicher & Haslam, 2006c). In essence this is where effective leaders engineer a 

form of identity to reinforce the values reflected in the group and to make the group 

matter in reality. Once again if we re-visit the sport team example, a cooperative 

basketball group may have a leader who identifies this culture thus creating a 
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cooperative identity where team defence, team offence and sharing the ball are 

reinforced cooperative group values. A leader can realise this group identity through 

garnering collective success (i.e. winning games) based on their cooperative identity, 

through positively supporting in-group values and through undermining out-group 

philosophies and attacks on their structure (e.g., a team who had a competitive identity). 

On the other hand, a competitive group may have a leader who creates a world based 

around dominating others and advancing personal and collective gain to achieve a 

winning result at all costs. This coach-leader will make the group matter through 

gaining success based on their identity (winning games/seasons), through positively 

reinforcing in-group values (high-scoring wins, individual plays above team movement) 

and through rejecting out-group philosophies and identities (such as cooperative team 

play) following measured analysis. Through such tactics the social identity as 

subscribed to by each group member becomes very real and very meaningful for each 

individual, hence the term collective self-objectification.  

 

Effective social identity leaders often use out-group weaknesses as a method to 

strengthen their in-group and increase the realisation within the group that ‘we’ matter 

and our team identity is better than others. In the BBC prison study inmate participant 

DM (who emerged as a social identity leader among the inmate group) took measures to 

reduce the power and status of the guard out-group in the eyes of the inmate group 

because he understood that to secure power for one’s group it can be as important to 

achieve disunity amongst the out-group as it is to achieve unity within the in-group. 

Criticising the weaknesses of the opposition is a strategy often used in the sports realm 

by coaches who wish to strengthen their in-group identity as a team. A master at playing 

this chess match with opposite coaches and sports organisations was Alex Ferguson 

who is heralded as the greatest soccer coach of all time. Through clever use of the 
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media he would often reinforce his team’s strength while emphasising the weaknesses 

of his opposition and it usually resulted in the desired psychological effect in which his 

team would begin the contest with an advantageous mind-set. Figure 5 below 

graphically illustrates the three crucial components involved in being an effective social 

identity leader: 

 

 

 

 

 

3.7 The 4 Key Rules to Being an Effective Identity Leader 

Effective identity leaders learn that there are four rules that govern effective leadership 

on the group-level: a) leaders must be perceived as in-group prototypes by the group; b) 

leaders must be perceived as in-group champions; c) leaders need to be entrepreneurs of 

identity; d) leaders need to be embedders of identity. Below is a fuller description of 

each critical component in effective identity leadership. 

 

3.7.1 Leaders must be In-Group Prototypes 

The idea here is basically that the more representative an individual is seen to be of a 

given social identity, the more they are perceived as ‘one of us’ and thus the more 

influential they will be within the group and the more willing group members will be to 

listen and follow direction (Haslam et al, 2011). In essence this form of leadership 

requires leaders to emphasise their group commonalities with their followers, not their 

distinctiveness as leaders. A wide range of past research studies demonstrated that in-

Figure 5: A graphical model of the three important 'R's' in identity leadership 

(Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011) 
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group prototypical members of the group are consistently considered the most 

influential and furthermore, that when faced with a choice group members favour 

leaders who display in-group characteristics ahead of leaders who display stereotypical 

leader attributes (e.g., fairness, charisma etc.).  

 

This is not to say that leader characteristics such as trustworthiness, charisma and 

fairness are not important in the leadership process as they of course are critical to the 

field. Nevertheless in actuality, the evidence suggests that leader-stereotypical traits 

such as trustworthiness, fairness and charisma are a consequence of in-group 

prototypicality. Thus the perception of leader prototypicality may help explain the major 

criticisms and gaps in sport coaching leadership models, namely the lack of 

accountability for the complex social process that sport coaching leadership inherently 

is. Critically, viewing the field of sport coaching leadership through the social identity 

perspective takes us beyond the conventional view that leadership is an abstract quality 

of the individual leader, and suggests that leadership is linked with group dynamics and 

inseparable from the social psychology of group life. Such a perspective addresses the 

‘complex social process’ gap in the field and allows for leader attributes to play an 

important role as outcomes of the prototypicality mechanism active within all groups. 

Interestingly, the research also suggests that prototypical leaders enhance the overall 

satisfaction and well-being of their groups, and are perceived to be more effective 

leaders than non-prototypical leaders who demonstrate stereotypical leader attributes 

alone.  

 

The staged studies in this research have a particular focus on coach prototypicality 

levels as perceived by athletes in sports teams. This research was keen to develop an 

accurate measure of coach prototypicality (in the eyes of his/her athletes) and then to 
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examine whether similar relationships exist in the sports world as they do in the 

organisational field. The researchers developed a ‘social identity’ measure of sport 

coaches (Coach Social Identity Scale CSIS) and investigated the relationship between 

athlete’s perceptions of their coach’s prototypicality levels with a) their perceived 

competence as a sports coach; b) their own sport motivation; c) the level of social 

identity within the team and d) their sports confidence through a large athlete sample. 

Researchers predicted that higher levels of coach prototypicality would lead to higher 

perceptions of coach competence, higher sport motivation, higher levels of team identity 

and higher sports confidence.  

 

3.7.2 Leaders need to be In-Group Champions 

To effectively lead a group of people, identity leaders need not only to be seen as ‘one 

of the group’ but also they need to be perceived as ‘doing it for the group’. This is 

essentially being seen to act and work on behalf of the group ahead of working on their 

own behalf or that of an out-group. To be seen as in-group champions, leaders must 

promote the group interest in the terms specified by the group’s own norms and values 

which once again reiterates the necessity for leaders to understand the social identity of 

the group they seek to lead (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

Being an in-group champion requires leaders to stand up for the group and to be seen to 

work on the group’s behalf. A classic example of this within the sports coaching world 

is when a coaches put in extra hours in the video room or on the training ground where 

team members see their personal sacrifice of time and energy on behalf of the team. 

Numerous examples exist of coaches standing up for their team or defending an 

individual group member in public and often in the face of out-group criticism (either 

from fans, opposing teams, media or sport analysts).  
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Leader fairness is a core aspect of effective leadership because followers expect the 

leader to be fair from the beginning. Research has shown that ‘fairness ‘fits peoples’ 

views of what a leader should be’ (Lord et al., 1984, p. 351). The evidence points 

towards group member’s expecting fairness to underpin their leader’s behaviour and 

that leaders who are seen to be fairer than others are perceived as more effective leaders 

(Wit, Henk & Wilke, 1988). The research on leader fairness reinforces the social 

identity perspective that effective leaders should not highlight their differences or 

inequalities when compared with their followers and going a step further, should not 

demonstrate preferential behaviour for themselves, or to any sub-groups within the in-

group. Thus based on Wit et al., 1988) leaders are seen as fair if they provide equal 

resources to group members (distributed justice) and if they fairly apply the rules used 

to determine the resource spread within the group (procedural justice). From a social 

identity perspective, both distributed and procedural justice will change over time and in 

accordance to the values of the group and thus leaders must be in touch with the 

dynamic group identity.  

 

To conclude, being an in-group champion requires leaders to behave in line with the 

following assumptions: a) to act on (and be seen by group members to act on) the 

groups’ behalf; b) to be considered fair to the degree that the procedural and distributed 

justice is in line with group values and expectations; c) to treat in-group sub-groups and 

themselves on an equally fair basis; and d) to favour the in-group over out-groups to the 

point where leaders must at times aggressively stand up for their in-groups as a 

demonstration of their ability to champion the group identity.  
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3.7.3 Leaders need to be Entrepreneurs of Identity 

The processes of reflecting and representing take time and patience, but it does not 

mean that leaders must sit back and wait for their prototypicality to be realised so that 

the group can then mobilise towards a specific goal. Instead effective leaders work very 

hard to construct identity in order to ensure that their policies, ideas, systems and 

structures are influential.  

 

Haslam and colleagues (2011) emphasise the point that effective leaders are masters, 

not slaves of identity. Effective identity leaders are proactive within the group and they 

can create new ways forward through the following staged process a) defining 

themselves as in-group prototypical so as to speak for the group; b) defining category 

boundaries to create a unified audience for their proposals; and c) defining the category 

content to then characterise these proposals as an expression of shared values, beliefs, 

and priorities (Haslam et al, 2011). According to Haslam et al (2011) a real-world meta-

example of a process that leads through the creation of identity is politics, given its 

nature is the creation of sizable, organised and directed social forces that wield an effect 

on society through identity construction. Again this brings up the cycle that is identity 

leadership, where social reality sometimes forms social identities leading to prototypical 

leaders, and other times it is the constructed identities by social identity leaders that can 

influence social realities.  

 

Human history has shown us that the creation of identity is critical to leading unified 

group thought, group behaviours, social movement, and social change in either a 

positive (e.g., Mandela’s post-Apartheid Democracy) or negative (e.g., Hitler’s Nazi 

Germany) way. As a result there is great respect for leadership throughout history 

because it is clear that history is not made by groups with the most resources or numbers 
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but by groups whose energies have been galvanised by leaders into a coherent social 

force and understanding identity provides the fundamental building blocks to lead such 

cohesion (Haslam et al, 2011).  

 

Being an entrepreneur of identity is a valuable aspect of identity leadership that can be 

regularly witnessed within the sports coaching world particularly by more successful 

coaches. The sport context defines the coaching role as one of power and leadership, 

thus enabling the sport coach to readily access identity leadership mechanisms to garner 

effective influence. The sport coach is required to create a general team environment, to 

set up a system, to create and enforce team policies and to establish rules as a member 

of team ‘X’; all of which are aspects involved in creating a social identity. However 

effective sport coaches tend to increase their influence after reflecting on their 

group/team, representing athlete beliefs and attitudes accurately so that they can then 

create a team identity that is in sync with in-group team values.  

 

3.7.4 Leaders must be Embedders of Identity 

In essence being an embedder of identity refers to making the social group one 

represents matter in the eyes of the group members. Effective leaders achieve this in 

two ways: a) effective leaders are artists, impresarios and engineers of a particular social 

identity that is shared with followers and b) the structures and social realities created by 

the leader must be objectifications of the group identity (Drury & Reicher, 2005).  

 

This aspect of social identity leadership refers to the hard work involved in influencing 

others in that effective leaders must put huge effort in reinforcing the social realities 

they have created in order to keep the social identity leadership cycle in motion. To be 

an engineer of identity leaders must close the gap between what the group views 
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themselves to be (‘who we are’) and what they group can be in the future (‘who we 

want to be’). Thus effective leaders must mobilise the collective group to organise the 

social reality they wish to have based on their social identity (Haslam et al, 2011). So 

being an embedder and engineer of identity refers to a leader that consistently and 

actively works on creating a social reality based on a group’s sense of themselves (‘us-

ness’) where they are building a future that realises group aspirations.  

 

Initiating identity-embedding structures are required to coordinate and focus activity 

within the group to mobilise forces, but also, to finds ways to de-mobilise the support of 

opposition through identifying and broadcasting their weaknesses. Effective leaders 

understand that reducing the opposition’s social identity and power serves to increase 

the in-groups social identity and power. As mentioned above, sport coaches often place 

their attention on opposing team’s weaknesses in order to bolster their team’s sense of 

themselves and their strategic advantage.  

 

The effective use of identity-embedding leader rhetoric such as metaphors, chants, and 

routines help to mobilise behaviour along practical identity terms. Sport coach leaders 

usually have a pre-competition structure that involves repeated identity affirming 

behaviours that once again highlight the differences between groups and motivate 

individuals to perform in line with their social identity and competition strategy. Pre-

game behaviours such as team warm-ups, team huddles, team line-ups and in-game 

behaviours such as team support (e.g., picking up a fellow athlete), out-group 

aggressiveness (e.g., aggressively tackling the opposition) or score celebrations are all 

facets of team identity structure resulting from identity leadership.  
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Effective social identity leaders understand that in order to reach a future vision they 

need to build new structures with in-group followers that are founded on a shared sense 

of social identity (with the leader at the centre) that allows each member to then live out 

in their reality that shared identity.  

 

3.8 Conclusion 

This chapter investigated the psychology of leadership through briefly presenting the 

evolution of leadership approaches (e.g., from situational approach to the altruistic 

model of leadership). The limitations of traditional leadership definitions were 

identified and a new psychology of leadership was proposed based on social identity 

leadership perspective. The social identity theory of leadership was examined from a 

theoretical perspective with a particular emphasis on the intricate processes involved 

(e.g., self-categorization, positive distinctiveness, depersonalization and prototypicality) 

and how these processes influence positive group outcomes and cohesion. The key 

components required to embody effective social identity leadership were then presented 

with specific leader behaviours highlighted for analysis.  

 

Following a comprehensive review of the literature, it is evident that leadership research 

has made strides over the years with specific recognition that a) successful leadership 

depends on context, b) leadership is not a quality of leaders alone, but a quality of the 

relationship between leaders and followers, c) leadership is not just about existing social 

realities but also about transforming social reality. Nevertheless there exists a gap 

within the literature, and this review supports the argument that leadership is not a 

relationship between leaders and followers, but it is a relationship between leaders and 

followers in a social group. Consequently, leadership cannot be fully understood outside 

of the group processes involved. Social Identity theory is at the core of understanding 
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the possibilities and limits of the group and investigating this theory and its relationship 

to leadership is the core to my research.  

 

This research is interested in applying a social identity theory of leadership to the sport 

coaching domain. The main objectives of this research are a) to apply the social identity 

theory to a field it has never been applied to before (sport coaching) and b) to examine 

if any relationships exist between social identity and coaching effectiveness. To 

investigate the relationships and interactions between sport coach-leaders and their 

social group/sports team the process of prototypicality becomes important as this has 

been measured in the organizational setting and thus could be adapted and used as a 

measure of coach and team social identity within the sports field. Consequently it was 

decided that developing a measure of social identity for the sport coach domain would 

be a valuable first step in assessing the efficacy of the social identity approach in this 

novel setting. The next chapter explores the issue of measuring social identity and three 

sequential studies are reported in chapters’ 5 to 7 which have a particular focus on 

coach prototypicality levels as perceived by athletes in sports teams. To assess the value 

of a social identity leadership approach within the sport coach setting, this research 

endeavoured to develop an accurate measure of coach prototypicality (in the eyes of 

his/her athletes) and then to examine whether similar relationships exist in the sports 

world as they do in the organisational field. 

 

The social identity process is a deeply innate human phenomenon and is prevalent 

wherever there are groups of people formed within society. Business teams within 

organisations and sports teams are two excellent examples of social membership 

constructs that allow for social identity to naturally occur in the formation of an in-

group centred on an in-group prototype that can result in the creation of powerful 
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leaders mainly based upon group membership. While the social identity model of 

leadership has been applied effectively to the organisational field, there has been no 

research to date to examine this leadership model within the sport coaching realm. The 

scene is set for why and how the social identity theory of leadership may make a 

valuable contribution to the sport coaching domain and the following chapters 

demonstrate in detail the studies conducted to provide a foundation from which we can 

accurately assess the value of this proposed contribution.  
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4.0 Measurement and methodological issues 
 

This chapter looks at the measures used in the studies and provides some discussion 

justifying the choice of measures. 

 

4.1 Justification for the Coaching Effectiveness Measures Utilised in the Current 

Research 

 

The current research was interested in exploring the relationship between a social identity 

leadership perspective and sport coaching effectiveness. Thus a large aspect of each study 

was concerned with measuring accurate coaching effectiveness outcomes in relation to 

coach and athlete social identity scores. Based on research needs, the current research 

utilised four outcome measures of coaching effectiveness to accurately assess the 

construct’s relationship with social identity in the sport coaching domain. The selected 

coaching effectiveness measures were the Sport Motivation Scale, the Carolina Sport 

Confidence Inventory, the Coaching Competency Scale, and the Coach Evaluation Scale. 

Each coaching effectiveness measure (apart from the CES as this was constructed from 

the study 3 factor analysis) is reviewed in greater detail below with accompanying 

justification for their selection.  

 

4.1.1 Sport Motivation Scale (SMS) 

Leadership in sport coaching encompasses many dimensions of leadership behaviour 

including ‘goal-setting, decision-making, practice planning, giving feedback, providing 

discipline and structure, motivating athletes and forging a positive relationship with 

athletes’ (Horn, p. 240). Horn (2008) included motivating athletes as a coach leader 

dimension of importance and it is widely accepted that the ability to motivate athletes is 

a critical component in being an effective coach leader. While encouraging others to act, 

think and behave in a certain way is the responsibility of many people, actually motivating 
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people can be quite challenging and is considered a valued aspect of effective coaching 

(Mallett, Kawabata, Newcombe, Otero-Forero & Jackson, 2007). Past literature identified 

the ability of coaches to motivate their athletes as a KPI of coaching effectiveness (Mallett 

et al., 2007; Pelletier et al., 1995, 2007; Lyle, 2002; Horn, 2008) thus the current research 

used athlete sport motivation as a measure of coaching effectiveness.  

 

The sport motivation scale (SMS) is the most widely used tool to measure different types 

of motivation as proposed by the self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985) in 

the context of sport (Pelletier, Vallerand & Sarrazin, 2007). The sport motivation scale 

(Pelletier, Vallerand, Briere, Tuson & Blais, 1995) is a tool with seven 4-item sub-scales 

measuring three forms of intrinsic motivation (to know, to accomplish things, to 

experience stimulation) and three forms of regulation for extrinsic motivation (identified, 

introjected, external) and amotivation. Cronbach Alphas for the scales range .71-.85. 

Despite questions over the validity of some of the SMS items leading to the construction 

of a revised 6-factor scale (Mallett et al., 2007), a comprehensive review of the original 

SMS and the revised SMS demonstrated that the revised SMS contained an additional 

subscale (integrated regulation) appeared to lack discriminant validity and that the need 

for a revised SMS was not clearly justified (Pelletier et al., 2007). See appendix for the 

sport motivation scale. 

 

4.1.2 Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (CSCI) 

The socio-psychological concept of self-confidence relates to self-assuredness in one’s 

personal judgment, ability, power and control and ‘the ability to measure the 

interrelationships of complex psychological constructs with sport-confidence may assist 

sport psychologists in better understanding athlete performance, performance 

consistency, and performance decrements in the competitive sport environment’ (Manzo, 
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Silva, & Mink, 2001, p. 272). Self-confidence research within sport has been significantly 

influenced by self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977; Barling & Abel, 1983; Holloway, 

Beuter, & Duda, 1988; Weinberg, Gould, & Jackson, 1979; Weinberg, Gould, Yukelson, 

& Jackson, 1981) in that perceived self-efficacy is a person’s assertion of their 

competencies to establish and implement a plan of action to achieve a desired 

performance (Bandura, 1977).  

 

Based on this work, Vealey (1986) developed two sport specific measures to assess 

athletes’ sport-confidence (the trait sport confidence inventory; TSCI and the state sport 

confidence inventory; SSCI). Both measures provided valuable contributions to the sports 

domain however received criticism for not accounting for why athletes maintain belief in 

their sport competence through both favourable and unfavourable sporting conditions. 

Maintaining consistent belief in oneself over time and fluctuating event outcomes is a key 

component to confidence thus Manzo et al (2001) built upon Vealey’s work and explored 

a perspective of sport-confidence that included dispositional optimism to address this gap. 

This dispositional perspective included components that explained how athletes judged 

their abilities and formed general expectancies which then impacted on situational 

expectancies and behavior, where essentially, the athlete cultivates a learning history 

pertinent to sport confidence (Manzo et al, 2001). Consequently Manzo et al (2001) 

constructed the Carolina Sport Coach Inventory. 

 

The Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (Manzo, Silva & Mink, 2001) is a 45 item scale 

based on a three-factor model for ‘dispositional optimism, perceived competence and 

perceived control’ (p. 260). Cronbach Alpha scales range .79-.87. CSCI development was 

created from ‘research in the areas of self-efficacy, expectancy, and attribution theory’ 

and has demonstrated its viability for research and practice (Manzo, Silva, & Mink, 2001, 
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p. 271). Given that the importance of an athlete’s self-confidence cannot be 

underestimated in modern day sports, and that instilling self-confidence is repeatedly 

identified as a critical aspect in coaching effectiveness, the Carolina Sport Confidence 

Inventory was selected as a measure of coaching effectiveness for the current research. 

See appendix for the Caroline sport confidence inventory. 

 

4.1.3 Coaching Competency Scale (CCS) 

A review of the literature identified coaching competence as a promising performance 

outcome variable. Athlete’ perceptions of a coach’s behavior play an important role in 

several theoretical models of sport coaching (e.g., mediational model of coach-athlete 

interactions; multidimensional model of leadership; working model of coaching 

effectiveness) and coach leadership academics have consistently supported the notion that 

the ultimate effects that coaching behavior exerts are mediated by the meaning that 

athletes attribute to them (Smoll & Smith, 1989). Coaching competence refers to athletes’ 

perceptions of their head coach across a number of dimensions (motivation, game 

strategy, technique and character building). An additional benefit of a competence-based 

approach is that objective assessments of outcomes can be used that are more within a 

coach’s immediate control than absolute success.  

 

Thus the current research used the coaching competency scale (CCS; Myers, Feltz, Maier, 

Wolfe, & Reckase, 2006) as one of three coaching effectiveness measures (See 

Appendix). In developing the CCS Myers et al., (2006) collected data from soccer (n = 

21) and ice-hockey (n = 11) teams leading to the assessment of 585 intercollegiate athletes 

(male & female). The resulting measure is a 17 item tool that measures athlete evaluations 

of their head coach’s competency across four dimensions: motivation, game strategy, 

technique and character building. Coach competency is an important multidimensional 
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construct in models of coaching effectiveness and the CCS was considered reliable 

(Cronbach alphas ranged from .84-.89) and was chosen as a coaching effectiveness 

measure because it focused on athlete perceptions of competence, rather than a coach self-

report of their own competence, and due to the fact that competence has been identified 

by a recent review as the most promising coaching effectiveness outcome variable.  

 

4.2 Social Identity and measurement 

Research on effectiveness in sport coaching and how to assess said effectiveness has in 

recent years taken a leadership perspective in applying theories and models of leadership 

to both explaining and training successful coaching. A substantial aspect in attempting to 

consider effective sports coaching through utilizing the leadership lens is deliberating 

over apposite measurement tools to assess sport coaching leadership effectiveness in a 

robust fashion. The approach has only been partially successful and at least some of this 

may be explained by the fact that leadership theory in general has fallen short of a 

complete explanation.  

 

Specific leadership models applied to sport coaching have corresponding measures in 

which to examine the effectiveness of varied models (e.g., the athlete satisfaction model 

uses the ASQ). The recent assertion and concluding implication on the future of 

leadership effectiveness in sports coaching infers that ‘consistent with the understanding 

of both leadership and the coaching process, coach leadership is constituted and 

maintained by reciprocal, interpersonal relationships that occur within a complex 

coaching context’ and that the current ‘definition does not allow for the fact that coach 

leadership behaviours are a derivative of a wide range of variables, including a coach’s 

personal characteristics, athlete characteristics, and the coaching context’ (Vella et al, 

2010, p. 431). The recent sports coaching leadership literature glaringly points to the fact 
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that leadership within the sports coaching realm is a complex social process. Leadership 

models therefore do not complete this amended definition of leadership, and consequently 

their outcome measures may not tell the full picture either.  

 

Founded upon the aforementioned empirical arguments towards a revised and broadened 

definition of leadership effectiveness within sports coaching, research was undertaken to 

examine the role of the social group (e.g., sports team, inclusive of both athletes and 

coach), within the process of influence and the effectiveness of leadership in the sports 

domain. To adopt such an expansive and encompassing perspective on the leadership 

process, a leadership model of social identity was selected as a theoretical base from 

which to explore the process of influence within the group dynamic.   

 

Sport psychology research has drawn on the field of leadership research and applied a 

range of leadership theories and perspectives to an analysis of coaching behaviour and 

coaching style, yet further work around broadening the definition of leadership in sports 

coaching to include the various complexities involved in the social process is 

recommended and required. In general, leadership behavior has largely been studied in 

an organizational context and has received a boost with the emergence of a social 

identity theory of leadership (Hogg, 2001). The social identity theory of leadership is 

currently a popular area of investigation within psychology and given its ability to 

locate leadership effectiveness in the realms of intra and inter group behavior, has 

shown immense promise and intuitively seems to be a likely candidate in the sport 

arena. Yet it has not been applied in the sports coaching field. This chapter begins the 

process of addressing this research gap. Methods of how to measure social identity in 

the sport coaching field are assessed with reference to past research in the 

organizational setting. Suitable social identity measures for adaptation to the sport 
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coaching domain are presented the reasons for constructing the current item pool for 

this research is justified.  

 

4.3 Measuring Social Identity in Sports Coaching 

Fitting with previous leadership approaches applied to sport coaching, a method to 

measure appropriate outcomes is necessary to effectively assess the viability of the 

social identity leadership model in the sports coaching field. Accordingly, an adapted 

measure of social identity is required to investigate whether or not relationships exist 

between social identity theory of leadership, sports coaching, group/team identity 

salience level, and overall coaching effectiveness with the team sports domain. The 

objective of this research is to lay a base from which further research could build on in 

order to explore the social identity theory of leadership as a suitable model of leadership 

effectiveness in sports coaching. To provide a valid and reliable measure that would 

serve as a foundation for further important research within the leadership and sports 

coaching field, a review of current measures of social identity was undertaken to 

identify and adapt the most suitable and appropriate measures according to my research 

needs.  

 

As with leadership, social identity must also be shown as applicable within the sport 

coaching process before attempting to develop a measure for use within that specific 

domain. As discussed in chapter two, the leadership process is inherent in the coaching 

role. Chapter three further establishes the connection between the leadership process 

and the sport coaching process through the presentation of multiple sport coaching 

leadership models and their benefits to the sport coaching domain. Chapter four offers 

insight into the mechanisms of social identity and in particular, how to lead effectively 

through and understanding of the operating social identity process apparent within 
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distinct social groups (e.g., a sports team). The most convincing example of social 

identity theory’s effectiveness with regards to leadership in organisations is seen 

through the research related to the social identity model of organizational leadership 

(SIMOL). SIMOL is discussed below followed by research pertaining to vast examples 

of where organizational leadership theories, which have proved useful in the 

organizational setting, have successfully transitioned to being applicable within the 

sports domain.  

 

4.3.1 Social Identity Model of Organisational Leadership (SIMOL) 

As discussed in detail in chapter 3, the social identity approach to social influence 

(Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Turner, 1991) proposes that group members (or team athletes) 

turn to a leader that provides information about their social reality and more 

specifically, their in-group defining norms or what they sider to be the in-group 

prototype. Despite the social identity perspective being originally developed as a social 

psychological theory of intergroup relations (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), throughout the last 

fifteen years the social identity model of leadership has been effectively researched in 

and applied to the organizational field (Haslam, 2001; Haslam, Van Knippenberg, 

Platow & Ellemers, 2003; Hogg & Terry, 2000, 2001). As stated in the previous 

chapter, a broad spectrum of organizational functions have been explored through the 

social identity lens such as motivation, turnover, mergers and acquisitions, 

organizational behaviour, organizational identification, group cohesiveness and group 

decision-making. The most significant contribution the social identity theory has made 

to the organizational field has been the development of the social identity model of 

organizational leadership (SIMOL) by Hogg (2001) which essentially proposes that a) 

follower identification and social identity salience moderate the effects of leadership 

effectiveness of leader prototypicality, group-orientated processes, and interpersonal 
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aspects of leadership, and b) collective identity mediates the effects of leader 

prototypicality and group-oriented aspects of leadership and determines future 

responses to leadership. Given that a social identity leadership approach has been useful 

and applicable within the organizational domain, and seeing as there are multiple 

connections and similarities between the business and sport realms, one would suggest 

that a social identity leadership perspective may prove efficacious when applied to 

sports and in particular, sports coaching.  

 

4.3.2 Organisational Leadership and Sport Coaching: Justification for the Measure 

Development Approach 

Vella et al (2010) highlight the similarities between sports coaching and the leadership 

process, in that both are considered intricate social processes that are sustained and 

preserved by a set of reciprocal, interpersonal relationships (e.g., coach-athlete, athlete-

athlete, coach-coach) and which are simultaneously infused with contextual constraints 

and situational norms (Cushion, 2007). It is important to note, and it is a point that Vella 

et al (2010) frame their leadership review with, that leadership and sports coaching 

share similar scientific underpinning processes. As a result it is difficult to see sports 

coaching and leadership as separate, given their relationship with one another. In order 

to be a sports coach, there is an expected minimum level of leadership required that 

essentially comes with the title of ‘coach’. Laois, Theodorakis and Garaglianos (2003) 

state that leadership is considered an essential and indispensable element of coaching 

practice, thus the ability of a coach to lead their team is one of the most important 

factors in being an effective sports coach. Leadership research has a long tradition of 

borrowing models from industrial and organizational psychology, adapting them, and 

examine their potential applicability to athletics (Westre, 2003). 
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A social identity is the proportion of an individual’s self-concept derived from 

perceived membership in a relevant social group (Turner and Oakes, 1986; Hogg, 

2008).  Social identity was first initiated to aid in the explanation of intergroup 

behaviour, and it attempts to predict certain intergroup behaviours on the basis of the 

perceived status, legitimacy and permeability of the intergroup environment (Tajfel and 

Turner, 1979).   

To assess social identity with regards to other variables in the sport coaching leadership 

domain, the researcher required an appropriate measure of social identity. Traditional 

measure development methods usually begin with qualitative analysis to identity themes 

from which a measure can then be developed (e.g., Kao & Cheng, 2005; TVQ 

development). Nevertheless, the current research adapted current social ID measures 

within the organisational realm without support from initial qualitative research.  The 

justification for this is based on the readily available broad range of established, valid 

and reliable social identity measures within the organisational setting. Given given the 

similarities between leadership in sport coaching and leadership in the organizational 

setting, the current research focus was able to draw on existing measures of social 

identity from the organizational field. In addition, this approach has been previously 

proven successful given that leadership research in sport often adapts organizational 

measures (e.g., transformational leadership, authentic leadership, altruistic leadership) 

and models to the sport domain (Westre, 2003). Importantly, there is further 

justification in adopting this approach given that existing organizational social identity 

measures cover a wide range of social identity components and mechanisms, thus 

adapting a broad spectrum of social identity measures was critical in the current 

measure development process. According to Lavallee, Williams and Jones (2008) sport 

is an ideal setting in which to research the behaviours of leaders and the dimensions of 

leadership. This may be because sport performance (successes and failures) are 
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accurately measurable, sports teams provide a neat sample size that can offer both scope 

and depth of investigation, and leadership behaviours are critical within sport at every 

level.  

Social identification measures are currently divided into two categories: global and 

multicomponent. Global measures of social identification treat social identity as a 

unitary construct, while multicomponent measures uses discrete subscales relating to a 

distinct element of the social identity construct. The initial hurdle in identifying suitable 

SI measures to adapt for the sports coaching realm, was choosing the appropriate 

category of measurement. 

 

The first step in achieving this research objective was to develop an adapted measure of 

social identity that could be effectively applied within the sports coaching field. A 

reliable and valid adapted measure of social identity could enhance the quality of future 

research in the sport coaching domain, specifically to investigate whether or not 

relationships exist between coach social identity, team social identity, and coaching 

effectiveness. To provide a valid and reliable measure that would serve as a foundation 

for further important research within the leadership and sports coaching field a lengthy 

literature review was undertaken to investigate past and current measures of social 

identity applied within the organizational field. Based on this process the researcher 

then proceeded to adapt the most suitable and appropriate measures according to the 

research needs.  

  

4.4 Establishing Criteria for SI measure Selection and Adaptation 

Identifying suitable current measures of social identity in varying fields proved a 

difficult process given the vast amount of measures available to a researcher from which 
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to adapt accordingly to a new, unexplored domain. In addition, measuring social 

identity proved to be demanding as the complex theory implies a number of factors 

leading to an overall social identity. Behaviours and concepts such as self-

categorization, collective esteem, prototypicality, group oriented behaviour, 

organizational identification, group dynamics, affective commitment and social 

attraction all play a significant role in the social identity process and its level of salience 

within groups. In order to identify measures and scales from previous research that 

related to social identity and were additionally deemed suitable to adapt for my research 

needs, I engaged in a lengthy and thorough literature review to establish the criteria 

required for measure selection suitable to my research. Past research indicated that the 

most appropriate measure of social identity to adapt for the sport coaching domain 

should be multidimensional in structure, however provide a complete measure of social 

identity (social ID and social ID salience). Thus the criteria led to the inclusion of 

aspects of both multicomponent and global measures of social identity mainly within 

the organizational setting.  

  

4.4.1 Determining the Adapted Measure Structure: Global v Multicomponent Measures 

of Social Identity 

One of the main issues that arose for past researchers in deciding what measure of social 

identification to use was whether within varying domains (e.g., organizational setting) 

to a) opt for a global measure of social identification, which treats social identity as a 

unitary construct, or b) opt for a multicomponent measure that uses discrete subscales, 

where each subscale measures a different subcomponent of the social identity construct 

(e.g., a measure of group membership, a measure of emotional attachment to group, a 

measure of self-esteem relating to being part of the group). Past research suggested that 

whichever social identity measuring option a researcher decided upon must be 
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completely reliant on the empirical question that was under investigation and in 

accordance with the research setting in question (Haslam, 2004). This is a point I 

weighted high priority upon and thus spent much deliberate time considering before I 

decided on measures of social identity to adapt in order to develop a social identity 

measure for the sports coaching domain. 

   

In determining the most suitable scale structure it was noted that global measures are 

often more appropriate when comparing the relative merit of different theories or 

approaches, but multicomponent scales may be more appropriate when investigating 

fine-grained issues that hone in on specific social identity mechanisms. In addition, 

‘multi-item scales are deemed preferable when identification is a key dependent 

variable and is compared across a range of contexts, while shorter measures are deemed 

preferable if social identification is not the primary focus of investigation’. (Haslam, 

2004, p.271).  

  

Based on my literature review on social identity and how the construct had been 

successfully measured in the past, a multicomponent measure of social identity that 

would account for both the social identification process, in which one identifies with a 

social group based on their personal self-categorization, and the salience of that social 

identification, where salience is represented in terms of an individual’s ‘fit’ within a 

new group, was considered the most accurate scale model for use in my research. The 

justification for this decision was based upon the demands of my research field of 

interest (sport coaching) and past research on the topic of measuring social identity. 

More specifically it was deemed appropriate to utilize a multicomponent scale ahead of 

global scale if a) the researcher is not so much comparing the merits of differing 

theories but investigating in greater detail of specific social identity mechanisms, such 
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as for example group commitment as a function of leadership within sports coaching; b) 

when social identification is a key dependent variable and is compared across a range of 

contexts, for example coaching performance; c) considering the current  research 

explores the applicability of an existing construct within a novel domain an inclusive 

approach is recommended for initial exploratory analysis; and d) the sport coaching 

domain is a complex social process, where it is likely that multiple components exist. 

Seeing as the above conditions were of interest to my overall research in social identity 

and leadership in sports coaching a multicomponent measure of social identity was 

chosen as the adaptable format from which to draw items from.   

 

This research required adapting suitable social identity measures to develop a new 

measure for the sports coaching field for use in investigating the role that social identity 

plays in coaching leadership and coaching effectiveness. The development of a social 

identity scale for the sport coaching domain would enable the examination of social 

identity across a range of contexts including coaching performance and effectiveness, 

team performance, sport motivation, sport confidence and coaching efficacy. Despite 

choosing a multicomponent structure for the adapted measure for the justifiable reasons 

above, I explored multiple global and multicomponent scales of social identity within 

the organizational domain in order to identify items of interest and to incorporate a full 

picture of social identity within the sport coaching domain.  

 

4.4.2 Developing a Complete Measure of Social Identity 

The concept of social identity comprises of both social identification developments and 

the formation of social identity salience levels. These processes are considered separate 

in that social identification is the process of identifying with a social group based on a 

deeply structured, pre-existing social categorization process utilized in order to define 
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themselves, while social identity salience reflects an individual’s current reaction and 

perception (or fit) to a specific set of contextual conditions (i.e., new group 

membership) based on their deep structured readiness to define the self in terms of a 

particular social self-categorization. Despite these process-based states being considered 

separate, there is evidence that exhibits their inter-relatedness, thus making both 

measurable using one scale in certain circumstances. With regard to measures of social 

and organizational identification, Haslam (2004) indicated that some scales can be used 

to measure both social identification and social identity salience. This point justified my 

measure adaptation and development in terms of measuring both social identification 

and social identity salience to provide a complete measure of the social identity 

construct in sport coaching.  

 

4.5 Identifying Organisational Social Identity Measures for Adaptation 

My research domain of interest is team sport coaching, and thus I am investigating 

acquired group membership (where individuals voluntarily became members; e.g., 

work-teams, social societies, community groups, sports teams) as opposed to ascribed 

group membership (where individuals naturally are members; e.g., race, gender etc.). 

Seeing as the ‘sports team’ domain is highly specific in terms of group membership, it 

is important to measure different aspects of social identity with regards to that 

membership, in order to a) get a comprehensive view of the social identity components 

at play and b) identify components of social identity that are more correlated with 

leadership and performance.  

 

Numerous scales pertaining to identity within a social or group setting were uncovered 

in an extensive literature search (e.g., Collective Efficacy Scale, Affective Commitment 

Scale, Organisational-Based Self-Esteem Scale, Cognitive Organisational Identification 
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Scale, Organisational Identification Questionnaire, Measure of Organisational 

Commitment). While these scales had practical implications to the area of research they 

were designed for, not all were deemed appropriate enough to provide internal validity 

to the research area I am interested in (e.g., leadership in sports coaching). Nevertheless 

a number of measures of Social Identity related to Leadership exist in the field of 

organisational behaviour and these were sampled to provide the basic items to be used 

in developing the measure.  Following a review of the literature thirteen scales were 

identified.  

 

4.5.1 Suitable Social Identity Measures 

A number of social identity measures mainly for use within the organizational domain 

measures were reviewed in depth for their potential suitability for adaptation in the 

development of a social identity scale applied to sport coaching. Thirteen scales were 

chosen to provide appropriate evidence-based guidance in adapting a social identity 

measure for the sport coaching realm. Figure 6 details each of these selected scales with 

reference to the name of the scale, authors, number of items, number and names of 

factors, and a brief description of the measure. While each of the above measures are 

associated with the social identity theory and thus informed this research, 3 measures 

emerged through the literature review as particularly significant to my research domain; 

Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Collective Esteem Scale, Ellemers et al (1999) Three-

Component Measure and Karasawa’s (1991) Two-Component Measure. Each of these 

pertinent measures are explained in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5. Scales assessed in constructing an item pool for the current study. 

Name of scale Authors 
N  

items 

N 

factors 

Names of 

factors  
Brief description of measure 

Identification 

with a 

psychological 

group (IDPG) 

Mael & 

Tetrick 

(1992) 

10 2 

Shared 

Experiences 

Shared 

Characteristics 

Measure of identification with 

a psychological group or 

organization, defined as the 

perception of sharing 

experiences of a focal group 

and sharing characteristics of 

the group’s members 

Multidimensional 

Organisational  

Commitment 

Scale  

Allen 

&Meyer 

(1990; 

1996) 

24 3 

Affective 

commitment 

Continuance 

commitment 

Normative 

commitment 

Measures positive feelings of 

identification with and 

attachment to the 

organization, the extent of 

commitment by virtue of the 

costs of leaving the 

organization, and the feelings 

of obligation to remain with 

the organisation 

Cognitive 

Organisational 

Identification 

(Self-

Categorisation) 

Scale  

Bergami & 

Bagozzi 

(2000) 

2 1 
Organisational 

Identification 

Scale consists of a largely 

visual item and a verbal item. 

The former asks respondents 

to directly express their felt 

degree of overlap between 

their own identity and the 

organisation’s identity. 

*Collective Self 

Esteem Scale 

(CSES)  

Luhtanen 

&Crocker 

(1992) 

16 4 

Membership 

esteem 

Public collective 

self-esteem 

Private 

collective self-

esteem 

Importance to 

identity 

Evaluation of one’s social 

identity: scale was constructed 

to assess individual 

differences in collective, 

rather than personal, self-

esteem  

Organisational 

Identification 

Questionnaire 

(OIQ) 

Cheney 

(1982) 
25 3 

Loyalty 

Similarity 

Membership 

 

This measure is used to gauge 

the degree to which someone 

identifies with their 

organisation along three 

factors (loyalty, similarity, 
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membership). 

Organisational 

Commitment 

Questionnaire 

(OCQ) 

Porter, 

Mowday & 

Steers 

(1974) 

9 1 
Organisational 

Commitment 

Global measure used to gauge 

the degree to which someone 

is committed to their 

organization.  

*The 2 

component 

‘Group 

Identification’ 

measure 

Karasawa 

(1991) 
7 2 

Identification 

with group 

Identification 

with group 

members 

Initially used originally to 

examine Japanese school 

students’ identification with 

their school. Karasawa’s 

measure differentiates 

between identification with 

the organisation, and 

identification with the 

organisation members. 

*The 3 

component SI 

measure 

Ellemers, 

Kortekaas 

& 

Ouwerkerk 

(1999) 

10 3 

Social self-

categorization  

Group 

commitment 

Group self-

esteem 

Self-categorization, 

commitment to the group and 

group self-esteem as related 

but distinct aspects of social 

identity 

*The 6 item 

measure of 

organizational 

identification 

Mael & 

Ashforth 

(1992) 

6 1 
Organizational 

Identification 

Popular organizational 

identification scale based on 

high inter-item reliability and 

ease of administration. Scale 

has been criticized for 

focusing on the affective 

aspects of identification at the 

expense of the cognitive  

*The 4 item 

global 

identification 

measure 

Doosje et 

al., 1995 
4 1 Social Identity 

A basic scale measuring 

identification with certain 

categories. Originally used for 

Dutch students and their 

identification as ‘psychology 

students’ but like other social 

ID measures, it can easily be 

adapted for other 

organizational settings by 

substituting the name of the 

relevant organisation. As this 

measure is short and global, it 

is suitable as a measure of 
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Table 5: Scales assessed in constructing an item pool for the current study 

 

4.5.2 Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES) 

The Collective Self-Esteem Scale is an evaluation of one’s social identity. The scale 

was constructed to assess individual differences in collective, rather than personal, self-

esteem, with four subscales (membership esteem, public collective self-esteem, private 

collective self-esteem, and importance to identity) (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). The 

CSES assesses individuals’ levels of social identity based on their memberships 

ascribed in groups however as pointed out by the researchers, this scale can be adapted 

to meet differing research requirements (e.g., looking at acquired group membership, 

not ascribed group membership in differing membership domains). The Collective Self-

both social ID and social ID 

salience.  

*The 3 

component SI 

measure 

Hinkle, 

Taylor, 

Fox-

Cardamone 

& Crook 

(1989) 

7 3 

Emotional 

identification 

Individual/group 

opposition 

Cognitive 

aspects of 

identification 

This scale was devised as an 

adaptation from Brown 

Condor, Mathews, Wade, and 

Williams (1986) group ID 

measure. The authors 

identified subscales which 

were differentially associated 

with specific forms of 

intergroup behavior.  

A single-item 

measure 

Haslam, 

Oakes et 

al, 1999 

1 1 
Social ID 

Salience 

This single item global 

measure of identification is 

highly correlated with other 

global measures of social and 

organizational identification 

The 10 item 

measure of social 

identification 

Brown et 

al, 1986 
10 1 

Social 

Identification 

This measure was the first 

social ID measure ever 

developed, and was modeled 

on a previous measure of 

ethnic identification  

*is used to identify scales used in the construction of the item pool 
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Esteem Scale is a multicomponent measure and is an evaluation of one’s social identity. 

The CSES is outlined below: 

Subscale 1: Membership (CSES) 

1. I am a worthy member of the social groups I belong to 

2. I feel I don’t have much to offer to the social groups I belong to 

3. I am a cooperative participant in the social groups I belong to 

4. I often feel I’m a useless member of my social groups 

 

Subscale 2: Private (CSES) 

5. I often regret that I belong to the social groups that I do 

6. In general I’m glad to be a member of the social groups I belong to 

7. Overall I feel that the social groups of which I am a member of is not 

worthwhile 

8. I feel good about the sports team I belong to 

 

Subscale 3: Public (CSES) 

• Overall my social groups is considered highly favorably/good by others 

• Most people consider my social groups, on average, to be more ineffective than 

other social groups 

• In general others respect the social groups I am a member of 

• In general others think the social groups I am a member of is not good/unworthy 

 

Subscale 4: Identity (CSES) 

• Overall, my social groups membership has very little to do with how I feel about 

myself 

• The social groups I belong to is an important reflection of who I am 
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• The social groups I belong to is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person 

I am 

• In general, belonging to social groups is an important part of my self-image 

 

Luhtanen & Crocker (1992) began the development of their measure by positing that 

there are two different and unique aspects to the self-concept: personal identity and 

social identity. Personal identity involves individual attributes such as talent, sociability 

and intelligence while social identity is defined as “that part of an individual’s self-

concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership in a social group (or 

groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to that 

membership” (Tajfel, 1981, p. 255).  In their research, Luhtanen and Crocker  (1992) 

made it clear that the concept of ‘collective identity’, a term used in the USA, was 

similar to Tajfel and Turner’s (1979) social identity, in that it represented characteristics 

of the self-concept that connected to, ethnicity, gender, religious belief, race and 

feelings of belonging. As a result the authors throughout their research stayed in line 

with American terminology and used collective self-esteem and collective identity to 

represent those parts of identity that had to do with social group membership and the 

value placed in one’s social groups.  

 

Just as the quest for self-esteem plays a motivating role in one’s personal identity within 

the self-concept, and thus is highly related with personal identity, collective esteem is 

also inextricably linked with one’s social identity. With reference to the measurement of 

self-esteem, Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) pointed out that although the evaluative 

dimension of the self-concept has long been recognised and the construct of self-esteem 

has received a great deal of empirical attention, previous research had specifically 

focused on the personal part of the self-concept, or personal identity. While many 
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measures that assessed individual differences in self-esteem were available in the 

literature, (e.g., Rosenberg, 1965, Self-Esteem Scale; Fitts, 1964, Tennessee Self 

Concept Scale; Janis and Field, 1959, Feelings of Inadequacy Scale; Coopersmith, 

1967, Self-Esteem Inventory) they were all commonly bound by the fact that each 

measure was individualistic, in that they focused on individual’s self-perceptions based 

on their personal characteristics, whether in relation to private or interpersonal domains 

(Luhtanen and Crocker, 1992). Thus the authors asserted that such measures assessed 

the level or positivity or individual’s personal identity and failed to consider the 

positivity of their collective identity as conceptualized in the social identity theory.  

 

Beyond their above justification for the development of a collective identity scale in line 

with social identity theory, Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) also argued that emphasising 

individual aspects of self-esteem had offered only a partial view of individual’s self-

concepts and social behaviour and proposed that there existed relatively stable 

individual differences in collective self-esteem, just as there are individual differences 

in personal and social self-esteem. In addition, the authors suggested that while personal 

self-esteem tended to moderate the use of self-serving biases and personalised self-

enhancement strategies, ‘collective self-esteem may be an important moderator of in-

group bias, in-group-serving attributions, and other collective or group-level strategies 

discussed in social identity theory’ (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992, p. 303).  

 

Social identity suggests that collective and personal self-esteem are connected given 

that they have a common foundation in the self-concept, meaning that both lead to an 

overall sense of worth, value or substance of the total self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 

1986). Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) noted the significance that individual evaluations 

of ‘how good they are’ within their specific group was as an aspect of collective self-
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esteem and as an important arbiter of social behaviour. In addition however, Luhtanen 

and Crocker (1992) also pointed out that such evaluations did not capture a sense of 

collective identity as defined by social identity theory where Tajfel and Turner (1986) 

argued that collective identity may be positive or negative, depending on one’s 

perceptions of one’s social group, above the evaluations of one’s achievements or 

attributes within that group. In addition Tajfel and Turner (1986) noted that individuals 

must be subjectively identified with their in-groups, that is, there must be emotional 

attachment between the subject and his/her in-group, for the groups to facilitate the 

individual’s self-concept within social identity theory.   

 

Accordingly, Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) developed the Collective Self-Esteem Scale 

(CSES) because of the need they recognised for a scale to assess collective self-esteem 

in a manner consistent with social identity theory. The CSES assesses individuals’ 

levels of social identity based on their memberships ascribed in groups pertaining to 

‘gender, race, religion, ethnicity and socioeconomic class’ (p. 304); all of these groups 

are ascribed groups rather than acquired groups and the authors justified their focus on 

ascribed group memberships because a) they applied to everyone compared to acquired 

groups which were more idiosyncratic, b) they wanted to assess global, relatively stable 

levels of collective self-esteem, c) they felt that acquired groups would potentially 

confound social identity with personal identity because acquired groups are usually due 

to individual desires, efforts and achievements (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992).  

 

Nevertheless, and in accordance with my research goals, Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) 

recognized and noted that collective self-esteem based on acquired group membership 

(e.g., that of a sports-team) generalises to ascribed group membership and/or vice versa. 

In addition it is important to add a counter argument the authors’ contention that 
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acquired groups would potentially confound social identity with personal identity 

because acquired groups are usually due to individual desires, efforts and achievements. 

While personal accomplishments are responsible for acquiring group membership into 

such groups as elite sports teams for example, once you are selected based on your 

personal attributes, you are then integrated into a social group where achieving as a 

group is above all paramount, and thus collective identity and collective self-esteem 

would be both apparent and functional once such a group has formed. In addition, one 

could argue that collective identity in an acquired group such as an elite amateur sports 

team might be more salient than other ascribed group memberships, because an 

individual’s social identity could manifest more clearly and transparently in an 

acknowledged sports team (e.g., full of people from different race, ethnicity and 

socioeconomic background) when compared with socioeconomic status or religion 

where the group membership parameters may be extremely vague to an individual who 

is not as interested or engaged.  

 

Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) created a single measure that comprised ‘a general, cross-

group tendency to have a positive social identity, rather than developing one measure of 

gender self-esteem, another of racial self-esteem, and so forth’ (p. 304). Luhtanen and 

Crocker (1992) importantly recognised and justified the need for certain researchers 

with slightly different research purposes, such as myself currently, to be better served in 

adapting the CSES with regard to a specific social group (i.e., that of an acquired sports-

team); to that extent, minor alterations of the scale instructions and wording of items 

may be appropriate.  
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4.5.3 Ellemers, Kortekaas and Ouwerkerk’s (1999) three-component measure 

Tajfel’s (1972) definition of social identity stated the following; ‘the individual’s 

knowledge that he/she belongs to certain groups together with some emotional and 

value significance to him/her of the group membership’. Ellemers et al (1999) designed 

a multi-component measure of social identity that intended to adhere to and differentiate 

between each aspect/component stated in Tajfel’s (1972) original definition of social 

identity. Thus the components based on this definition devised by Ellemers and 

colleagues were cognitive (individual’s awareness of a specific social self-

categorization), emotional (individual’s feeling of affective commitment to the group) 

and evaluative (individual’s sense of group-based self-esteem). This research by 

Ellemers et al (1999) supported the distinction between the components identified in the 

original definition of social identity and thus suggested that each component was linked 

with differentiated forms of social behaviour. The research was conducted with 

university students who either assigned themselves or were experimentally assigned to 

minimal groups as deductive or inductive thinkers (Haslam, 2004, p.271). Ellemers et al 

(1999) multicomponent measure of social identity is presented below: 

 

Social self-categorization subscale (Note: * = reverse scored) 

1) I identify with (group X) 

Not at all       1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

2) I am like (group X)  

Not at all       1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

3) (group X) is a reflection of who I am 

Not at all       1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 
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Group commitment subscale 

1) I would like to continue working with (group X) 

  Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

2) *I dislike being a member of (group X) 

Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

3) *I would rather belong to (group X) 

Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

 

Group self-esteem subscale 

1) *I think (group X) has little to be proud of 

Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

2) I feel good about (group X) 

Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

3) *I have little respect for (group X) 

Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

4) *I would rather not tell that I belong to (group X) 

Not at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9        very much 

 

Ellemers, Kortekaas and Ouwerkerk investigated social identity on a multicomponent 

level, dividing the concept of social identity into three distinct and different components 

each with their own impact on the process as a whole. These components comprised of 

self-categorization, commitment to the group and group self-esteem. Their research was 

inductively based upon the original definition of social identity by Tajfel (1972), who 

defined social identity as the following; ‘the individual’s knowledge that he/she belongs 

to certain groups together with some emotional and value significance to him/her of the 

group membership’.  
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The main aim of Ellemers et al. (1999) study was to present that it is important and 

indeed achievable to discern between self-categorisation, commitment to the group, and 

group self-esteem, as related but separate aspects of group members' social identity 

when investigating social identification. In addition, the researchers noted their desire to 

establish how the three aspects of social identity, as defined by Tajfel (1978), caused 

individuals to display ingroup favouritism, implying group membership behaviour. To 

illustrate this aim Ellemers et al (1999) designed a multi-component measure of social 

identity that intended to adhere to and differentiate between each aspect/component 

stated in Tajfel’s (1972) original definition of social identity. Thus the components 

based on this definition devised by Ellemers and colleagues were cognitive (individual’s 

awareness of a specific social self-categorization), emotional (individual’s feeling of 

affective commitment to the group) and evaluative (individual’s sense of group-based 

self-esteem).  

 

Ellemers et al established within their study, and consistent to previous research in the 

field, that the traditional reflection of the three components as related aspects of a single 

theoretical construct (social identity) appeared to indicate that relative in-group size 

(size and scale of the group), relative in-group status (how the group is perceived and 

rated socially), and the group formation criterion (how the group came together) all 

affect the extent to which people identify as a member of their group. In addition and 

importantly, the consideration of the three separate components as related aspects of the 

social identity construct proved acceptable in terms of the internal consistency of their 

overall scale (Ellemers et al. 1999).  
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The research was conducted with university students who either assigned themselves or 

were experimentally assigned to minimal groups as deductive or inductive thinkers 

(Haslam, 2001). More specifically, Ellemers et al (1999) demonstrated the importance 

of distinguishing the aforementioned three components of social identification in an 

experiment (N=119), in which In-group Status (high/low), In-group Size 

(majority/minority), and Group Formation (self-selected/assigned group membership) 

were manipulated in an orthogonal manner meaning that each component was 

statistically independent (Ellemers et al. 1999).  

 

The results of this study confirmed that the three aspects of social identity identified by 

Ellemers et al (1999) from Tajfel’s (1972) original definition could be distinguished as 

separate factors in a principal components analysis. In addition and as predicted, the 

three distinct aspects of social identity (self-categorization, commitment to the group 

and group self-esteem) were differentially related to manipulated group features, as well 

as displays of in-group favouritism (Ellemers et al. 1999). Group members' self-

categorisations were only affected by the relative size of the group, while group self-

esteem was only influenced by group status. Affective commitment to the group 

depended both on group status and on the group assignment criterion. Importantly, only 

the group commitment aspect of social identity mediated displays of in-group 

favouritism (Ellemers et al. 1999).  

 

Another important aspect of this study was the researchers’ attempts to disentangle the 

three components of social identity, as well as the role they play as mediators of social 

behaviour. Ellemers et al found that group commitment appeared to be the key aspect of 
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social identity, which then motivated the tendency for people to behave in terms of their 

group membership (social identity). 

 

The researchers also investigated the way in which displays of in-group favouritism 

(favouring one’s group above another and displaying behaviour exhibiting such 

favouritism) were related to the three components of social identity (self-categorization, 

group commitment and group self-esteem). Ellemers et al found that only the group 

commitment aspect of social identity reliably mediated displays of in-group favouritism 

on evaluative and allocation measures. Based on their study results the researchers 

suggested that although low group status may negatively affect both group self-esteem 

as well as group commitment (i.e. the evaluative and the emotional components of 

social identity), other independent group characteristics (such as the group formation 

criterion) may in turn reinforce a sense of affective involvement with one's group (the 

emotional component).  

 

A repeated and important theme based on the study’s results within this research was 

the key point that only the group commitment aspect of social identity was found to 

mediate the tendency to behave in terms of one's group membership. In addition to this, 

the researchers recognized that, compared to an assigned group affiliation (e.g., race, 

gender etc.), people tended to feel more committed to self-selected (or achieved) group 

memberships (such as making a sports team), and this differential group commitment 

emerged relatively independently of other group features, such as its relative status. 

Ellemers’ et al (1999) study was a pioneer in examining the difference between 

assigned versus self-selected group memberships from an experimental perspective.  
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In conclusion, this research by Ellemers et al (1999) supported the distinction between 

the components identified in the original definition of social identity and thus suggested 

that each component was linked with differentiated forms of social behaviour. Group 

commitment appeared to be the key aspect of social identity in that the group 

commitment aspect of social identity reliably mediated displays of in-group favouritism. 

Finally, Ellemers et al. pointed out that future research should be sensitive to possible 

effects of assigned versus self-selected social groups based on their study results which 

highlighted that, in order to understand the psychological processes involved, it was 

essential to aim for more conceptual precision in theory and research on intergroup 

relations. 

 

4.5.4 Karasawa’s (1991) two-component measure 

Karasawa first used this measure to investigate Japanese school student’s identification 

with their school and more specifically, Karasawa sought to distinguish between 

student’s identification with their school as a whole and their identification with other 

students. This measure and its specific aim proved highly transferable and relevant 

especially within a range of organizational contexts where it helped distinguish between 

employee’s identification with the organization as a whole and their identification with 

other employees. Karasawa’s (1991) two-component measure is presented below: 

Identification with group subscale: 

1) Would you think it was accurate if you were described as a typical (member of group X)? 

Extremely inaccurate       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      extremely accurate 

2) How often do you acknowledge that you are a (member of group X)? 

Extremely inaccurate       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      extremely accurate 

3) Would you feel good if you were described as a typical (member of group X)? 

     Extremely inaccurate       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      extremely accurate 
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4) How often do you refer (group X) when you introduce yourself? 

     Extremely inaccurate       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      extremely accurate 

5) To what extent do you feel attachment to (group X)? 

     Extremely inaccurate       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      extremely accurate 

 

Identification with group members’ subscale: 

1) Are there many (member of group X) who have influenced your thoughts and behaviours? 

  none       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      very many 

2) Where do most of your friends come from, (group X) or not? 

  none       -3  -2  -1  0  1  2  3      very many 

 

This measure created by Karasawa to research the difference between identifying with a 

group, and identifying with other members in that group. He created a multicomponent 

measure seeing as he was targeting differing aspects within the social identity construct. 

The researcher used this measure to investigate Japanese school student’s identification 

with their school with the specific aim to distinguish between student’s identification 

with their school as a whole and their identification with other students.  

 

To investigate his aim, Karasawa engaged in two studies with 479 Japanese students 

(aged 19-22 yrs). These studies investigated the relations among different aspects of 

group identification and their effects on in-group evaluations (Karasawa, 1991). 

Karasawa distinguished two aspects of identification; identification with the group 

membership (ID-group) and identification with other group members (ID-member). 

Karasawa then further divided the ID-group aspect into its cognitive and affective 

subcomponents. Karasawa developed and administered an identification scale 

throughout his studies.  
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The results of the factor analyses in both studies differentiated ID-group and ID-

member, but the cognitive and affective components of the former were not separated. 

Karasawa specifically noted an important result from his first study, where members 

with low ID-group denounced the in-group when their negative social identity became 

salient, whereas those with high ID-group (but not ID-member) did not.  

4.6 Constructing the Item Pool for the Current Research 

A number of measures of Social Identity related to Leadership exist in the field of 

organisational behaviour and these were sampled to provide the basic items to be used 

in developing the measure.  After reviewing the literature 13 scales were identified (see 

table 5) and from this pool 6 scales were subsequently used to construct the final item 

pool for the current research (see table 6).  



 

122 
Table 6. Scales utilised in constructing the final item pool for the current study. 

Name of scale Authors 
N 

items 

N 

factors 
Names of factors  

Brief description of 

measure 

*Collective 

Self Esteem 

Scale (CSES)  

Luhtanen 

&Crocker 

(1992) 

16 4 

Membership 

esteem 

Public collective 

self-esteem 

Private collective 

self-esteem 

Importance to 

identity 

Evaluation of one’s social 

identity: scale was 

constructed to assess 

individual differences in 

collective, rather than 

personal, self-esteem  

*The 2 

component 

‘Group 

Identification’ 

measure 

Karasawa 

(1991) 
7 2 

Identification 

with group 

Identification 

with group 

members 

Initially used originally to 

examine Japanese school 

students’ identification with 

their school. Karasawa’s 

measure differentiates 

between identification with 

the organisation, and 

identification with the 

organisation members. 

*The 3 

component SI 

measure 

Ellemers, 

Kortekaas & 

Ouwerkerk 

(1999) 

10 3 

Social self-

categorization  

Group 

commitment 

Group self-

esteem 

Self-categorization, 

commitment to the group and 

group self-esteem as related 

but distinct aspects of social 

identity 

*The 6 item 

measure of 

organizational 

identification 

Mael & 

Ashforth 

(1992) 

6 1 
Organizational 

Identification 

Popular organizational 

identification scale based on 

high inter-item reliability and 

ease of administration. Scale 

has been criticized for 

focusing on the affective 

aspects of identification at 

the expense of the cognitive  

*The 4 item 

global 

identification 

measure 

Doosje et 

al., 1995 
4 1 Social Identity 

A basic scale measuring 

identification with certain 

categories. Originally used 

for Dutch students and their 

identification as ‘psychology 

students’ but like other social 

ID measures, it can easily be 

adapted for other 

organizational settings by 

substituting the name of the 
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relevant organisation. As this 

measure is short and global, 

it is suitable as a measure of 

both social ID and social ID 

salience.  

*The 3 

component SI 

measure 

Hinkle, 

Taylor, Fox-

Cardamone 

& Crook 

(1989) 

7 3 

Emotional 

identification 

Individual/group 

opposition 

Cognitive aspects 

of identification 

This scale was devised as an 

adaptation from Brown 

Condor, Mathews, Wade, 

and Williams (1986) group 

ID measure. The authors 

identified subscales which 

were differentially associated 

with specific forms of 

intergroup behavior.  

*is used to identify scales used in the construction of the item pool 

Table 6: Scales utilised in constructing the final item pool for the current study  

 

From the 6 scales detailed above (Table 6), 51 items were identified following the 

removal of duplications. The 51 selected items were then modified to reflect the sport 

field rather than work settings. The main focus of this study was to develop and refine a 

Social Identity measure in order to produce a reliable, valid and shorter measure from 

the 51-item pool. In order to achieve this, the selected 51-item pool was used in a 

sample of 271 participants, and Factor Analysis and Reliability testing enabled the 

production of a suitable final measure. The initial item pool (51 items selected for 

adaptation following an in-depth literature review) was adapted to measure both a) 

athlete perceptions of coach social identity and b) athlete perceptions of team social 

identity. The adapted item pools are outlined in the appendix (51 items adapted to 

measure coach social identity) and (51 items adapted to measure team social identity). 
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4.7 Conclusion 

This chapter addressed the aforementioned empirical arguments (in chapters 2 and 3) 

towards a revised and broadened definition of leadership effectiveness within sports 

coaching through establishing the research parameters for examining the role of the social 

group (e.g., sports team, inclusive of both athletes and coach), within the process of 

influence and the effectiveness of leadership in the sports domain. The concluding 

implication on the future of leadership effectiveness in sports coaching infers that 

‘consistent with the understanding of both leadership and the coaching process, coach 

leadership is constituted and maintained by reciprocal, interpersonal relationships that 

occur within a complex coaching context’ and that the current ‘definition does not allow 

for the fact that coach leadership behaviours are a derivative of a wide range of variables, 

including a coach’s personal characteristics, athlete characteristics, and the coaching 

context’ (Vella et al, 2010, p. 431). Essentially the recent sports coaching leadership 

literature  suggests that the sports coaching realm is a complex social process and that 

leadership models therefore do not complete this amended definition of leadership, and 

consequently their outcome measures may not tell the full picture either. This knowledge 

gap is a point of contention within the sport coaching leadership literature and a fresh 

approach is required to help reduce this gap. 

 

To adopt such an expansive and encompassing perspective on the leadership process, a 

leadership model of social identity was selected as a theoretical base from which to 

explore the process of influence within the group dynamic. This chapter discussed 

methods of how to measure social identity in the sport coaching field with reference to 

past research in the organizational setting as an operational guide. The development of an 

adapted measure of social identity (from the organizational field) is proposed and justified 

given the natural crossover between the organizational setting and the sports domain, and 
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given the scale adaption precedents set within the social identity and sports research 

fields. Suitable social identity measures for adaptation to the sport coaching domain are 

presented and the reasons for constructing the current item pool for this research is 

justified. This chapter is essential in determining the measure that will assess the 

relationships between social identity and coaching effectiveness throughout the three 

research studies.  
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5.0 Study 1: A Social Identity Perspective on Sport Coaching 

 

Abstract 

 

The social identity theory of leadership has potential application to sport coaching 

research but lacks a usable measure. We administered a pool of 51 items to 271 sport 

science students aiming to produce measures of coach prototypicality and team identity. 

Principal component analysis (PCA) produced a 10-item Coach Social Identity Scale 

(CSIS), and a 10-item. Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS). The study produced initial 

evidence of reliability and validity for both the CSIS and the TSIS, providing a 

potentially useful set of measures with which to explore the role of social identity in 

coaching. Correlational analysis suggests that both social identity measures may be 

useful indicators of team self-esteem, sport motivation and sport confidence. 

 

 

Keywords:  social identity, sport coaching, sport confidence, sport motivation.  
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5.1 Introduction 

Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) were among the first to argue the utility of applying 

Leadership Theory in sport and since then a number of studies have explored this 

relationship (e.g. Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur,  & Hardy, 2009; Charbonneau, Barling 

& Kelloway, 2001; Miller & Carpenter, 2009; Rieke, Hammermeister & Chase, 2008; 

Smoll & Smith, 1989). Though these studies all demonstrate some degree of 

effectiveness of different leadership models in explaining coaching behaviour and 

performance, there are serious limitations because definitions of coach leadership fail to 

reflect a true understanding of either the coaching process or the practice of leadership 

(Vella, Oades & Crowe, 2010). The limitations in terms of definition are further linked 

to both the measurement and application of coach leadership theory. Leadership theory 

has generally been developed in relation to work organisations, but the obvious 

similarity in process allows their easy transfer to the coaching field. Studies cited above 

have looked at cognitive-mediational models (Smoll & Smith, 1989), transformational 

leadership models (Callow et al., 2009; Charbonneau et al., 2001) and more recently 

servant leadership (Rieke et al., 2008), altruistic models (Miller & Carpenter, 2009), and 

authentic leadership (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). One promising perspective that seems 

to have been missed or ignored is the social identity theory of leadership (Ellemers, De 

Gilder & Haslam, 2004; Haslam & Platow, 2001; Hogg, 2001, 2007, 2008; Hogg, 

Fielding, Johnson, Masser, Russell & Svensson, 2006).   

 

Recent writings on leadership have moved away from individual level definitions to 

describe it as a dyadic, relational, strategic, and complex social dynamic (Avolio, 

Walumbwa & Weber, 2009; Haslam, Reicher & Platow, 2011). Effective leadership 

theories must encompass the leader-follower relationship, must engage with the social 

process involved, and must be group level. Social identity theory provides such a model 
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enabling an explanation of the behavior of individuals in terms of their complex 

identification with salient groups in their lives.  Social identity theory refers to, “the 

individual’s knowledge that he belongs to certain social groups together with some 

emotional and value significance to him of this group membership” (Tajfel, 1982, p. 

292). Sharing this sense of identity creates cohesion within a group and essentially 

motivates individuals to go the extra mile to defend and enhance a positive identity for 

the group; the individual’s self-esteem depends on a strong, positive identity for salient 

groups, e.g. their football team (see Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Abrams, 1990). An effective 

leader will need to be seen to share the group identity, i.e. to espouse the shared values, 

attitudes, beliefs and desires; in other words to be seen as a group member (Hogg, 

2001). Group members will hold a prototype of a typical group member and the closer 

any individual matches the prototype the more they will be liked and respected, i.e. they 

become socially attractive. This combination of social attraction and prototypicality 

enables individuals to emerge or operate as leaders, exerting social influence on the 

group (Hogg, 2001). This model of leadership has been tested in numerous studies 

(Ellemers et al., 2004; Haslam et al., 2011; Haslam & Platow, 2001) and shown to 

impact on motivation, performance, and team cohesion. In addition to leadership 

currently being defined as a complex social process, so too is coaching. Vella, Oades 

and Crowe (2010) define coaching as, “complex social process that is constituted and 

maintained by a set of reciprocal, interpersonal relationships and permeated by 

contextual constraints” (p. 425). It seems to follow that a social process model of 

leadership is more likely to be useful as a model in coaching.  

 

In order to explore a social identity theory of leadership in coaching there is the issue of 

measuring social identity. Most of the studies that have tested the theory in work 

settings have been experimental studies which are not easily undertaken in real world 
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settings. Hence a questionnaire measure is desirable.  A literature search identified 13 

possible scales (see Figure 1) and these were reduced to 6 which were finally used in 

developing items for the current study. These were, (a) the Collective Self-Esteem Scale 

(CSES) (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), (b) the 3 component Social Identification Measure 

(Ellemers, Korkenaas & Ouwerkerk, 1999), (c) Karasawa’s (1991) 2 component 

measure of social identity, (d) Mael and Asforth’s (1992) 6 item measure of global 

organizational identification, (e) Doosje,  Ellemers,  and Spears’  (1995) 4 item global 

identification measure, and (f) Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone, and  Crook’s (1989) 3 

component SI measure.  

 

Evidence suggests that the social identity approach to leadership provides a useful 

model for understanding and developing effective coaching, yet it has not been applied 

to the area. In order to apply it there is a need to develop a measure. Drawing on 

existing measures of social identity developed for use in work settings the current study 

aimed to devise a pool of items from which to develop measures that can be used to 

assess a social identity model of leadership in coaching settings. The aim is to devise 

measures that can be applied to both coaches and team members, and test the utility of 

that measure. 

 

5.2 Method 

5.2.1 Design and sample  

A survey using questionnaire data collection was administered to a total of 450 sport 

science students, from which 271 participants (229 males and 42 females) ranging in 

age from 18-38 (Mage = 21.5, SDage = 4.5) were included in data analysis.  
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5.2.2 Measures 

Demographic data was initially collected to assess participant suitability for inclusion in 

the data analysis (see appendix). The data collected at this phase comprised of a) age in 

years; b) gender; c) is the participant currently playing a team sport; d) has the 

participant ever played a team sport; d) the frequency in which the participant is 

playing/had played a team sport; e) the team sport category; f) the team sport most 

played, g) does/did the participant have any coaching experience; h) the level of 

coaching experience. Inclusion criteria for study 1 data analysis was established to 

identify participants who could accurately inform the measure development phase and 

required participants who a) currently played a team sport; b) had spent significant time 

playing a team sport (daily/2-4 times a week) and c) completed the full questionnaire 

pack. Participants who did not fulfil this criteria were not included in the sample for 

analysis. The following statement regarding their current/former coach was then added 

to assist participants in completing the ensuing questionnaire pack measures: 

Please choose a team (and its head coach) that you currently play for, or that you have 

previously played for, when answering the following questions. There are no right or 

wrong answers. Please give the response that best describes you.  

A pool of 51 items was derived from the 6 measures described in Table 7, after 

duplicate items were removed.  

 

Table 7: Scales assessed in constructing an item pool in the current study 

Name of scale Authors 

N of 

items 

N of 

factors 

Names of factors  Brief description of measure 

Identification with 

a psychological 

group (IDPG) 

Mael & 

Tetrick 

(1992) 

10 2 

Shared 

Experiences 

Shared 

Characteristics 

Measure of identification with a 

psychological group or 

organization, defined as the 

perception of sharing experiences 

of a focal group and sharing 

characteristics of the group’s 
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members 

Multidimensional 

Organisational  

Commitment Scale  

Allen 

&Meyer 

(1990) 

24 3 

Affective 

commitment 

Continuance 

commitment 

Normative 

commitment 

Measures positive feelings of 

identification with and 

attachment to the organization, 

the extent of commitment by 

virtue of the costs of leaving the 

organization, and the feelings of 

obligation to remain with the 

organisation 

Cognitive 

Organisational 

Identification (Self-

Categorisation) 

Scale  

Bergami & 

Bagozzi 

(2000) 

2 1 

Organisational 

Identification 

Scale consists of a largely visual 

item and a verbal item. The 

former asks respondents to 

directly express their felt degree 

of overlap between their own 

identity and the organisation’s 

identity. 

*Collective Self 

Esteem Scale 

(CSES)  

Luhtanen 

&Crocker 

(1992) 

16 4 

Membership 

esteem 

Public collective 

self-esteem 

Private collective 

self-esteem 

Importance to 

identity 

Evaluation of one’s social 

identity: scale was constructed to 

assess individual differences in 

collective, rather than personal, 

self-esteem  

Organisational 

Identification 

Questionnaire 

(OIQ) 

Cheney 

(1982) 

25 3 

Loyalty 

Similarity 

Membership 

 

This measure is used to gauge the 

degree to which someone 

identifies with their organisation 

along three factors (loyalty, 

similarity, membership). 

Organisational 

Commitment 

Questionnaire 

(OCQ) 

Porter, 

Mowday & 

Steers (1974) 

9 1 

Organisational 

Commitment 

Global measure used to gauge the 

degree to which someone is 

committed to their organization.  

*The 2 component Karasawa 7 2 Identification with Initially used originally to 
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‘Group 

Identification’ 

measure 

(1991) group 

Identification with 

group members 

examine Japanese school 

students’ identification with their 

school. Karasawa’s measure 

differentiates between 

identification with the 

organisation, and identification 

with the organisation members. 

*The 3 component 

SI measure 

Ellemers, 

Kortekaas & 

Ouwerkerk 

(1999) 

10 3 

Social self-

categorisation  

Group 

commitment 

Group self-esteem 

Self-categorisation, commitment 

to the group and group self-

esteem as related but distinct 

aspects of social identity 

*The 6 item 

measure of 

organizational 

identification 

Mael & 

Ashforth 

(1992) 

6 1 

Organizational 

Identification 

Popular organisational 

identification scale based on high 

inter-item reliability and ease of 

administration. Scale has been 

criticized for focusing on the 

affective aspects of identification 

at the expense of the cognitive  

*The 4 item global 

identification 

measure 

Doosje et al., 

1995 

4 1 Social Identity 

A basic scale measuring 

identification with certain 

categories. Originally used for 

Dutch students and their 

identification as ‘psychology 

students’ but like other social ID 

measures, it can easily be adapted 

for other organisational settings 

by substituting the name of the 

relevant organisation. As this 

measure is short and global, it is 

suitable as a measure of both 

social ID and social ID salience.  

*The 3 component 

SI measure 

Hinkle, 

Taylor, Fox-

7 3 

Emotional 

identification 

This scale was devised as an 

adaptation from Brown Condor, 
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Cardamone 

& Crook 

(1989) 

Individual/group 

opposition 

Cognitive aspects 

of identification 

Mathews, Wade, and Williams 

(1986) group ID measure. The 

authors identified subscales 

which were differentially 

associated with specific forms of 

intergroup behavior.  

A single-item 

measure 

Haslam, 

Oakes et al, 

1999 

1 1 

Social ID 

Salience 

This single item global measure 

of identification is highly 

correlated with other global 

measures of social and 

organisational identification 

The 10 item 

measure of social 

identification 

Brown et al, 

1986 

10 1 

Social 

Identification 

This measure was the first social 

ID measure ever developed, and 

was modelled on a previous 

measure of ethnic identification  

*is used to identify scales used in the construction of the item pool 

 

The items were revised so as to be applicable to a sport setting, and could be used to 

reflect team members’ perceptions of their coach. For example “It would be accurate to 

describe our coach as a typical member of our team” or “I identify with my team 

coach”. The items were presented with a 5 point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 

5 (strongly disagree). 

 

In order to measure team member’s sense of identification with the team the same pool 

of 51 items was also reworded to be applicable to team members’ ratings of their own 

relationship with their team. For example “It would be accurate to describe me as a 

typical member of our team” or “I identify with my team”. The items were presented 

with a 5 point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). In addition 3 

standardised measures, as described below, were used. 
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5.2.2.1 The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS) (Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, Briere, Tuson, 

& Blais, 1995) 

The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS) is a measure of contextual motivation which is 

intended to identify the perceived reasons for participating in sport. It measures the 

three forms of motivation, intrinsic motivation (α = .82), extrinsic motivation (α = .85), 

and amotivation (α = .71), reflecting varying degrees of self-determination along a 

motivation continuum (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Participants are asked to respond to the 

question, ‘‘Why do you practice your sport?’’ with such items as, ‘‘for the pleasure I 

feel in living exciting experiences’’. Participants respond using a seven-point Likert-

type scale ranging from 1 (does not correspond at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly).  

 

5.2.2.2 The Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES) (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) 

The Collective Self-Esteem Scale is an evaluation of one’s social identity (α = .90). The 

scale was constructed to assess individual differences in collective, rather than personal, 

self-esteem, with four subscales (membership esteem, public collective self-esteem, 

private collective self-esteem, and importance to identity). The items were revised to 

represent the sports team as the social group. Participants are asked to respond to items 

relating to each subscale. For example “I am a worthy member of my team” or “I often 

regret that I belong to the team that I do”.  Participants responded using a seven-point 

Likert type scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree).  The items 

from the CSES did not load onto the social identity factors and thus could be assessed 

as a separate measure.  

 

5.2.2.3 The Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (CSCI) (Manzo, Silva, & Mink, 2001) 

The CSCI is a 13 item scale based on a two-factor model incorporating sport optimism 

(α = .79), and sport confidence (α = .87) as a composite of perceived competence and 
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perceived control.  Participants are presented with 13 pairs of opposing statements to 

choose between and then indicate whether it is somewhat or very true for them. See 

example of item 1 below.  

 

Very  

True 

For 

Me 

Somewhat 

True 

For  

Me 

I feel I am not very 

good when it 

comes 

to playing sports 

 

OR 

I feel I am really 

good at many 

sports 

Somewhat 

True 

For 

Me 

Very 

True 

For 

Me 

  

5.2.3 Procedure 

Convenience sampling was used to distribute questionnaires to 450 sport science 

students, from whom 271 completed measures fit the inclusion criteria for data analysis, 

approximately 60% response.  Data was entered into SPSS for analysis.  

 

5.3 Results 

A principal component analysis (PCA) with orthogonal rotation (varimax) into simple 

structure was conducted on the 51 items devised to reflect team members’ perceptions 

of their coach. With a sample size of 271 the participant to item ratio was 5.2:1. There is 

a continuing debate about adequate sample size for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

which in the past hinged on either absolute sample size or participant to item ratios. In 

terms of Comrey’s (1973) categorization of sample sizes 300 would be considered good 

while 200 was considered adequate.  In terms of participant to item ratio Gorsuch 

(1983) recommends between 5:1 and 10:1. The current sample fits just within the lower 

limit on both of these measures. More recently both of these guidelines have been 

questioned as misleading (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and other guidelines suggested. 

These are summarised by Worthington and Whittaker (2006), “When using EFA, set a 

pre-established minimum sample size (n=100) and then evaluate the need for additional 
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data collection on the basis of an initial EFA using communalities, factor saturation, 

and factor loadings criteria: (a) sample sizes of 150 to 200 are likely to be adequate 

with data sets containing communalities higher than .50 or with 10:1 items per factor 

with factor loadings at approximately .4 and (b) smaller samples sizes may be adequate 

if communalities are all .60 or greater or with at least 4:1 items per factor and factor 

loadings greater than .6” (p. 832.). In this study communalities were greater than .50, 

there were 10 items per factor and all factor loadings were greater than .4, thus 

suggesting that the sample size was sufficient. The final test for sample size adequacy is 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test where scores of above .9 are considered excellent.  The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = 

.95. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, 2 (1275) = 7368.03, p < .001 indicated the correlations 

sufficiently large for PCA. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each 

component and eight of these delivered eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1. In 

combination these eight components explained 71.6% of the variance. However the 

scree plot and eigenvalues suggested a 4 factor solution accounting for 58.5% of the 

variance was acceptable.  The first factor accounted for 43.8% of the variance on its 

own as shown in table 23 and the items loading on it clearly represent evaluations of the 

coach in terms of social identity with the team. The other three factors reflected 

evaluations of the coach as positive, negative, and reputable respectively. However as 

the aim of this study was to develop a social identity leader scale, the first factor was 

focused on for the rest of the analysis. 
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Figure 6: Scree Plot from Factor Analysis 

 

 

We used the set of criteria proposed by Lampling,  Schroter, Marquis, Marrel, Duprat-

Lomon, and Sagnier (2002) and summarised by Smith, Lamping,  Banerjee, Harwood, 

Foley, Smith et al. (2005) to set out some of the psychometric properties of the data for 

the social identity factor (see Table 10). The data used in this study was based on a cross 

sectional survey so test- retest reliability was not tested. However the items and factors 

perform well on all the other dimensions as shown in Table 8. 

Table 8: Factor loadings and psychometric properties of the coach social identity scale 
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(CSIS) 

 

Factor 1: Coach Social Identity:  

Eigenvalue=4.4  

Variance=43.8%  

Cronbach Alpha=.88 It
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1. Our coach is just like one of us 
.591 .624 

2. It would be accurate to describe our coach as a typical 

member of our team 
.635 .635 

3. I see our coach as a member of the team 
.652 .667 

4. Our coach would feel good to be described as a typical 

member of the team 
.604 .578 

5. I don’t feel our coach is one of us 
.701 .701 

6. I am proud to acknowledge that our coach is a member of the 

team 
.494 .528 

7. I feel strong ties with my team coach 
.719 .840 

8. We often socialise with our team coach 
.488 .499 

9. I’m glad to have a coach who is a member of the team 
.597 .585 

10. I identify with my team coach 
.675 .860 

 

Next a principal component analysis (PCA) with orthogonal rotation (varimax) into 

simple structure was conducted on the 51 items reflecting team members’ perceptions of 

their own relationship with their team. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the 

sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .93. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, 2 (1275) = 

9986.048, p < .001 indicated the correlations sufficiently large for PCA. An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component and eight of these delivered 
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eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1. In combination these eight components 

explained 67.4% of the variance. However the scree plot and eigenvalues suggest that 

only 3 factors accounting for 59.89% of the variance was identifiable. Scrutiny of the 

items loading on these factors suggest that the first factor accounting for 51.1% of the 

variance was the clearest measure of social identification with the team, and this 10 item 

factor is shown in Table 9. 

 

 

Table 9: Factor loadings and psychometric properties of the single factor team social 

identity scale (TSIS) 

 

Factor 1: Team Social Identity:  

Eigenvalue=8.9: 

Variance=51.1%:  

Cronbach Alpha=.96 It
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1. I am pleased to be a member of my team 

.905 .904 

2. I feel strong ties with my team mates 
.906 .887 

3. I feel good about my team 
.804 .880 

4. When I talk about my team I usually say we 
.917 .844 

5. I identify with my team mates 
.757 .822 

6. I am a worthy member of my team 
.778 .794 

7. I am glad to belong to my team 
.745 .793 

8. When someone praises my team, it feels like a compliment 
.840 .790 

9. I would rather belong to my team than any other 
.657 .774 

10. It would be accurate to describe me as a typical member 
.835 .770 
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Again using the criteria proposed by Lampling et al. (2002) and summarized by Smith 

et al. (2005), the items and factors perform well as shown in Table 10. 

Table 10: Psychometric criteria and scale performance for the CSIS and the TSIS 

Property Criteria for 

acceptability 

Performance of the 

CSIS 

Performance of the 

TSIS 

Item analysis / 

reduction 

All items should 

have factor loadings 

>0.30 

Factor loadings 

range 0.49 to 0.86 

Factor loadings 

range 0.77 to 0.90 

Missing data < 5% No missing data No missing data 

Inter-item 

correlations <0.75 

Inter-item 

correlations range 

0.47 to 0.72 

Inter-item 

correlations range 

0.63 to 0.73 

Item total 

correlations ≥ 0.25 

Item total 

correlations range 

0.50 to 0.83 

Item total 

correlations range 

0.70 to 0.89 

Maximum 

endorsement 

frequency < 80% 

Maximum 

endorsement 

frequency = 61% 

Maximum 

endorsement 

frequency = 55% 

Minimum adjacent 

endorsement > 10% 

Minimum adjacent 

endorsement = 

11.6%  

Minimum adjacent 

endorsement = 

17.4%  

Acceptability Skewness values < 1 Maximum skewness 

0.91 

Maximum skewness 

0.83 

Missing data < 5% No missing data No missing data 
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Reliability Cronbach Alpha 

>0.70 

Cronbach Alpha 

 0.88 

Cronbach Alpha 

 0.97 

Item total 

correlations ≥ 0.20 

Item total 

correlations range 

0.48 to 0.71 

Item total 

correlations range 

0.65 to 0.90 

 

5.3.1 Concurrent and Predictive Validity 

Pearson Product Moment Correlations between the new scales and the measures of sport 

confidence and sport motivation were calculated as shown in Table 11. 

Table 11: Correlations and descriptive statistics 

 Mean(SD) 1 2 3 4 

1. Coach Social Identity  3.23(1.21) 1    

2. Team Social Identity 3.28(1.23) .65**    

3. Sport confidence 3.25(1.13) .62** .74**   

4. Sport Motivation 3.04(1.04) .72** .59** .55**  

5. Team Self Esteem 3.06(1.04) .76** .58** .63** .59** 

*=p<.01   **=p<.001 

 

 

Firstly the significant positive correlations between the two scales provide some 

evidence of concurrent validity as one might expect a positive relationship between 

perceptions of the coach as a prototypical team member and ratings of one’s own 

identification with the team. The fact that both higher ratings of the coach as a 

prototypical team member and self-identification with the team correlated positively 

with team self-efficacy, sport confidence, and sport motivation provides additional 

evidence of predictive validity. In order to further test the structure of the scales 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis was carried out using AMOS, which produced the results 

shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. The Fit Indices confirm the fit of both measures to the 

data. CSIS; CMIN/DF = 1.9, RMSEA = .05, IFI = .98, CFI = .98 and SRMR = .04. 

TSIS; CMIN/DF = 1.99, RMSEA = .06, IFI = .99, CFI = .99 and SRMR = .04. 

Using the modification index indicated that allowing some of the items to correlate 

would improve the fit of the models. Initially both models were good fit to the data with 

CFI = .95 and IFI = .95. Allowing the item correlations produced an excellent fit as 

shown. It is not unusual for items to inter-correlate and in fact it would be surprising to 

find that they did not. It is only if item correlations are above .8 that problems occur 

with multicollinearity. 
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Figure 7: Confirmatory factor analysis of the coach social identity scale (CSIS) 
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Figure 8: Confirmatory factor analysis of the team social identity scale (TSIS) 
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Finally since the correlation analysis shows a significant relationship between both 

Coach Social Identity (CSI) and Team Social Identity (TSI) and team self-efficacy, 

sport motivation and sport confidence a model was developed and tested using 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with AMOS. The model proposed that CSI and 

TSI would both show positive and significant relationships with team self-efficacy, 

sport motivation and sport confidence allowing TSI and CSI to be correlated and also 

allowing team self-efficacy, sport motivation and sport confidence to be correlated. 

Consistent with previous research in the area (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Haslam, 

Reicher & Platow, 2011) the model indicates that social identity (both coach and team) 

predicts collective esteem which then positively impacts levels of sport motivation and 
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sport confidence. The results shown in Figure 9 confirm that the model is a good fit for 

the data. 

 

Figure 9: Path model for team identification onto team self-esteem, sport motivation and 

sport confidence 
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5.4 Discussion 

The aim of this study was to develop and test measures which could be used in further 

exploring the utility of a social identity theory of leadership in sport coaching and this 

has been successfully accomplished. The pool of items devised to provide team member 

ratings of their coach produced 4 factors, the first of which clearly reflects ratings of the 

coach as a prototypical team member and is accepted as a 10 item scale measuring 

Coach Social Identity. The pool of items applied to team members’ self-ratings of 

identification with the team produced a strong 10 item Team Social Identity scale. This 

provides initial support for the importance of social identifications in relation to sport 

teams. The psychometric properties demonstrated in line with Lampling et al., (2002) 

and Smith et al., (2005) provide strong support for the scales in their initial stages. 

Clearly further testing of the reliability and validity of the scales is required and indeed 

as Anastasi suggests in her classic text reliability and validity should never be assumed 

as fixed and should be tested every time a scale is used (Anastasi, &  Urbina, 1997). 

 

Consistent with previous research in the area (e.g., Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) the 

model indicates that social identity (both coach and team) predicts collective esteem 

suggesting that both measures may be useful indicators of team self-esteem. The model 

also shows that team self-esteem then positively impacts levels of sport motivation and 

sport confidence which demonstrates the positive implications coach and team social 

identity may have in the sport coaching domain. The initial research presented in study 

one suggests that coaches who are perceived by their athletes as being ‘one of us’ (i.e., a 

prototypical group member and social identity leader) can increase group esteem, most 

likely through fostering team social identity (as measured using the TSIS), which then 
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leads to increased levels of sport confidence and sport motivation within the sports 

team.  

Leadership in sport coaching encompasses many dimensions of leadership behaviour 

including ‘motivating athletes’ (Horn, 2008, p. 240) and instilling confidence within 

individual athletes and the sport group as a whole (Vealey, 1986). Past research has 

demonstrated that both confidence and motivation are important measures of sport 

performance and outcomes of coaching effectiveness (Pelletier et al., 1995; Manzo et 

al., 2001). The current research implies that coaches must understand and establish 

social identity processes within their group in order to effectively lead the group 

towards positive sporting outcomes (e.g., collective esteem, motivation, confidence).  

Previous research has established the relationship between both sport motivation and 

sport confidence and sport performance, and, while performance was not directly 

measured in this study, both measures of social identity are strongly related to 

motivation and confidence. The next stage in research should confirm the efficacy of the 

TSIS and CSIS, and test their direct relationship other coaching effectiveness outcome 

measures (e.g., coaching competency). Future research should continue to extend the 

current findings through examining the relationship between social identity within sport 

coach leadership and performance measures such as coaching win-loss record.  

The current data is cross sectional and based on sport science students, which limits the 

strength of conclusions that can be drawn. However the psychometric performance of 

the scales and the correlations with sport confidence and motivation provides strong 

preliminary evidence. The scales need to be further tested in larger samples of real life 

sport teams and coaches but this study does provide initial tools to begin exploring the 

area.    
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6.0 Study 2: The Effects of Social Identity on Coaching Competence, Sport 

Motivation and Sport Confidence 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

Social Identity Theory has been very successful as an explanatory model of leadership 

effectiveness in organizations, and would appear to have potential as a model of team 

coaching effectiveness. In this study a sample of 351 team sport athletes were assessed 

using measures of Coach Social Identity, Team Social Identity, coach competence, sport 

motivation and sport confidence. Confirmatory factor analysis using Amos confirmed 

the structure of the Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS) and the Team Social Identity 

Scale (TSIS) and showed both to be a good fit to the data. Structural equation modeling 

was then utilised to test a model predicting that social identity (coach and team) would 

be predictive of coach competence, sport motivation and sport confidence. Results 

reported good model fit and mediation analysis indicated both direct and indirect effects 

of coach (CSIS) and team (TSIS) social identity on perceived coach competence.  

 

Keywords: social identity, sports coaching, sports leadership.   
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6.1 Introduction 

Recognising what makes an effective coach is an important area of contemporary 

research within the world of high performance sport and sport psychology. Throughout 

the last 10 years researchers have drawn on the field of leadership research and 

endeavoured to apply a range of leadership theories and perspectives to an analysis of 

coaching behaviour and coaching style, with varying success. With the ever-growing 

popularity of sport around the globe the pressure to perform and ultimately win has 

increased the focus on coaching effectiveness and what it means to be a successful 

sports coach.  

According to Lyle (2002) the role of the coach is to direct and manage the process that 

leads to the achievement of identified (and normally agreed) goals. This involves the 

integration of the performer’s aspirations and abilities, the goals identified, the external 

environment and the necessary intervention programme. Given the nature of sports 

coaching it is in common agreement that the ability to positively influence and motivate 

athletes is a key component in determining coaching success. Thus the leadership 

process is inherent in sports coaching, and leadership in this context has been described 

as the behavioural process of influencing individuals and groups toward set goals 

(Barrow, 1977, p. 232). Past research in sport and coaching suggests that coaches have a 

significant role and influence on their athletes, in particular in youth athletes, mainly 

through the attitudes, values and beliefs they emphasise, the behaviours and actions they 

model, the goals and targets they set for their players, and the overall environment and 

culture they seek to create. It is the latter creation of a high performance environment 

and culture leading to sustainable success that is of paramount interest in this paper.  

 

The commonly accepted definition of coach leadership refers to a behavioural process 

that is used to influence athlete performance and satisfaction (Chelladurai and Riemer, 
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1998). This definition has been criticized for not accurately describing the complex and 

dynamic social process that is sport coaching inherently. A ‘definition of coach 

leadership must be consistent with the understanding of the coaching process and 

leadership, both of which are inherently social processes’ (Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 

2010, p. 431). This point of contention is of particular interest to my research domain. 

In situating coach leadership within a social process structure, Vella et al bring light to 

the importance of the group/team context within increasing one’s leadership 

effectiveness as a coach. This paper reports on research designed to lay the foundations 

from which to investigate the relationship between perceived social identity levels in 

sport coaches and their coaching effectiveness.  

 

The social identity theory of leadership is currently a popular area of investigation 

within psychology and has not previously been applied to research on sport coaching. 

Although until now there has been little application of social identity theory to sports 

coaching effectiveness, this theory along with the social construction theory of 

leadership has advanced in tandem with leadership development and training in many 

sectors. Invariably this focus has been within and in relation to formal and work-based 

organizations and inter-group and intra-group behaviours, but the relevance of social 

identity and leadership models to sports coaching is intuitively obvious and offers the 

opportunity for rich and relevant research.  

 

The argument that an individual’s self-identify as a leader is created from within an 

iterative process through engagement with followers as part of a process of 

conceptualizing their role within inter-group contexts has resonance with sports 

coaching where such demanded qualities as trust and prototypicality reside alongside 

knowledge and commitment. For the team being coached, the coach’s cognitive 
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processes, emotional/affective associations and interdependence with team members 

provide the key elements of social identification with the group and from this 

vicariously with the coach as its leader. Nevertheless, social identity theory and 

leadership has to date been only tangentially made relevant to sports coaching and never 

heretofore directly applied. This ongoing research, using a three-staged quantitative 

approach, is intended as a contribution to this important and developing field.       

Within any social group (e.g., sports team), the repeated question of interest with 

regards to leadership is why is it that some people rise to the position of leader but 

others don’t? Much previous research has relied on addressing this question through the 

identification of specific and stable characteristics, traits and behaviours that leader’s 

would need to exhibit to influence others and distinguish themselves as leaders. In 

contrast recent leadership research suggests that a leader’s primary goal is not to 

differentiate themselves from those they seek to lead, but rather to exaggerate their 

commonalities (Haslam, Reicher & Platow, 2011). Past experimental research 

investigating the social identity leadership approach in the organizational domain 

provides two important contributions: a) the most in-group prototypical group members 

are considered the most influential within a group and b) given a choice, group 

members favour leaders who display in-group prototypicality characteristics over those 

who display stereotypical leadership characteristics (Haslam et al, 2011).  

The role of the group is to offer certainties and therefore leadership arising from within 

such a group becomes heavily reliant upon ‘proto-typicality’, or the extent to which the 

group member and particularly the leader appears to demonstrate the core desired 

attributes of the group. Under this assumption the effective sports coach is the one who 

most fully demonstrates the core values and attributes – is proto-typical – both of the 

sport and the role of coach. Group oriented values, rather than those that serve the 

interests of the individual, are therefore evaluated more positively by the leader’s 
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followers.  

Furthermore, the sports world provides the ideal conditions for identity leadership to 

foster and be effective. The ‘sports team’ domain is highly specific in terms of group 

membership similarities (e.g., intrinsic desire to be a group member, sport-choice, age, 

gender), has naturally structured shared group goals through the nature of a sport season 

(e.g., win the title, reach group targets each practice), and also provides the relevant out-

groups in the form of opposing teams. Such intrinsic elements existing in sport groups 

combined with the competitive structure of the sports world help to create salient social 

groups and an understanding of social identity leadership is required to most effectively 

navigate performance success. 

6.2 Proposed Study Path Model for Testing  

In order to test the relationships between social identity, sport motivation, sport 

confidence and coaching competence a model was proposed. See figure 10 for the 

proposed path model to be tested in this study. Based on the previous study and past 

research it is suggested that coach and team identity will be directly related to sport 

motivation and sport confidence. It is further proposed that both coach and team identity 

will be directly related to coaching competency. It is suggested as well that sport 

motivation and sport confidence will mediate the relationship between coach and team 

identity and coaching competency.  

Figure 10: Proposed Study Path Model for Testing 
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This study is the second part of research endeavouring to identify a social identity 

model of leadership applied to sport coaching and to identify how the model relates to 

coach competency, team motivation and team confidence summing to overall coaching 

effectiveness. Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS) and Team Social Identity Scale 

(TSIS) were developed and their initial psychometric properties tested. The current 

study aims to confirm the factor structure and psychometric properties and provide an 

initial test of the model.  

 

6.2 Method 

This study aimed to assess the factor structure and psychometric properties of the Coach 

Social Identity Scale (CSIS) and Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS). In addition it aimed 

to test the relationship between coach and team identity and sport motivation, coaching 

competence and sport confidence. This investigation drew respondents from a larger 

and separate purposive sample of 351 across a range of sports and countries.  

 

6.2.3 Procedure    

A minimum sample of 300 potential respondents was decided upon in order to secure a 

satisfactory participant to item ratio between 1:5 and 1:10, and to provide adequate 

power of .8 with a medium effect size. Respondents were drawn from a purposive 

sample of 627 senior team sport athletes that spanned a) a range of athletic level (from 

club level to collegiate level, international level and professional level); b) a range of 

sports (netball, basketball, rugby, soccer, tennis, golf, track and field, field-hockey, 

American football, baseball, lacrosse, softball, swimming, wrestling) and c) a range of 

International countries (Ireland, UK, USA, New Zealand). 351 questionnaires were 

returned that were suitable for data analysis, providing a response rate of 56%. 
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Participant age categories and their frequency in percentage was as follows: aged 18-24 

(93.7%); aged 25-30 (5.3%); aged 31-36 (0.8%); aged 37 or above (0.3%). 

 

The purposive sample was identified by the researcher through extensive contact 

facilitation and appropriate sport team identification across a range of team sports in 

four countries. Data was collected using both an online method and a hard-copy 

method. There was no content difference between the online and hard-copy 

questionnaire packs.  

 

Using a data collection software tool named Qualtrics, the researcher created online 

questionnaire packs (A & B) that were purposively administered to thirty appropriate 

athletic teams around the globe. Following admission of interest in the research, 

participating team sport organisations comprised of NZ Rugby, NZ Basketball, the 

American NCAA (Division-1) and the BBL (British Basketball League). Questionnaire 

packs were organised into pack A and pack B (measure reverse order to pack A) to 

avoid participant fatigue in questionnaire completion. Each team was contacted prior to 

administration and permission was gained in advance of online survey completion. 

Following approval to proceed online questionnaire packs were then administered 

during a four-month collection period under the aegis of the University of Ulster. 

 

In addition 200 hard-copy questionnaire packs were prepared and evenly divided 

between Packs A and B (reversed order). These 200 questionnaire packs were then 

issued throughout the Island of Ireland during the same four-month collection period 

under the aegis of the University of Ulster. Following admission of interest in the 

research, participating team sport organisations comprised of Ulster Rugby, NI Netball, 

NI Women’s Soccer, the FAI (Football Association of Ireland) and BI (Basketball 
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Ireland). The administration occurred after sports team training sessions with the club’s 

permission, and at sports club events ensuring the questionnaires were targeted 

purposively towards a range of interested athletic teams. Both the online and hard-copy 

questionnaires packs were identical and took 15-20 minutes to complete. In total, 351 

instruments were returned fully completed. Data sets were presented in SPSS format 

using FORMIC. 

 

6.2.4 Measures 

The instrument used in this study was a questionnaire pack refined from study 1, 

prepared using Microsoft Word and created through FORMIC. The questionnaire 

sought brief biographical details; age and team sport played using four measures and, in 

order to ensure reliability by factoring in for respondent fatigue when using the 

instrument, the questionnaire packs were delivered in two sequences of instruments that 

were designated Pack A and Pack B. Two social identity measures were administered; 

one assessing the team member’s perception of social identity levels of the respondent’s 

coach (refined from 51 items to 40 items following study 1), the other assessing their 

own social identity level in relation to their team (refined from 50 items to 22 items 

following study 1). The Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory, the Sport Motivation 

Scale and the Coaching Competency Scale were also administered to investigate 

relationships between sporting variables. In summary the instrument comprised;    

 

1. Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS): Following a factor analysis in study one, the 

51 items were refined to 40 items for assessment in study 2. 

2. Team Social Identification Scale (TSIS): Following a factor analysis in study one, the 

50 items were refined to 22 items for assessment in study 2. 

3. Sport Motivation Scale (SMS): A measure with seven 4-item sub-scales measuring 
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three forms of intrinsic motivation (to know, to accomplish things, to experience 

stimulation) and three forms of regulation for extrinsic motivation (identified, 

introjected, external) and amotivation. Cronbach Alphas for the scales range .71-

.85. 

4. Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (CSCI): A 45 item scale based on a three-factor 

model for dispositional optimism, perceived competence and perceived control. 

Cronbach Alpha scales range .79-.87.  

5. The Coaching Competency Scale (CCS): A 17 item tool used to measure athletes’ 

evaluations of their head coach’s coaching competency, an important 

multidimensional construct in models of coaching effectiveness. The scale 

measures 4 dimensions: motivation, game strategy, technique, and character 

building. Internal reliabilities ranged from .84 to .89. 

 

The order of completion for Pack A was; Coach Social ID Scale, Team Social ID Scale, 

Sport Motivation Scale, Carolina Sport Confidence Measure and Coaching Competency 

Scale. For Pack B the order was; Coaching Competency Scale, Carolina Sport 

Confidence Measure, Sport Motivation Scale, Team Identification Scale and Perception 

of Coach Scale. This meant that the order of instruments contained in Pack A was 

reversed for Pack B.      

 

6.2.5 Data Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis was carried out using principle component analysis to 

explore the underlying structure of observed variables that were deemed relevant to the 

focus of the research and the subsequent study 1 factor structure. The factor structure of 

the measure was also tested for internal consistency using reliability analysis. AMOS 

was then employed to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis to assess the tenability of a 
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single factor 10-item model representing a Coach Social Identity Scale’ (CSIS) and a 9-

item single factor model representing a Team Social Identity Scale’ (TSIS). Multiple 

regression analysis was subsequently used to model and analyse several variables 

including coach social identity (CSIS), team social identity (TSIS), coaching 

competency, sport motivation and sport confidence.  

 

6.3 Results 

6.3.1 Explanation 

6.3.1.1 Determining the Factor Structure of the CSIS and TSIS 

The factor structure of both the CSIS and TSIS was evaluated using multiple methods 

on data collected from 351 athlete participants ranging in both team sport type and 

athletic level. The revised 40-item Coach Social ID Scale (CSIS) and 22-item Team 

Social ID Scale (TSIS) were analysed utilizing principal components analysis with 

orthogonal varimax rotation. The competing models were then tested using SEM with 

accompanying Path Diagrams to determine the most parsimonious of suggested models.  

 

The results and findings in this paper report on reliability analysis and confirmatory 

factor analysis of both the CSIS and the TSIS from the study sample (351 athlete 

participants from a wide range of team sports). Following the confirmation of the factor 

structure, both the CSIS and the TSIS are explored further with reference to their 

reliability and their relationship to other variables pertinent to the research area (e.g., 

coaching competency, sport motivation and sport confidence). Findings are reported 

below on the CSIS and TSIS. 
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6.3.2 Findings 

6.3.2.1 Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS) 

The Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS) was originally constructed in the previous study 

of items relating to the athlete’s perception of the level of ‘social identity’ held by 

his/her coach. The developed CSIS scale from the previous study consisted of ten items 

measuring the athlete’s perception of the level of ‘social identity’ within their coach’s 

leadership style. The original 10-item CSIS component reliability was high (Cronbach’s  

= .88). The factor loadings and psychometric properties of the revised coach social 

identity measurement is provided in Table 12.   

 

Table 12: Factor loadings and psychometric properties of the revised coach social 

identity scale (CSIS) 

Factor 1: Coach Social Identity:  

Eigenvalue=6.6  

Variance=65.8%  

Cronbach Alpha=.94 
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1. Our coach is just like one of us .834 .872 

2. It would be accurate to describe our coach as a typical 

member of our team 

.807 .852 

3. I see our coach as a member of the team .805 .848 

4. Our coach would feel good to be described as a typical 

member of the team 

.672 .845 

5. I don’t feel our coach is one of us .724 .836 

6. I am proud to acknowledge that our coach is a member of the 

team 

.798 .832 



 

160 

7. I feel strong ties with my team coach .784 .812 

8. We often socialise with our team coach .628 .778 

9. I’m glad to have a coach who is a member of the team .790 .730 

10. I identify with my team coach .763 .691 

 

6.3.2.2 CSIS Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The results of a confirmatory factor analysis on the CSIS suggest a 10-item ‘Coach 

Social ID’ factor as a best model fit. The competing models for the CSIS were tested 

using SEM with accompanying Path Diagrams to determine the most parsimonious of 

the suggested models. The structural model of the 1 factor solution (see figure 11.) was 

evaluated utilizing the maximum likelihood estimation technique through the AMOS 

software program. The model incorporated a theoretical structure based on the factor 

loadings from the specified single factor model of the Coach Social Identification Scale 

(CSIS) as identified in study 1 and consequently identified in study 2. The CSIS factor 

refers to all the items that loaded on the single factor (“Coach Identification”). 

According to the fit indices model fit was achieved following three modifications 

(covarying item c2 and c6, item c4 and c9 and item c7 and c10). CMIN/DF = 2.1, 

RMSEA = .05, IFI = .99, and the CFI = .99. The path analysis of the proposed single 

factor model of the Coach Social Identification Scale (CSIS) is displayed below with 

component item covariances and item factor loadings clearly labelled (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11: Confirmatory factor analysis of the coach social identity scale (CSIS) 
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6.3.2.3 CSIS Relationships with Pertinent Variables 

The CSIS measures the degree to which athletes perceive their coaches to be 

prototypical members of the group (e.g., High or Low Social Identity Coach-Leaders). 

The researchers predict that the level of coach social identity (Coach SI) is positively 

related to the perceived degree of team social identity (Team SI), positively related to 

how competent the coach is perceived to be by their athletes, and positively related to 

athlete levels of self-confidence and sport motivation. See Table 13 for correlation and 

descriptive analysis of the CSIS. 

 

Table 13: Correlations and descriptive statistics for study variables 

 Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Coach Social ID  5.64 (2.29) 1     

2. Team Social ID 5.30 (2.16) .67** 1    

3. Sport confidence 4.89 (2.02) .58** .54** 1   

4. Sport Motivation 4.69 (2.11) .41** .47** .32** 1  

5. Perceived Coach 

Competency 

5.26 (1.83) 

.68** .58** .53** .49** 1 

*=p<.01   **=p<.001 

 

 

Correlation analysis found a significant positive relationship between the CSIS and the 

TSIS (r = .67, n = 351, p < .001) indicating concurrent validity and suggesting as per 

researcher predictions that the social identity levels of a sport coach is related to the 

social identity levels within their team.  

 

A significant positive relationship was found between Coach Social Identity and Sport 

Motivation (r = .41, n = 351, p < .001). Such a finding would suggest that coaches 
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perceived as scoring higher on social identity are perceived as more successful at 

motivating their athletes than those with a low social identity rating.  

 

A significant positive relationship was found between Coach SI and Sports Confidence 

(r = .58, n = 351, p < .001). This suggests as per researcher predictions that coaches 

scoring high on Social Identity (as perceived by their athletes) are more effective in 

creating confident athletes than those with a low social identity rating. Higher athlete 

confidence may be an outcome of the team environment that effective social identity 

coach-leaders create. 

 

This study incorporated the Coaching Competency Scale (Myers, Feltz, Maier, Wolfe & 

Recakse, 2006) to measure athletes’ evaluations of their head coach’s coaching 

competency. This tool is deemed an important multidimensional construct in models of 

coaching effectiveness. There was a significant positive relationship between Coach SI 

and Coach Competency (r = .68, n = 351, p < .001) suggesting that athletes who 

perceive their coaches as prototypical members of the group (e.g., high social identity) 

also perceive their coaches as competent across 4 dimensions: motivation, game 

strategy, technique, and character building. 

 

6.3.2.4 Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS) 

The Team Social Identification Scale (TSIS) was constructed from study 1 of items 

related to the athlete’s perception of the level of ‘social identity’ felt as a member of a 

sports team. The developed TSIS scale from the previous study consisted of ten items 

measuring the athlete’s perception of their level of ‘social identity’ within their sports 

team. This 10-item TSIS component reliability was high (Cronbach’s  = .96). The factor 

loadings and psychometric properties of the revised team social identity measurement is 
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provided in Table 14.   

 

Table 14: Factor loadings and psychometric properties of the team identification scale 

(TSIS) 

 

Factor 1: Team Social Identity:  

Eigenvalue=6.5: 

Variance=71.74%:  

Cronbach Alpha=.95 It
em
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1. I am pleased to be a member of my team .844 .882 

2. I feel strong ties with my team mates .799 .846 

3. I feel good about my team .789 .837 

4. When I talk about my team I usually say we .815 .858 

5. I identify with my team mates .798 .842 

6. I am a worthy member of my team .677 .738 

7. I am glad to belong to my team .861 .895 

8. When someone praises my team, it feels like a compliment .806 .851 

9. It would be accurate to describe me as a typical member .823 .865 

 

 

6.3.2.5 TSIS Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The results of a confirmatory factor analysis on the TSIS suggest a 9-item ‘Team Social 

ID’ factor as a best model fit. The competing models for the TSIS were tested using 

SEM with accompanying Path Diagrams to determine the most parsimonious of the 

suggested models. The structural model of the 1 factor solution (see figure 12.) was 

evaluated utilizing the maximum likelihood estimation technique through the AMOS 

software program. The model incorporated a theoretical structure based on the factor 
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loadings from the specified single factor model of the Team Social Identity Scale 

(TSIS) as identified in study 1 and consequently identified in study 2. The TSIS factor 

refers to all the items that loaded on the single factor (“Team Identification”). 

According to the fit indices model fit was achieved following three modifications; 

removal of item 7 and item t2 and t4 and item t9 and t10 were covaried. CMIN/DF = 

2.8, RMSEA = .06, IFI = .98 and the CFI = .98. The path analysis of the proposed 

single factor model of the Team Social Identification Scale (TSIS) is displayed below 

with component item covariances and item factor loadings clearly labelled (Figure 12). 
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Figure 12: Confirmatory factor analysis of the team social identity scale (TSIS) 
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6.3.2.6 TSIS Relationships with Pertinent Variables 

The Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS) refers to the level that athletes identify with their 

acquired social group (e.g., sports team), and the researchers predict that the level of 

team identification is positively related to the perceived degree of coach prototypicality, 

positively related to how competent the coach is perceived to be, and positively related 

to self-reported levels of self-confidence and sport motivation. See Table 13 for 

correlation and descriptive analysis of the TSIS. 

 

As mentioned above and analogous to study 1 sample, there was a significant positive 

relationship between Team SI and Coach SI (r = .67, n = 351, p < .001) implying that 

‘social identity’ levels in a sports team is positively related to the social identity levels 

that are seen to be present in that team’s coach. This indicates that there is a positive 

relationship between the social identity of team and coach and that the higher the social 

identity level of the coach the better he is able to foster high SI levels in the team.  

 

A significant positive relationship was found in between Team SI and Sport Motivation 

(r = .47, n = 351, p < .001). Such a high correlation suggests that the level of team 

identification is important in motivating athletes to compete and participate, and 

deriving value from team membership has a positive influence on their motivation 

levels. This is clearly important given that athlete motivation is a large component in 

determining athletic success and coaching effectiveness.  

 

There was also a significant positive relationship between Team SI and Sports 

Confidence (r = .54, n = 351, p < .001) suggesting as per researcher predictions that 

athletes scoring high on team social identity perceptions are more likely to perceive 

higher athlete confidence levels than team members with low team identification scores. 
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There was a significant positive relationship between Team SI and Coach Competency 

(r = .58, n = 351, p < .001) suggesting that athletes who perceive their team 

identification as salient (e.g., view selves as prototypical members of the group) will be 

more likely to perceive their coaches as more competent than athletes with low team 

identification. .  

 

6.3.2.7 The Effects of Coach and Team SI on Coaching Competency 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was utilised to assess the relationships between all 

study variables (Coach SI, Team SI, Coaching Competency, Sport Motivation and Sport 

Confidence) (see Figure 13).  
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The researchers were particularly interested in examining the effects that Coach SI  

(CSIS) and Team SI (TSIS) might have on coach competency as perceived by athletes. 

Mediation analysis based on standardised regression weights from SEM was conducted 

to assess the type of effect Coach and Team SI had on coaching competency. (see Table 

15). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Path model for perceived coach competency on coach and team identity 
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Table 15: Mediation analysis based on standardised regression weights 

Relationship Mediator Direct 

effect 

without 

mediator 

Direct 

effect 

with 

mediator 

Indirect 

effect 

Direct 

effect of 

mediator 

Mediation 

Coach Social 

Identity on 

Perceived 

Coach 

Competency 

Sport 

Motivation 

.678*** .574*** .104** .384*** Partial 

Sport 

Confidence  

.678*** .559*** .119** .482*** Partial 

Motivation 

& 

Confidence 

.678*** .479*** .201**  Partial 

Team Social 

Identity on 

Perceived 

Coach 

Competence 

Sport 

Motivation 

.578*** .468*** .130** .279*** Partial 

Sport 

Confidence 

.578*** .413*** .165*** .308*** Partial 

Motivation 

& 

Confidence 

.578*** .307** .274***  Partial 

** p<.01    *** p<.001 

 

Findings indicated that Coach Social Identity (CSIS) had a significant direct effect on 

perceived coach competence (r = .678, p < .001) with partial mediation from a) sport 

motivation (r = .104, p < .001); b) sport confidence (r = .119, p < .001); and c) sport 

motivation and sport confidence (r = .201, p < .001). Partial mediation by a) sport 

motivation; b) sport confidence and c) sport motivation and sport confidence was 

discovered in the relationship between Team Social Identity (TSIS) and perceived coach 

competence; significant indirect effects were found between TSIS and sport motivation 

on coaching competency (r = .130, p < .01), TSIS and sport confidence (r = .165, p < 

.001) and TSIS and sport motivation and sport confidence (r = .274, p < .001). 
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Results from the structural equation modelling and mediation regression analysis 

suggest that the level of social identity a coach is perceived to have by his/her athletes 

has a significant direct effect on how competent that coach is perceived by his/her 

athletes. This confirms researcher predictions that coach social identity is a sound 

predictor of effective leadership leading to increases in athletes’ positive perceptions of 

their coaches (e.g., coach competency level).  

 

Results of this analysis also indicate that the level of team and coach social identity has 

an indirect effect on coach competency that is partially mediated by athletes’ 

perceptions of sport motivation and sport confidence. Such findings demonstrate the 

importance of both coach and team social identity in perceptions of coach competency, 

with high coach social identity being particularly significant in attaining positive athlete 

perceptions of coach competency. 

 

6.4 Discussion 

The creation of a general team environment represents the overall climate that coaches 

establish to maximize group performance. Becker's (2009) study of ‘great sport 

coaches’ identifies the purposeful development of a team environment as a core 

component separating great coaches from good coaches and the establishment of a 

general team environment by the coach is most closely linked to what is commonly 

known as the creation of an in-group within the social identity literature. In a similar 

way, a social identity leader will knowingly create an in-group from which specific 

roles, proto-typical behaviours and desired expectations will emerge. A basic 

component of creating a salient in-group as a social identity leader is to ensure the 

emphasis and focus is always on the group (or 'us') and not on the leader (or 'me'). A 

coach’s ability to model and to foster proto-typicality in terms of the norms, values and 
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aspirations of an idealised team and to then transmit these to the real one will determine 

the salience and success of that in-group.  

 

The ‘Coach SI’ component relates to the athlete’s perception of the relationship of their 

coach’s level of social identity to their competence and a 10-item measure was 

identified following confirmatory factor analysis. The reliability of the revised CSIS 

was high (Cronbach’s  = .90). The revised CSIS when applied to a large athlete sample 

(N=351) is positively related to the perceived degree of team-member identification 

(TIS) (r = .67, n = 351, p < .01), positively related to how competent (r = .68, n = 351, p 

< .01) the coach is perceived to be by their athletes, and positively related to self-

reported athlete levels of self confidence (r = .58, n = 351, p < .01) and sport motivation 

(r = .41, n = 351, p < .01). 

 

The results from the study two athlete sample (senior team athletes ranging from club to 

international level) relating to the CSIS suggest that coaches’ perceived as high social 

identity leaders by their athletes will assist in increasing team cohesion, fostering athlete 

confidence and motivating the group. The results also show that high social identity is 

related to athlete perceptions of their coach as being ‘competent’. Effective coaches 

ensure that athlete-centred engagement occurs on a daily basis (Becker, 2009). Group 

membership is about truly believing that you are a part of that group, and to feel valued 

a coach/leader must ensure each member is engaged in group processes and decision-

making. Great coaches involve their athletes in making decisions regarding off-days, 

pre-season conditioning, practice schedules, uniforms, and where they would eat on 

road trips: "The guys on the team never got to design or call plays, but he made us feel 

like it was our team. He gave us ownership" (p.14: Becker, 2009, p. 106). There is a 

clear link from this prior research on ‘great coaches’ to how high social identity levels 
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can impact how effective a coach is perceived.  

 

Developing a general team environment using a system is a key component to effective 

coaching. Both team environment and a system relate to the group and a social identity 

coach will understand how to initiate a system/environment that will accurately 

represent and motivate the group. Within sport a coach's system is essentially the 

framework (based on established or acquired beliefs) in which coaches implement their 

philosophies (Becker, 2009). A system is critical in coaching as it will help define the 

team environment, the practice structure and the culture and identity of the group. The 

system is closely linked to the general team environment and serves to define the 

structure of a team's identity. An important aspect of being an effective social identity 

leader is to be an entrepreneur of identity (e.g., to create and define a novel and fitting 

group identity leading to success). Within the sports coaching context, a system and 

how it is integrated and structured within the group can determine how salient the group 

identity will be and how successful the team may be. 

 

The leadership process and sports coaching are inherently connected in that both are 

considered intricate social processes that are sustained and preserved by a set of 

reciprocal, interpersonal relationships (e.g., coach-athlete, athlete-athlete, coach-coach) 

and which are simultaneously infused with contextual constraints and situational norms 

(Cushion, 2007). Laois, Theodorakis and Garaglianos (2003) state that leadership is 

considered an essential and indispensable element of coaching practice, thus the ability 

of a coach to lead their team is one of the most important factors in being an effective 

sports coach. Motivating the group is an instrumental aspect of effective leadership and 

it is this attribute that determines the performance effectiveness of the team. It enables 

the leadership dimension in sport to contribute to our understanding of performance per 
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se and the presence of a coherent and positive social identity contributes to this 

leadership dimension. This research demonstrates that a coach who is perceived by their 

athletes to have high social identity can motivate their athletes (r = .41, n = 351, p < .01) 

and confirms that their motivation abilities are an important component of their role.  

 

The coach/player dyad is an iterative one and the ‘coach’ does not exist except within 

the context of their interaction with a team or individual athletes. Thus furthering the 

process of developing the CSIS instrument externally using athlete insight and 

perceptions was both convenient and accessible, as well as being justified in research 

terms. In this context it will be possible to demonstrate the extent to which the revised 

model here described is commensurate with earlier examples in terms of its ability to 

offer reliable and valid insights into social identity and leadership as these are 

manifested in sports coaching.  

       

6.5 Conclusion  

This paper details the second stage of a three-part investigation into the relationship 

between social identity and leadership in terms of the capabilities of sports coaches, as 

such it offers the opportunity for planned intervention to enhance the repertoire of social 

and managerial skills available to sports coaches in both amateur and professional 

contexts. The first part of this stage of the research consisted of the administration of a 

research instrument (questionnaire) through a purposive convenience sample 

administered to 450 sports players with an inclusion response rate of 271 (60%). From 

the findings in study 1 the Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS) was developed.  

 

This second stage of the research administered the modified CSIS to a larger purposive 

athlete sample (N=351) to demonstrate convergence and divergence from the results 
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obtained through the first stage of the inquiry and between athletes (players) and their 

coaches. Through confirmatory factor analysis on a purposive athlete sample, findings 

indicated efficacy for use of both the CSIS and the TSIS within the sport coaching 

domain. The results suggest that a coach with a strong social identity is also able to 

motivate players and instill a level of athlete confidence. 

 

Interestingly, this study reports that coach social identity levels have a significant 

positive relationship between SI Coach and Coach Competency (r = .68, n = 351, p < 

.01) suggesting that athletes who perceive their coaches as prototypical members of the 

group (e.g., high social identity) also perceive their coaches as competent across 4 

dimensions: motivation, game strategy, technique, and character building. The 

Coaching Competency Scale (CCS) is deemed an important multidimensional construct 

in models of coaching effectiveness and a reliable outcome measure of coaching 

effectiveness. Further research is required to explore whether coaches perceived as high 

in social identity levels are successful in terms of measured coaching outcomes other 

than the CCS, such as win/loss record and the coaching efficacy scale (CES).  

 

The key to a nation’s sporting success is the quality of its coaches, whether this is of an 

Olympic team or a local football club. Increasingly large sums are currently being 

invested in sport, public funds to engender popular health and foster sports prowess 

amongst individuals, within the private sector and especially football internationally 

high investments are made into players and their coaches/managers. Despite this, there 

has been a general lack of focused scientific research into optimising players and 

coaches.  

 

A critical assertion worthy of reiteration at this point was raised in a recent review by 
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Vella et al (2010), which clarified that the current definition of sport coach leadership 

does not allow for the fact that coach leadership behaviours are a consequence of a 

broad range of variables, including a coach’s personal characteristics, athlete 

characteristics, and the coaching context; where ultimately sport coaching leadership is 

concluded to be a complex social process. Until now little firm evidence as to how 

sports coaching can be optimised from within the domains of psychology and social 

psychology has been attempted. Research into the construction of social identity and its 

impact upon sports coaching is to date only limited, but it offers a rich opportunity for 

further work that is relevant to social identity and leadership per se and most 

particularly to the sports arena, from which it has heretofore been absent. Psychology 

and leadership studies offer a refracting lens and structuring tool that can be applied 

within the arena of sports coaching research. 

 

This paper furthers a section of on-going research that is unique within its field. An 

understanding of social identity as a sport coach appears to address the complex social 

process ‘gap’ often misunderstood in the field. A sport coach who is perceived by their 

athletes as ‘one of the group’ and seen to be ‘working on behalf of the group’ will 

enable leadership on the group-level. From this salient proto-typical group perception SI 

coaches can then create an effective team identity to make the group/team matter 

(through performing, winning, succeeding expectations) to reinforce the salience of the 

team’s social identity. Real life evidence in the sport coaching field would suggest an 

understanding of social identity leadership leads to effective results; Graham Souness 

commenting on Alex Ferguson's recent retirement from coaching global soccer 

powerhouse Manchester United attributed his success to the following, “everywhere he 

went he created a them and us, he always made it very clear that his team came first and 

it was us against the world, and as a result he got the most from each of his players”. 
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Similarly Frank Lampard while referring to his Chelsea coach Jose Mourinho on talk 

sport radio stated "He galvanizes people. His own self-confidence reflects back on his 

teams. What he does is he gets the best out of players and gets this togetherness that I'd 

never known until he came to the club, and I haven't seen it again since then."  

 

The present study and the papers that will follow from it will go some way towards 

overcoming the knowledge deficit within the sport coaching leadership domain, 

bringing this field of enquiry further into the public sports research domain and 

hopefully galvanising an interest that initiates further research. Such research provides 

improved ways of informing coaches through the recognition and promotion of social 

identity and leadership and can offer widespread benefit within and beyond the realm of 

sport.  
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7.0 Study 3: Analysis of Social Identity, Coach Evaluations, Sport Motivation and 

Sport Confidence across a Large Athlete Sample 

 

 

Abstract 

 

This study utilised principal components analysis to identify a 3 factor best fit model for 

a Coach Evaluation Scale (CES) from a large sample of athletes (n = 622). 

Confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS confirmed the structure of the CES. The 

Coach Social Identity Scale (CSIS), Team Social Identity Scale (TSIS), sports 

confidence and sport motivation were then relatively assessed in relation to the CES 

across the large athlete sample. Findings indicated high coach and team social identity 

scores equate positively with player perceptions of a ‘positive’ and ‘respected’ coach 

and negatively with player perceptions of a ‘negative’ coach. The author contends 

acquired group identity, rather than compromising ascribed personal and group 

identities, creates a new identity that is super-imposed upon the individual and group 

ascribed perspectives to engender a high performing team.  

 

Keywords: social identity, sports coaching, sports leadership.   
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7.1 Introduction 

Euro 2012 and the Olympic Games have galvanised popular interest in and demand for 

high quality sports coaching, the purpose of which is the leadership of athletes to 

achieve a common goal; winning. Despite having little application to sports coaching 

effectiveness to date, social identity theory and the social construction theory of 

leadership have advanced in tandem with leadership development and training in many 

sectors. Invariably this has been within and in relation to formal and work-based 

organizations and inter-group and intra-group behaviours, but the relevance of social 

identity and leadership models to sports coaching is high and offers the opportunity for 

rich and relevant research.  

 

The argument that an individual’s self-identify as a leader is created from within an 

iterative process through engagement with followers as part of a process of 

conceptualizing their role within inter-group contexts has resonance with sports 

coaching where such demanded qualities as trust and prototypicality reside alongside 

knowledge and commitment. For the team he/she is coaching the coach’s cognitive 

processes, emotional/affective associations and interdependence provide the key 

elements of social identification with the group and from this vicariously with the coach 

as its leader. Nevertheless, social identity theory and leadership has to date been only 

tangentially made relevant to sports coaching and never heretofore directly applied. 

This ongoing research, using a quantitative approach, is intended as a contribution to 

this important and developing field.       

 

The work of Michael Hogg (2001; 2006; 2007; 2008) on social identity has been 

grounded in the premise that the need to resolve existential uncertainties accounts for 

the individual’s search for social identification within the context of groups. The role of 
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the group is to offer certainties and therefore leadership arising from within such a 

group becomes heavily reliant upon ‘prototypicality’, or the extent to which the group 

member and particularly the leader appears to demonstrate the core desired attributes of 

the group. Under this assumption the effective sports coach is the one who most fully 

demonstrates the core values and attributes – is prototypical – both of the sport and the 

role of coach. Group oriented values, rather than those that serve the interests of the 

individual, are therefore evaluated more positively by the leader’s followers.  

 

Such a prototypical leader has at his disposal referent power acquired through the role 

which gives him the opportunity to influence group behaviour, initially because he 

holds the ‘coach-Leader’ title, but also because he demonstrates and personifies the 

norms of the group; in team sports the coach is ideally a former sports player of high 

calibre who embodies the idealised norms of the team towards excellence, inter-

dependence and group pride. Thus social identity theory, when applied to leadership, 

potentially offers a valuable means of investigating those factors that contribute to 

effective sports coaching. 

 

This is the third study in a series. Study 1 and 2 developed and tested measures of Coach 

Social Identity and Team Social Identity and demonstrated that social identity is 

positively related to athlete motivation, sports confidence and perceived coach 

competence. Athlete perceptions of their coach are a significant aspect of coaching 

effectiveness and the current study focused on testing a measure of team evaluations of 

their coach and exploring the role those evaluations play in relation to social identity, 

sport motivation and sport confidence.  
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Athlete evaluations of their coach is an important aspect of athlete performance and 

coaching effectiveness. There should be a connection between how a coach considers 

he/she performs their coaching duties, and how athletes perceive them. In the sport 

coaching domain, this area is under researched and it critical as if there were a 

difference between the two perspectives, then problems could arise. The most widely 

used measure of coach evaluation within the sport coaching realm is the 36-item coach 

evaluation questionnaire (CEQ: Rushall & Wiznuk, 2002).  The CEQ provides an 

objective evaluation of coaching performance from the participants' viewpoint where 

the intention is not to provide negative information, but to ascertain strengths and 

weaknesses, and consequently, provide information that could be used to enhance a 

coach's ability to interact more effectively with athletes (Rushall & Wiznuk, 2002).  

 

The CEQ encompasses coach evaluations of themselves as well as athlete evaluations, 

and covers a wide range of specific athlete evaluations of their coach (e.g., athlete 

health and safety; perceptions of trust; coach sense of humour; physical preparation; 

communication). The CEQ is used in both team and individual sports and has been 

predominantly administered to amateur/youth sports (athletes typically within the 

developmental stage). In addition the CEQ items are not based on coach leadership 

theory and do not measure evaluation specific evaluation components (e.g., positive 

perceptions, negative perceptions). Despite the efficacy of the CEQ in the sport domain, 

there is ample room to further the area of athlete evaluation and to extend this line of 

investigation through other measures of athlete-based coach evaluation. A leadership 

based approach in the construction of a novel coach evaluation measure stemming from 

a mastery-level team sport sample may extend this area of research and provide insight 

into coaching effectiveness. Thus the construction of an athlete evaluation scale based 

on coach leadership is justified in research terms. 
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7.2 Proposed Study Path Model for Testing  

In order to test the relationships between social identity, sport motivation, sport 

confidence and perceived coach quality (as measured by team evaluations of their 

coach) a model was proposed. See figure 14 for the proposed path model to be tested in 

this study. Based on the previous two studies it is again suggested that coach and team 

identity will be directly related to sport motivation and sport confidence. It is further 

proposed that both coach and team identity will be directly related to perceived coach 

quality. It is suggested as well that perceived coach quality will mediate the relationship 

between coach and team identity and both sport motivation and sport confidence.  

 

Figure 14: Proposed path model to be tested in current study 
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7.3 Method 

7.3.1 Design  

This study aimed to assess the factor structure and psychometric properties of the Coach 

Evaluation Scale (CES) and to test the relationships between coach evaluations, coach 

and team identity, sport motivation, and sport confidence (as outlined in Figure 13), 

using quantitative online survey and hard-copy survey administration method.  

 

7.3.2 Procedure    

Respondents were combined from a) a convenience sample of Sports Science students 

and others engaged in team sports at the University of Ulster (271 questionnaires were 

returned that were suitable for data analysis, providing a response rate of 90.3%) and b) 

from a sample of 627 senior team sport athletes that spanned a range of athletic level 

(from club level to international level; 351 questionnaires were returned that were 

suitable for data analysis, providing a response rate of 56%.). The total number of 

participants in the sample was 622. Participants spanned a) a range of athletic level 

(from recreational to club level to collegiate level and international level); b) a range of 

sports (netball, basketball, rugby, soccer, tennis, golf, track and field, field-hockey, 

American football, baseball, lacrosse, softball, swimming, wrestling, Gaelic football, 

hurling, camogie) and c) a range of International countries (Ireland, UK, USA, New 

Zealand). Data sets were presented in SPSS format using FORMIC. 

 

7.3.3 Measures  

The instrument utilised was a questionnaire prepared using Microsoft Word and created 

through FORMIC. Analogous to study 1 and 2, two social identity measures were 

administered; one assessing team member’s perception of social identity levels of the 

respondent’s coach (10 item CSIS), the other assessing their own social identity level in 

relation to their team (9 item TSIS). The Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory and the 
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Sport Motivation Scale were also administered to investigate relationships between 

sporting variables. The Coach Evaluation Scale (CES) was administered to explore the 

relationships between athlete evaluations of their coach and social identity and coaching 

effectiveness variables. In summary the instrument comprised;  

   

1. Team Social identity Scale (TSIS): This was the 10 item scale reported in Study 

two. 

2. Coach Social identity Scale (CSIS): This was the 9 item scale reported in Study 

two. 

3. Sport Motivation Scale (SMS; Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, Briere, Tuson, & 

Blais, 1995) is comprised of seven 4 item sub-scales measuring three forms 

of intrinsic motivation (to know, to accomplish things, to experience 

stimulation) and three forms of regulation for extrinsic motivation 

(identified, introjected, external) and amotivation. Cronbach Alphas for the 

scales range .71-.85. 

4. Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (CSCI; Manzo, Silva & Mink, 2001) is a 

45 item scale based on a three-factor model for dispositional optimism, 

perceived competence and perceived control. Cronbach Alpha scales range 

.79-.87.  

5. The Coach Evaluation Scale (CES) was developed for the current study as 

reported in the results section below. In study 1 a pool of 51 items was 

constructed in order to develop the Coach Social Identity scale. These items 

were descriptors of the coach reflecting the perceptions of the team 

members. The same pool of items was administered in study 2 to further test 

the team social identity (TSIS) measure. Of the residual items not used in 

the CSIS, 40 were positive or negative evaluations of the coach, e.g. “The 

coach treats us with respect and dignity”, or, “I have little respect for my 
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team coach”. These 40 items made up the pool used in the current study to 

develop the Coach Evaluation Scale. 

 

7.3.4 Data Analysis 

An exploratory factor analysis was carried out on the 40 item pool using principal 

component analysis (PCA) to explore the underlying structure of the observed variables. 

The factors identified were then tested for internal consistency using reliability analysis 

(see Table 36). AMOS was then employed to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis to 

assess the tenability of a three-factor model representing athlete’s evaluation of their 

coach (CES). Once established the scale scores were calculated on the 3 factors and 

used in Structural Equation Modelling with AMOS to test the model proposed in Figure 

13.  

 

7.4 Results 

7.4.1 Findings 

7.4.1.1 CES Reliability & Factor Structure  

A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted with orthogonal rotation 

(varimax) on the 40 item pool. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling 

adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .95 (a ‘superb’ rating according to Field (2009) and 

all KMO variables for individual items were > .77, well above the acceptable limit of .5. 

Bartlett’s test of Sphericity (2 (1275) = 7368.03, p < .001) indicated that the inter-item 

correlations were sufficiently large for PCA. The initial identified eight component 

factors with eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1. In combination these eight 

components explained 71.6% of the variance.  
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The convergence of the scree plot confirmed the factor loadings on three components 

and these three components were retained in the final analysis. Based on Steven’s 

(2002) recommendation a criterion level of 0.4 was applied to factor loadings, thus only 

factor loadings with an absolute value greater than 0.4 were interpreted. Items that 

cluster on the same component suggest that Factor 1 reflects a positive evaluation of the 

coach and was labelled  ‘Positive Coach’ (9 items), Factor 2 reflects a negative 

evaluation of the coach and was labelled, ‘Negative Coach’ (8 items), and Factor 3 

reflects others perceptions of the coach in terms of reputation and was labelled  

‘Respected Coach’ (6 items).  Table 16 presents the factors and item loadings for the 

coach evaluation scale. 

Table 16: Factor and item loadings for the coach evaluation scale (CES) 

The Coach Evaluation Scale (CES) Factors and 

Loadings 

1 

=.94 

2 

=.91 

3 

=.90 

The coach is willing to spend time listening to our concerns .720   

The coach makes an effort to understand our points of view .707   

The coach treats us with respect and dignity .696   

I trust my team coach .679   

The coach keeps us informed about things we need to know .670   

The coach asks for our ideas about things affecting our team .668   

The coach works with us to define the expectations of the team .667   

The coach lets us know when we have done a good job .649   

The coach makes sure that continuous improvement is part of 

what we do 

.641   

I feel held back by my team coach  -.774  

I feel uneasy with my team coach  -.736  

Overall I feel that my team coach is not worthwhile  -.660  

I do not consider my team coach to be important  -.655  

I often regret our coach is too distant from the team  -.652  

I would rather not have to work with our team coach  -.639  

I feel our coach doesn't have much to offer the team  -.630  

I have little respect for my team coach  -.543  

In general others respect my team coach   .728 

Most people consider our team coach to be more effective than 

others 

  .712 
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Reliability analysis was carried out and the measure of internal consistency used was 

Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951), which produces an average inter-correlation 

between the items. Pedhazure and Schmelkin (1991) discuss an acceptable value for the 

alpha coefficient and suggest that researchers should determine a priori amount of error 

they are willing to accept while Nunally (1978) recommends a coefficient of .70 or 

higher. The reliability coefficient for the 3 CES factors ranged from .90 - .94.  

    

7.4.1.2 CES Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Having identified the items, loadings and factors of the CES, SEM was then used to run 

a Confirmatory Factor Analysis. A factor model is considered a good fit for the data if 

the ratio of the likelihood statistic (2) to the degree of freedom (CMIN/DF) is 4 or less; 

the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is .08 or less and the 

standardized root mean square residual SRMR) is less than .08; and each of the adjusted 

goodness of fit index (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit index (NFI) 

is .90 or greater (Bentler, 1980, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1993).  The model of the 3 

factor solution (see figure 14) was evaluated utilizing the maximum likelihood 

estimation technique through the AMOS software program. CES F1 refers to 8 items 

that loaded on the first factor (“Positive Coach”), CES F2 contains 4 items which loaded 

on the second factor (“Respected Coach”), and CES F3 refers to 8 items that loaded on 

the third factor (“Negative Coach”). 

 

 

 

Team members mostly agree with our coach's decisions   .707 

Overall my team coach is considered good by others   .682 

I think the team and the coach work well together   .638 

Our coach is good at creating team spirit   .599 
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According to the fit indices model fit was achieved following three modifications in 

CES F3 where items c25 and c10, c39 and c32, and c22 and c18 were covaried. 

CMIN/DF = 3.8, RMSEA = .065, IFI = .97, CFI = .97, and the SRMR = .05. The CFA 

of the proposed 3-factor model of the Coach Evaluation Scale (CES) is displayed below 

(Figure 15) with component item covariances, factor correlations and item regression 

weights clearly labelled. 
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Figure 15: Confirmatory factor analysis for the coach evaluation scale 
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7.4.2.3 CES Relationships to Pertinent Variables 

Correlational analysis and descriptive statistics are outlined below in table 17 and the 

interpretation of findings is discussed. 

 

 Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Negative Coach  2.29(1.25) 1         

2. Respected Coach 2.86(1.28) .08* 1        

3. Positive Coach 2.65(1.30) .02 .79*** 1       

4. Team SI (TSIS) 2.78(1.08) .02 .65*** .71*** 1      

5. Coach SI (CSIS) 3.03(1.10) .00 .74*** .77*** .75*** 1     

6. Intrinsic motivation 3.31(1.08) .14* .47*** .59*** .51*** .46*** 1    

7. Extrinsic motivation 2.99(0.90) .15* .41*** .48*** .41*** .37*** .62*** 1   

8. Amotivation 1.33(0.83) .35** -.26** .06 -.15** -.08* -.03 -.08* 1  

9. Competence  2.94(1.29) .01 .43*** .56*** .46*** .45*** .58*** .45*** -.05 1 

10. Optimism 2.79(1.22) -.07 .34*** .44*** .36*** .36*** .35*** .28** .00 .53*** 

*=p<.05   **=p<.01 

 

 

As predicted there was a significant positive relationship between SI Coach and Positive 

Coach (r = .77, n = 622, p < .01) suggesting that coaches who are perceived as social 

identity leaders are also seen as positive coaches/leaders. The degree to which a leader 

is perceived as a prototypical member of a social group identity can mediate leader 

likeability levels, group oriented behaviour and the fundamental attribution error, where 

high social ID leaders may be perceived as more charismatic than in actuality (Haslam, 

Table 17: Correlations and descriptive statistics 
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Reicher and Platow, 2011). Such group-level perceptions can contribute to the overall 

effectiveness of a coach and this is reflected in the present study. 

 

A significant positive relationship was also found between SI Coach and Respected 

Coach (r = .74, n = 622, p < .01) in that ‘reputation’ as recognition and as ‘respected’ in 

so far as demonstrating authenticity and integrity are both related to higher SI scores. 

These significant linear relationship findings support the hypothesis that coaches 

scoring high on Social Identity are perceived as respected coaches by the players whom 

they coach and by others with whom they interact.    

 

A significant positive relationship was found between SI Team and Positive Coach (r = 

.71, n = 622, p < .01) suggesting that athletes who perceive a high degree of social 

identity within their team view their coaches as positive. In addition, a significant 

positive relationship was found between SI Team and Respected Coach (r = .65, n = 

622, p < .01) indicating that athletes who perceive a high degree of intra-team social 

identity see their coach as respected. Such significant linear relationship findings 

support the hypothesis that teams with high social identity will perceive their coaches as 

respected and positive. 

 

A significant positive relationship was found between Positive Coach and both Extrinsic 

Motivation (r = .48, n = .622 p < .01) and Intrinsic Motivation (r = .59, n = .622, p < 

.01) suggesting that positive coaches are effective at motivating their players and 

providing predictive validity for the Positive Coach component of the CES as a measure 

of coaching effectiveness. In addition, a significant positive relationship was found 

between Positive Coach and Sport Optimism (r = .44, n = .622 p < .01) suggesting that 

positive coaches are effective at instilling optimism in their players and providing 
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further predictive validity for the Positive Coach component of the CES as a measure of 

coaching effectiveness. 

 

A significant positive relationship was found between Respected Coach and both 

Extrinsic Motivation (r = .41, n = .622 p < .01) and Intrinsic Motivation (r = .47, n = 

.622, p < .01) suggesting that respected coaches are effective at motivating their players 

and providing predictive validity for the Respected Coach component of the CES as a 

measure of coaching effectiveness. In addition, a significant positive relationship was 

found between Respected Coach and Sport Optimism (r = .34, n = .622 p < .01) 

suggesting that respected coaches are effective at instilling optimism in their players 

and providing further predictive validity for the Respected Coach component of the 

CES as a measure of coaching effectiveness. 

 

A significant positive relationship was found between Positive Coach and Respected 

Coach (r = .79, n = 622, p < .01) indicating that athletes who perceive their coach as 

positive also perceive their coach as respected. As mentioned above, both positive 

coach and respected coach are positively correlated with coach SI. Such significant 

linear relationship findings provide evidence to suggest concurrent validity between the 

components of the CES, providing a case for its potential use within the sport coaching 

domain.  

 

A significant positive relationship was found between negative coach and amotivation (r 

= .35, n = 622, p < .01) suggesting that coaches perceived as negative did not motivate 

their athletes effectively, thus providing further predictive validity for the Negative 

Coach component of the CES. Importantly, both social identity measures (CSIS and 

TSIS) were significantly negatively related to amotivation (r = -.08, n = 622, p < .01) 
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and (r = -.15, n = 622, p < .01). Further evidence of concurrent validity is provided by 

the significant positive correlations between both scales and ratings of the coach as 

positive, and respected, and the non-significant correlations with ratings of the coach as 

negative. 

 

Table 18 shows the correlational analysis and descriptive statistics for the main 

variables in the current overall research across the large study sample (n = 622). 

Interpretation of findings is discussed below. 

 

Table 18: Correlations and descriptive statistics for study variables 

 Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Coach Social ID  5.64 (2.29) 1     

2. Team Social ID 5.30 (2.16) .75** 1    

3. Sport confidence 4.89 (2.02) .46** .47** 1   

4. Sport Motivation 4.69 (2.11) .47** .52** .54** 1  

5. Perceived Coach Quality 5.26 (1.83) .79** .72** .53** .58** 1 

*=p<.01   **=p<.001 

 

As reflected in the previous studies, there was a significant positive relationship 

between SI Coach (CSIS) and SI Team (TSIS) (r = .75, n = 622, p < .01) implying that 

‘social identity’ levels in a sports team are positively related to the social identity levels 

that are seen to be present in that team’s coach. This further indicates that there is a 

positive relationship between the social identity of coach and team and that the higher 

the SI level of the coach the better he is able to foster high SI levels in the team.  

 

Significant positive relationships were found between the SI Coach (CSIS) variable and 

Sport Confidence (r = .46, n = 622, p < .01), Sport Motivation (r = .47, n = 622, p < .01) 
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and Perceived Coach Quality (r = .79, n = 622, p < .01). This suggests that coaches 

perceived as social identity leaders can instil confidence in their athletes, can motivate 

their athletes, and are perceived as quality coaches by their athletes. Ultimately this 

finding suggests that social identity leadership in sport coaching is related to important 

aspects of sport coaching effectiveness.  

 

Significant positive relationships were found between the SI Team (TSIS) variable and 

Sport Confidence (r = .47, n = 622, p < .01), Sport Motivation (r = .52, n = 622, p < .01) 

and Perceived Coach Quality (r = .72, n = 622, p < .01). This suggests that sport teams 

with a strong social identity are confident, motivated, and perceive their coach as a 

quality coach. Ultimately this finding suggests that social identity in team sport is 

related to important aspects of team sport performance. Evidence of concurrent validity 

is provided by the significant positive relationships found between all of the variables 

associated with coaching effectiveness and sport team performance in table 18.  

 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was utilised to test a model of the relationships 

between all study variables (Coach SI, Team SI, Coaching Quality, Sport Motivation 

and Sport Confidence) (see Figure 16). Results from the structural equation modelling 

analysis suggest that the proposed model is a very good fit for the data. The path model 

of team and coach social identity onto perceived coach quality suggests that the level of 

social identity a coach is perceived to have by his/her athletes has a significant effect on 

how that coach is evaluated by his/her athletes. This confirms researcher predictions 

that coach social identity is a sound predictor of effective leadership leading to increases 

in athletes’ positive perceptions of their coaches.  
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Figure 16: Path model of team and coach social identity onto perceived coach quality 



 

196 

7.5 Discussion  

This study builds on two previous studies that have contributed to developing a measure 

of social identity suitable for the sport coaching domain, and consequently indicating 

that both coach and team social identity appear to be related to high levels of sport 

motivation, sport confidence and coach quality as perceived by athletes. This study was 

interested in providing further evidence for the measures and investigating further 

athlete evaluations of their coach using a new measure of coaching effectiveness.  

 

This study confirmed the factor structure of the Coach Evaluation Scale, producing 3 

dimensions of the team’s perceived effectiveness of their coach as Positive, Negative, or 

Respected. The data provides initial evidence of the reliability of this measure and 

shows that it is a good fit for the data. In addition the study provides further evidence of 

the reliability of the TSIS and the CSIS and shows again that they both fit the data. 

While further research is required in order to fully test the reliability and validity of both 

measures there is sufficient evidence herein to justify their use.      

 

Findings indicate that both the perceptions of the coach social identification with the 

team and the team perceptions of their own social identification are positively related to 

the team’s perceptions of their coach as positive and respected, and not related to their 

perceptions of the coach as having a negative influence. Recent research in the social 

identity leadership setting has evidenced that the degree to which a leader is perceived 

as a prototypical member of a social group identity can mediate leader likeability levels, 

group oriented behaviour and the fundamental attribution error, where high social ID 

leaders may be perceived as more charismatic than in actuality (Haslam, Reicher & 

Platow, 2011).  
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Being perceived as positive and respected are linked to effective leadership in that 

followers are positively disposed to influence by those they hold in high esteem. This 

study suggests that the coach who already has a high quotient of social identity is able 

to engender these qualities and this characteristic in his team and that this is linked with 

athlete evaluations of the coach as positive and respected. One of the most important 

facets of a social identity leader is the ability to model and to foster proto-typicality in 

terms of the norms, values and aspirations of an idealised team and to transmit these to 

the real one. The CSIS can measure this within the sport coaching domain, and the 

current study demonstrates that high coach prototypicality is positively correlated with 

favourable athlete evaluations of coach.  Such group-level evaluations can contribute to 

the overall effectiveness of a coach and this is reflected in the present study. It is 

important to note that the positive correlations found between positive coach and 

respected coach display concurrent validity indicating evidence for the CES as an 

applicable measure to the sports domain and positive correlations between CES 

components and both the CSIS and TSIS indicate predictive validity. Further evidence 

of concurrent validity is provided by the significant positive correlation between 

amotivation and ratings of the coach as negative. As per researcher predictions, social 

identity is not significantly related to negative athlete evaluations of their coach, 

suggesting that coach and team social identity are important in predicting coaching 

effectiveness.  

 

The leadership process and sports coaching are inherently connected in that both are 

considered intricate social processes that are sustained and preserved by a set of 

reciprocal, interpersonal relationships (e.g., coach-athlete, athlete-athlete, coach-coach) 

and which are simultaneously infused with contextual constraints and situational norms 

(Cushion, 2007). Leadership is instrumental in motivating the group and often 
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determines the performance effectiveness of the team. This study provides evidence that 

enables the leadership dimension in sport to contribute to our understanding of 

performance per se and the presence of a coherent and positive social identity 

contributes to this leadership dimension. This research demonstrates that a social 

identity coach espouses leadership influence that a) is related to athlete evaluations of 

the coach as positive and respected; b) can motivate their athletes; c) can instil a level of 

sport confidence; and d) confirms that their motivation abilities, their ability to 

influence athlete evaluations, and their abilities to positively affect confidence are 

important components of their role.  

Athlete evaluations of their coach was found to be related to perceptions of the coach as 

‘positive’ and ‘respected’. To extend this line of investigation, future research should test 

the relationship between social identity levels (both team and coach) and coach 

evaluations using the coach evaluation questionnaire (CEQ: Rushall & Wiznuk, 2002). 

Analogous to this results, the researchers would predict significant positive correlations 

between social identity and coaching strengths, measured using the CEQ. In addition, 

future research should examine the relationship between the CEQ and the CES. The 

researchers predict a positive correlation between both coach evaluation measures in the 

team sport setting, and extending this line of research may bring more clarity to how 

athlete evaluations of their coach informs leadership and coaching effectiveness. 

 

Because the coach/player dyad is an iterative one and the ‘coach’ does not exist except 

within the context of their interaction with a team or individual athletes, furthering the 

process of exploring social identity in a new domain using the players’ insight, 

evaluations and perceptions is both convenient and accessible, as well as being justified 

in research terms. 
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7.6 Conclusion  

As mentioned repeatedly in this research project due to the importance of its 

implications for the future direction of research in the area, the sport coach leadership 

definition does not currently include the understanding that a wide array of factors 

influence coach leadership behaviours (e.g., coach’s personal characteristics, athlete 

characteristics, and the coaching context) where ultimately sport coaching leadership is 

concluded to be a complex social process (Vella, Oades & Crowe, 2010). Until now 

little firm evidence as to how sports coaching can be optimised from within the domains 

of psychology and social psychology has been attempted. This paper details the third 

stage of a three-part quantitative investigation into the relationship between social 

identity and leadership in terms of the capabilities of sports coaches, as such it offers the 

opportunity for planned intervention to enhance the repertoire of social and managerial 

skills available to sports coaches in both amateur and professional contexts.  

Real life anecdotal evidence in the sport coaching field would suggest an understanding 

of social identity leadership leads to effective results. In discussing his secrets to 

managerial success, Alex Ferguson recently revealed that the number one priority was 

to ‘set about creating a structure for the long-term by modernizing United’s youth 

program….. which Ferguson credits for shaping the club’s modern identity’ (Elberse, 

2013). In a recent interview while speaking to Gary Moran (Game On, 2013) Pat Lamb, 

the newly appointed Connaught Rugby coach explained his method for selecting 

captains for the team which was directly related identity leadership; “The first thing I 

did was spend a week in the area to establish the identity of what it meant to be a 

Connaught man from the team and the people themselves…. I know from experience 

that this gets the best results”.  
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8.0 Discussion 

 

People naturally classify themselves and others into various social categories or groups 

(e.g., a republican, a democrat) in order to make sense of the world. Group life affects 

how we engage with others, such that our social identities (group memberships) form a 

lens through which we evaluate our own and others' behaviours. From exploring the 

minimal conditions for group discrimination to understanding how group memberships 

enable individuals to achieve a positive self-esteem, the social identity tradition has 

been a dominant force in general social psychology and only recently have researchers 

begun to explore social identity principles in sport and exercise settings. A gap exists in 

the sport coaching leadership literature that seeks a model of leadership that can 

accurately reflect and encompass the complex social dynamic that is the sport coaching 

leadership process. The research conducted on leadership in coaching has always 

focused on two separate continuums; the player and the coach. This dyadic approach is 

necessary for a number of reasons, however research is required to look at the social 

underpinning of the sports group as a whole and how this may have an impact on the 

emergence of player-leaders, on the selection of captains and most importantly, on the 

effectiveness of coaching behaviours and the possible relationship between a social 

identity leadership perspective and coaching styles. A social identity theory of 

leadership may be a useful approach in helping to reduce this gap and this project 

conducted studies to address that issue using quantitative methods of research.  

 

The leadership process is inherent in the sport coaching world (Barrow, 1977) and is 

considered an essential and indispensable element of coaching practice, thus the ability 

of a coach to lead their team is one of the most important factors in being an effective 

sports coach (Laois, Theodorakis and Garaglianos, 2003). Vella et al (2010) highlighted 

the similarities between sports coaching and the leadership process, in that both are 
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considered intricate social processes that are sustained and preserved by a set of 

reciprocal, interpersonal relationships (e.g., coach-athlete, athlete-athlete, coach-coach) 

and which are simultaneously infused with contextual constraints and situational norms 

(Cushion, 2007). Furthermore, there is ample evidence to support the adoption of an 

organizational leadership approach for application with the sport coaching field, given 

the clear links between both domains. While parallels between organisations and the work 

like behavior of top-level athletic teams exist, there will remain fertile ground for 

opportunities to study the complexities of effective leadership (Frey & Eitzen, 1991; 

Rigauer, 1981).  

 

Recent leadership research has deviated from the saturated individual-based leadership to 

focus more on ‘we’ than ‘I’ and has begun to mount a challenge against the established 

leadership credo. The social identity approach is aligned with the idea that an individual’s 

sense of self can be defined along a continuum; specifically, at one end of the continuum 

lies their sense of themselves as a unique individual (self-identity) and positioned at the 

other end is their sense of self as a group member (social identity). Leadership, as a 

process of social influence, is considered the most important factor in sport team 

dynamics (Kao & Cheng, 2005) and coaching leadership is viewed as the main social 

influence in the interaction of sports team building (Smith & Smoll, 1997; Yukelson, 

1997).  

 

 Despite collective acknowledgement as to the significance of leadership behaviour to 

sporting outcomes there is currently no universal agreement regarding the congruency 

of specific leadership styles and behaviours to various athletic contexts. One problem 

has been that the area of leadership research is itself fragmented and none of the 

perspectives, models or concepts have provided a complete and satisfactory explanation 
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mainly as they have failed to integrate the analysis of leadership into an analysis of 

groups. Nevertheless the application of a social identity perspective to leadership 

recently has enabled a group level analysis and has shown great promise (Hogg, 2001).  

 

The social identity theory was pioneered by Tajfel and Turner (1986) and makes 

explicit the evaluative nature of both personal and social aspects of identity in that it 

presents that individuals seek to protect or enhance not only a positive personal identity 

but a positive social identity also (Luhtanen and Crocker, 1992). Social Identity is 

deemed positive to the degree to which one’s social group memberships are valued and 

thus compared favourably with comparison groups. Numerous strategies serve to 

maintain or enhance social identity according to Tajfel and Turner (1986), including 

‘social competition, whereby the group members try to enhance their objective position 

in the society; individual mobility, whereby persons with negative or threatened social 

identity may leave or dissociate themselves from a social group; and different ‘social 

creativity’ strategies such as comparing the in-group with the out-group on dimensions 

that allow for a positive outcome, or choosing another out-group with which the in-

group is compared’ (Luhtanen and Crocker, 1992, p. 303).  

 

The concept of social identity is considered valuable in that it offers insights into how 

group memberships shape individual attitudes, feelings, and ultimately behaviour. Self-

conception in terms of group membership involves a psychological “merging” of self 

and group, or more precisely all aspects of self are governed by the in-group prototype 

(Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). This phenomenon is prevalent wherever there are 

groups of people formed within society. Business teams within organisations and sports 

teams are two excellent examples of social membership constructs that allow for social 

identity to naturally occur in the formation of an in-group centred around an in-group 
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prototype that can result in the creation of powerful leaders mainly based upon group 

membership. The sport coaching role automatically implies that the coach will act as a 

leader in some capacity and will be expected to demonstrate behaviour capable of 

positively influencing a collection of athletes comprising the sports team. Thus a social 

identity approach to exploring sport coach leadership is a novel and fitting perspective 

for analysis in a field lacking an encompassing leadership theory applied to group-level 

interactions.  

 

Considering the positive results obtained in each of the diverse and at times contradictory 

sports leadership models reviewed previously, a sensible approach to bring clarity to such 

an ambiguous collection of field research may be to examine the factors that are common 

to all of these models of leadership. In their systematic review of leadership in sport 

coaching, Vella et al (2010) provided discussion on the definition of coach leadership, its 

measurement and application, and concluded that current definitions did not reflect the 

understanding of either the coaching process or leadership. The authors suggested that 

key variables such as the coaching context, athlete characteristics and coach 

characteristics should also be included in any current definitions of coaching leadership. 

Vella et al (2010) provided a thorough systematic review of the sports coaching leadership 

literature, revised and presented a new definition of sport coaching leadership, and most 

importantly, illustrated the existing gap between the current understanding of sport 

coaching leadership, and the complex social process that is leadership in sport coaching. 

The current research was directed at building upon Vella et al’s conclusions, and 

investigating the existing literature gap through the application of a social identity 

leadership model to sport coaching. Coaching leadership is a complex social process, and 

it is possible that coaches with a deep understanding of their team’s social identity, and 

how to leverage this knowledge within the context of their team, may prove to be more 
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effective sport coach leaders.  

 

An understanding of the group’s social identity may greatly increase the effectiveness of 

the coach leadership process in a number of ways. Firstly, as coach, there is an automatic 

position of power at the head of the sport team/group, thus the coach would be at an 

immediate advantage to create the identity he/she desires for the team in realisation of 

their pursued team goals or vision. Secondly, an understanding of the group’s social 

identity, and in some part defining it (as skilled coaches would do), would provide insight 

into the coaching context, both athlete and coach characteristics, and how each aspect 

relates to the overall social identity of the group/team. Thirdly, knowledge of team social 

identity would also make more accessible the process of creating valuable interpersonal 

coach-athlete relationships to mediate the effectiveness of the coach leadership athlete 

outcomes (competency, connection, confidence, character). Finally, a sense of the team 

identity, and even beyond this, playing a part in forming the team identity, would most 

likely allow the coach to manage, motivate, define expectations and inspire his/her 

athletes more effectively in line with the team vision.  

 

Leadership research has led to the expansion of how leadership is understood; major 

leadership theories have evolved from viewing leadership as an individual characteristic 

possessed only by certain people, to a dyadic, relational, strategic and complex social 

dynamic (Avolio, 2007; Yukl, 2007). Thus it is the researcher’s contention that in order 

to address the complex social process that is leadership in sports coaching, one must 

look at the social group itself as the starting point in affecting positive change. The 

benefit of this approach to examining the leadership process in sports coaching is four-

fold. It begins in addressing the area of contention and weakness concluded by recent 

literature reviews of sports coaching leadership models; that there is no definitive 
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approach because leadership in sports coaching is a ‘complex social process’. Secondly, 

investigating the social process present within the group and how leadership is related 

gives both academics and practitioners the scope to then understand where their 

particular theory/model may fit; such as coaching effectiveness models, 

transformational leadership theory, athlete-centred approaches, and relational 

frameworks, all of which occur within the larger social context of the entire group (e.g., 

sports team). Thirdly, recent pioneering research on social identity and leadership 

effectiveness in the organizational field has produced ‘A New Psychology of 

Leadership’ that is predicted to have positive ramifications wherever there are group 

conditions present (e.g., team sports) and yet the social identity theory of leadership has 

never been applied to sports coaching. Finally, sports coaching practitioners would 

welcome a leadership approach/model that is capable of allowing room for multiple 

factors consistently present within the group dynamic (e.g., sports team), thus reducing 

the confusion around previous models and where/when they are applicable, but 

addressing the complexity of the social process involved in leading a group of 

individuals in the sports setting.  

 

The primary focus of this research was to apply a social identity leadership perspective 

to the sport coaching domain. The overarching research question “Does a relationship(s) 

exist between perceived social identity levels and sport coaching leadership effectiveness 

within the team sport domain?” surrounds the group-level leadership process inherently 

present within the team sport coaching context, which in turn gives way to a number of 

more discrete foci summing the overall objectives of this research. Three quantitative 

studies were conducted in a staged process using a number of athlete and coach data 

samples to a) develop a measure of social identity for the sport coaching domain; b) 

confirm the measure factor structures using separate purposive data (n = 351) and to 
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examine the relationships between social identity (team and coach), sport motivation, 

sport confidence and coaching competence; and c) assess social identity with regards to 

athlete evaluations of coaches across a large data sample (n = 622). Performance team 

sport athletes above the age of 18 from a range of different sports (n = 18), talent levels 

(recreational, club, collegiate, provincial, International, professional) and countries 

(Ireland, UK, USA, New Zealand) participated in this research. Factor analysis, structural 

equation modelling, reliability analysis, internal consistency testing and mediation 

analysis techniques were used to assess and compare measures within all data samples in 

order to present valid and reliable findings.  

 

The large participant ‘sports team performance’ sample and the representative wide range 

of sport cultures, sports and athlete skill level served to inform wider sport coaching 

domain. It is feasible to generalise the major findings of this research to the sport coach 

setting, where more specific findings can be applied to restricted samples of interest. Each 

study is outlined below with a summary of the pertinent findings that have been presented 

in previous chapters.  

 

8.1 Study 1 

Study 1 was designed to form a base from which further research could build on in order 

to explore the social identity theory of leadership as a suitable model of leadership 

effectiveness in sports coaching. Implicit within the research question developed for this 

investigation, the researcher required a measure of social identity within the sport 

coaching domain and measures to assess coaching effectiveness. Following an extensive 

literature search where six measures used in the organisational setting were identified as 

suitable social identity measures for adaptation to the sport coaching domain, an adapted 

measure of social identity was developed to investigate whether or not relationships exist 
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between social identity theory of leadership, sports coach identity, team identity, and 

overall coaching effectiveness with the team sports domain.  

 

The application of this adapted social identity measure to a range of athlete participants 

within the sport domain allowed the assessment of important relationships with the 

sport coach domain throughout this research endeavour (e.g., team and coach social 

identity levels, coaching effectiveness, athlete perceptions of sport confidence, sport 

motivation, coach competence, coach evaluations). The pool of items devised to provide 

team member ratings of their coach produced factors reflecting ratings of the coach as a 

prototypical team member (10 item Coach Social ID Scale) and self-ratings of 

identification with the team (10 item Team Social ID Scale) providing initial support for 

the importance of social identifications in relation to sport teams.  

 

Sport confidence and sport motivation were selected as measures of sport performance 

relating to sport coaching effectiveness in this first study. Findings demonstrated that 

both measures of social identity are strongly related to motivation and confidence. 

These findings imply that perceived coach social identity matters in relation to 

performance, such that higher levels of perceived coach social identity is related to 

higher levels of athlete sport motivation and sport confidence; both of which are linked 

to increased sporting performance and coaching effectiveness. Effective coach leaders 

are responsible for increasing their team’s collective performance and recent research 

shows that leaders who demonstrate group oriented values and establish a group identity 

are subsequently endorsed by their in-group followers (Graf, Shuh, Van Quaquebake, 

2012). Study 1 suggests that social identity may be a good indicator of leadership 

effectiveness on a group dimension in sports coaching.  
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The collective self-efficacy scale was assessed independently in this study given that its 

items did not load onto the CSIS or TSIS. Consistent with previous research (Luhtanen 

and Crocker, 1992; Haslam, Reicher and Platow, 2011) the model indicates that social 

identity (both coach and team) predicts collective esteem suggesting that both measures 

may be useful indicators of team self-esteem. The model also shows that team self-

esteem then positively impacts levels of sport motivation and sport confidence which 

demonstrates the positive implications coach and team social identity may have in the 

sport coaching domain.  

This study was limited given that the convenience sample comprised of sport science 

students from the same university. Inclusion criteria was outlined to ensure that only 

participants who currently played a team sport, had played a team sport consistently, 

and who completed the full questionnaire pack. Despite the convenience sample and the  

cross sectional nature of the data based on sport science students, which limited the 

strength of conclusions that can be drawn, the psychometric performance of the scales 

and the correlations with sport confidence and motivation provided strong preliminary 

evidence. This study provided initial tools to begin exploring the area further in larger 

samples of real life sport teams and coaches.  

 

8.2 Study 2 

Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed a 10-item Coach Social Identity Scale on a 

large athlete sample (senior team athletes ranging from club to international level) in 

study 2. Findings from the study two athlete sample  relating to the CSIS suggested that 

coaches’ perceived as high social identity leaders by their athletes will assist in 

increasing team cohesion, fostering athlete confidence and motivating the group. 

Motivating the group is an instrumental aspect of effective leadership and it is an 
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attribute that determines the performance effectiveness of the team. It enables the 

leadership dimension in sport to contribute to our understanding of performance per se 

and the presence of a coherent and positive social identity contributes to this leadership 

dimension. Study 2 results demonstrated that a coach who is perceived by their athletes 

to have high social identity can motivate their athletes and confirmed that their 

motivation abilities are an important component of their leadership role.  

 

The results also showed that high social identity is related to athlete perceptions of their 

coach as being ‘competent’. Viewing a coach as competent is critical in fostering trust 

and respect to then follow instruction effectively, thus coaching competence is a key 

variable in being a good leader. Coaching competence refers to athletes’ perceptions of 

their head coach across a number of dimensions (motivation, game strategy, technique 

and character building). It appears that coaches with higher social identity achieve 

higher perceptions of competence. Given that motivation, and more specifically the 

ability to motivate, is a component associated with being seen as a competent coach it is 

not surprising that social identity is positively linked with coach competency as it is 

clearly associated with higher sports motivation in athletes (as produced in both study 1 

and 2). Game strategy, motivation, technique and character building are all important 

aspects of the sport coaching process and critical being perceived as a competent coach.  

 

Study 2 suggested that coach social identity may positively impact athlete perceptions 

of the coach competency components in that their views of the coach as a believable 

and trustworthy leader become amplified to the extent that they identify with the coach 

as a part of their in-group. Trust is a critical determining component of leader 

effectiveness and has been demonstrated through past research both in the 

organisational leadership domain (Bass & Avolio, 1990, 1994; Gardner, Cogliser, 
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Davis, & Dickens, 2011) and in the sport leadership context (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; 

Vella et al., 2010). Group membership is about truly believing that you are a part of that 

group, and to feel valued a coach/leader must ensure each member is engaged in group 

processes, decision-making, instruction regarding technique, and game strategy which 

can positively affect the development the character of each individual group/team 

member. This study demonstrated that the level of perceived coach social identity is 

instrumental in highlighting group membership and leadership effectiveness which has 

positive associations with perceiving the coach as a competent and trustworthy leader.  

 

Study two demonstrates that coaches’ perceived by their athletes as high social identity 

leaders (measured through the CSIS) will assist in increasing team cohesion, fostering 

athlete confidence, motivating the group and cultivating perceptions of coach 

competence; all of which are instrumental in forming a positive team culture which is a 

predictor of success in the sport domain (Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2004). 

 

The coach/player dyad is an iterative one and the ‘coach’ does not exist except within 

the context of their interaction with a team or individual athletes. Thus furthering the 

process of developing the CSIS instrument externally using athlete insight and 

perceptions was both convenient and accessible, as well as being justified in research 

terms. In this context it was possible to demonstrate the extent to which the revised 

model here described is commensurate with earlier examples in terms of its ability to 

offer reliable and valid insights into social identity and leadership as important aspects 

in the sport coaching domain.  

 

8.3 Study 3 

Study three indicated that the coach attributes sought by athletes include those 
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commensurate with a ‘positive’ coach and a ‘respected’ coach but that of ‘social 

identity’ coach encapsulates both of these and adds extra value to the role. Such phrases 

as; our coach is just like one of us and it would be accurate to describe our coach as a 

typical member of our team demonstrated proto-typicality just as I identify with my team 

coach signified the capabilities for a unified social identity. By including in this paper 

the items that relate to the other components that constituted the team coach personae, 

‘positive’ and ‘respected’ through the process of factor analysis the understanding of the 

centrality of social identity to the role of coach was both extended and reinforced. 

 

Study three examined coach social identity in relation to athlete evaluations of their 

coach. Findings indicated that perceived coach social identity levels are related to a 

coach who is considered fair, concerned with the team’s well-being and thus deemed 

‘respected’ by outsiders and external observers, which in this context is the players and 

sports people. Findings also suggested that perceived coach social identity levels are 

related to athlete perceptions of the coach as ‘positive’. Recent research in the social 

identity leadership setting has evidenced that the degree to which a leader is perceived 

as a prototypical member of a social group identity can mediate leader likeability levels, 

group oriented behaviour and the fundamental attribution error, where high social ID 

leaders may be perceived as more charismatic than in actuality (Haslam, Reicher and 

Platow, 2011; Hogg, 2006; Haslam & Platow, 2001) which can result in increased 

group cooperation (Van Vugt & De Cremer, 2002) through an overall sense of group 

identity inclusiveness in the leadership process (Hollander, 2008). Study 3 demonstrated 

that coaches who are seen by their athletes to be ‘positive’ and ‘respected’ or to display 

positive attributes generate a strong social identity amongst their players and the 

attributes which they do generate through modelling are likely to contribute towards 

team success.  
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Being perceived as positive and respected is linked to effective leadership in that 

followers are positively disposed to influence by those they hold in high esteem. Other 

valued leadership models such as servant leadership (Joseph & Winston, 2005), 

authentic leadership (Gardner, Avolio, Luhtans, May & Walumba, 2005; Walumba, 

Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing & Peterson, 2008; Gardner et al., 2011), transformational 

leadership (Bass, 1999), distributed leadership (Spillane, 2005) and ethical leadership 

(Messick & Bazerman, 1996) reflect this phenomenon on a leader-follower basis 

through the consequent development of trust however minimal research has examined 

the relationship between group identity and positive follower perceptions within the 

leadership process on a group dimension. This study suggested that the coach, who 

already has a high quotient of social identity, is able to engender these qualities and this 

characteristic in his team and that this is linked with athlete evaluations of the coach as 

positive and respected. The CSIS provided insight into coach social identity perceptions 

and showed that high coach prototypicality is positively correlated with favourable 

athlete evaluations of coach.  Such group-level evaluations can contribute to the overall 

effectiveness of a coach and this is reflected in study 3. It is important to repeat that the 

positive correlations found between positive coach and respected coach display 

concurrent validity indicating evidence for the Coaching Effectiveness Scale (CES) as 

an applicable measure to the sports domain and positive correlations between CES 

components and both the CSIS and TSIS indicated predictive validity.  

 

The leadership process and sports coaching are inherently connected in that both are 

considered intricate social processes that are sustained and preserved by a set of 

reciprocal, interpersonal relationships (e.g., coach-athlete, athlete-athlete, coach-coach) 

and which are simultaneously infused with contextual constraints and situational norms 
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(Cushion, 2007). Leadership is instrumental in motivating the group and often 

determines the performance effectiveness of the team. Study 3 extended the findings 

from the previous two studies in providing further evidence that enables the leadership 

dimension in sport to contribute to our understanding of performance per se and the 

presence of a coherent and positive social identity contributes to this leadership 

dimension.  

 

Study 3 validated important findings in the previous two studies and supported the novel 

contribution this research has made to the sport coaching field. In summary, study 3 

implied that a social identity coach espouses leadership influence that a) is related to 

athlete evaluations of the coach as positive and respected; b) can motivate their athletes; 

c) can instil a level of sport confidence; d) can assist them in being perceived as competent 

coaches by their athletes;  and e) confirms that their motivation abilities, their ability to 

influence athlete evaluations, and their abilities to positively affect confidence and 

perceptions of coach competence are important components of their role. Future research 

should aim to replicate the findings through testing the relationship between social 

identity levels (both team and coach) and coach evaluations using the coach evaluation 

questionnaire (CEQ: Rushall & Wiznuk, 2002).  

 

 

8.4 Research Implications  

Given that this investigation is focused on athletes over the age of 18 who participate in 

competitive performance based sport (ranging from national top-league amateur level to 

the elite professional level), the current research provides insight into performance team 

sport and has implications for future research direction in the area. Performance sport 



 

214 

coaching is a growing area given the increasing popularity of sport and the general rise 

in sport competition globally. Performance team sport requires more intensive 

commitment to a preparation programme, more obvious attempt to control performance 

variables, individual performance components are identified separately to the team’s 

performance, specific competition goals are identified leading to both short and long-term 

objectives, the coach intervention is integrated into a progressive process, athletes operate 

within recognised competition structures in their sport, emphasis is on decision-making 

and data management (recording, monitoring, planning & analysis) and extensive 

interpersonal coach/athlete contact exists (Lyle, 2002). These variables are consistent 

within the current research sample and based on Bloom’s (1985) model of development, 

most of these athletes had reached the mastery/perfection stage in their athletic careers.  

 

A performance coaches’ main objective is to prepare their athletes to perform in 

competition (Erickson, Cote, & Fraser-Thomas, 2007). Excellent performance coaches 

manage to gain consistency in performance that can lead to success at the team and 

individual level (Mallett, 2010). In order to gain high performance in competition, top 

performance coaches provide many competitive opportunities to their athletes so they can 

accrue critical extrinsic benefits (e.g., winning), to gain social reinforcement (e.g., media 

coverage), and to increase personal self-concept (e.g., self-efficacy) post positive 

performance (Cote, Salmela, Trudel, Baria, & Russell, 1995; Cote, 2006). The current 

research sheds light on a previously unexplored area that assists in effectively coaching 

performance team sport; maximizing the power of the group and establishing effective 

leadership through creating a strong sense of coach social identity within the sport team. 

Given the aforementioned demands on performance sport and the performance sport 

coach, the establishment of trust on a group-level is paramount in supporting the 

execution of performance sport coaching requirements (e.g., fostering an identity-based 
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team environment, instituting a system, delivering instruction that maximizes athlete 

uptake, coping with setbacks over a long season, maintaining and sustaining team 

cohesion and developing individuals within a group setting both on and off the sports 

field). Such requirements are inextricably linked with effective leadership and this 

research suggests that a coaches’ ability to be perceived as having high social identity has 

positive associations with performance in the form of high athlete motivation and 

confidence. The research also suggests that social identity coaches are perceived to be 

more effective leaders to the degree to which they can positively impact the sport 

motivation and sport confidence of their athletes, and to the degree to which they are 

consequently viewed by their athletes as being competent coaches.  

 

Thus social identity would appear to increase the leadership effectiveness of coaches 

operating in the performance sport setting. Despite the findings from this research 

indicating this assertion, more research is required in the performance sport coaching 

domain to assess whether these findings are consistent. Sport motivation, sport 

confidence, coaching competency and coach evaluations should be assessed in other 

performance team sport settings that target alternate sports in diverse cultures (e.g., 

Eastern Asia) to assess the generalizability of the current study findings. The current study 

samples focused predominantly on Western sport traditions (UK, Ireland and the USA) 

and an interesting future line of research would be to explore contrasting collectivist 

cultures with regards to the importance and effect social identity may have on sport coach 

leadership effectiveness. In addition, other performance outcomes not addressed in this 

investigation should be examined regarding their relationship with coach social identity, 

such as athlete satisfaction (Riemar & Chelladurai, 1995), mental toughness (Sheard, 

Golby, & van Wersch, 2009), athlete esteem (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991), coach efficacy 

(Feltz, Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999; Sullivan & Kent, 2003; Boardley, Kavussanu, 
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& Ring, 2008) and athlete self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

 

Future research is required to examine social identity in participation team sports, 

specifically to assess whether the findings match those within the performance team sport 

setting. While performance coaches can structure resources in an organised manner to 

help athletes overcome difficulties and maintain motivation levels during the demanding 

and repetitive deliberate practice sessions, participation coaches often lack the resources 

and experience to do so mainly due to the different level their athletes operate within 

(Dousje, 1999). Participation coaching is generally more episodic than performance 

coaching and participation coaching is centred on initiation into the sport and fundamental 

skills teaching where there may be formal organisation that usually has loose attendance. 

In this setting, the emphasis is on participation over practice, and the criteria associated 

with participation coaching may yield differing results to the performance coach domain 

regarding social identity and leadership effectiveness. Such research would provide 

useful information on the applicability of a social identity leadership intervention within 

distinct stages in the sport coaching field. 

 

Past research focused on establishing models ‘of’ coaching (e.g., McClean and 

Chelladurai, 1995; Cote et al., 1995; d’Arrippe-Longueville et al., 1998; Poczwardowski, 

Barott and Henschen, 2002) provides the sport coaching field three important 

contributions: a) alternative research methods (e.g., in situ and qualitative methods) 

providing evidence that compliments models ‘for’ coaching based mainly on a 

quantitative approach; b) a broader and more holistic view of the sport coaching process; 

and c) most significantly, the affirmation that the sport coaching process is a complex 

social process that involves a number of variables that are constantly subject to the 

dynamic and changeable nature of sport over time (e.g., context, culture, group identity, 
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expectations). Thus it is clear that while the leadership models outlined previously 

certainly add to our knowledge and further our understanding of sport coaching from a 

theoretical perspective, there is no single approach that adequately captures the 

complexity involved. While this gives rise to the argument for a novel approach to be 

taken at this juncture, such as the current research focus (a social identity approach) the 

methods used were quantitative in nature and is essentially a model ‘for’ coaching. Thus 

a qualitative approach to examining social identity in sport coach leadership would 

complement the current research and provide a holistic view of the phenomenon within 

sport coaching. Semi structured interviews and thematic analysis would deepen our 

understanding of how social identity manifests within the performance team sport coach 

setting.  

 

Coaching in practice is, as Schon (1987) described, swamp-like; that is it is a process that 

should never be viewed as an absolute but rather ‘like shifting sands constantly shaped 

by competing and complementary elements’ (Rossie & Cassidy, 1999, p.185). This 

phenomenon can be observed by even the least interested sports fan who could over time 

see that if coaches do not change their habits, practices and methods to suit the dynamic 

environment they coach in, then they will be replaced. The coaching process in a sport 

team setting naturally incorporates latent variables associated with the psychological 

constructs inherent in belonging to a complex social group. At a basic level, a sport team 

is a complex social group of individuals and consequently the interaction of subjective 

experience and personal context with the group identity will be critical in determining the 

team culture, which will in turn influence the success of that sport team (e.g., how close 

that group get in reaching their pre-set group performance goals). Thus it is possible that 

the coaches who consistently mange to effectively lead their teams to perform and stay in 

their coaching roles have an acute awareness of the larger group context in which they 
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operate.  

 

Past research points to sport coaching as being a highly complex process and the 

implications for future research in the area call for a focus on the dynamic, social, 

interpersonal and situational nature of the coaching process (Vella et al, 2010). Social 

identity theory of leadership addresses the changeable, interpersonal and situational 

nature of any process based on the core principle of every group; the unique shared sense 

of identity by its group members (i.e., the social identity of that group). This research 

investigated group identity through quantitative means, and the findings indicate that a 

sport coaches’ understanding of group identity and their active role in becoming group 

identity leaders has positive outcomes for sport coaching performance. Thus social 

identity as a macro leadership perspective in sport coaching is an important step in 

understanding the complexity of the coaching process and may contribute to our current 

understanding of sport coaching (Cassidy, Jones, & Potrac, 2004, 2009; Jones, Hughes, 

& Kingston, 2007) and the current coaching model (Gilbert & Trudel, 2000). 

 

Additional research is required to replicate the findings of this research. Other group-level 

leadership components that have not been explored in the current work such as specific 

group context variables (e.g., individual differences, the role of the team captain, length 

of group duration) and group culture variables (e.g., organizational structure, group 

cohesion, gender of team/coach) provides a rich platform for further examination of social 

identity and its relationship to the group dimension in sports and should be looked at to 

extend this line of novel research in the sport coaching field.  

 

Two major implications for future research result from the extant literature; a) more in 

situ qualitative research based within an interpretive paradigm is required in the sport 
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coaching field to accurately explore the coaching process within the context it operates 

and b) the coaching process is a complex, interrelated and interdependent process that is 

aligned with distinct social and cultural contexts. This second point is a repeated 

conclusory theme from other expert research within the sport coaching field (Cote, 

Young, North & Duffy, 2007; Vella, Oades & Crowe, 2010) and it is this recurring 

implication that has prompted the current investigation of the sport coaching process 

through a social identity theory perspective as a contribution to the leadership in sport 

coaching field.  

 

More specifically, a social identity perspective is justified in its contribution to the sport 

coaching domain based on the extant literature’s call for future research to meet the 

following criteria: a) treat the coach leadership process as continuous and interdependent, 

b) acknowledge that the coaching process is continually constrained by a range of 

objectives deriving from the club, coach and athletes involved, c) work from the 

foundation that the coach leadership process is a constantly dynamic set of intra- and 

inter-group interpersonal relationships, and these relationships are locally dialectical 

between and amongst agents (coach, player) and structure (club, culture), d) take into 

account that the coach leadership process is embedded within external constraints, only 

some of which are controllable and finally e) understand that the coach leadership process 

is infused with a pervasive cultural dimension through the coach, club and athletes, and 

their interaction. Future research should also attend to this aforementioned criteria. 

 

Social identity theory of leadership addresses the changeable, interpersonal and situational 

nature of any process based on the core principle of every group; the unique shared sense of 

identity by its group members (i.e., the social identity of that group). Expert coaching, 

coaching excellence and the components involved in leading a successful sports program has 
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received much attention in past research (e.g., Wooden, 1988; Schinke, Bloom, & Salmela, 

1995; Bloom, Schinke, & Salmela, 1998; Horton, Baker, & Deakin, 2005; Lynch & Mallett, 

2006; Gilbert, Cote, & Mallett, 2006; Allen, 2007; Mallett, 2010). Previous research makes 

evident the importance of leadership capacity within the coaching role as a key predictor of 

team success (Kuklinski, 1990; Kellett, 1999; Dieffenbach, Gould, & Moffet, 1999; Valle & 

Bloom, 1995) and the ability to lead effectively is linked with coaching expertise attributes 

(e.g., individual growth, organizational skills, vision, coaching efficacy). Excellence in 

coaching is more than win-loss records, more than the achievement of individual athletes’ 

trophies and personal records, and more than that degree of mastery observed in athletes 

observed in training sessions (Mallett & Cote, 2006). Excellence should be rated by how 

‘coaches employ their knowledge, and demonstrate their behavioural and social competencies 

during their interactions with athletes in various contexts’ (Cote et al, 2007, pg. 4.)   

 

Past research demonstrates a possible connection between specific expert coaching 

components (e.g., general team environment and coaching system) and social identity 

leadership processes which implies a social identity perspective may be associated with 

expert coaching (Bloom & Salmela, 2000; Cote & Sedgwick, 2003; Becker, 2009). Coaching 

excellence must be judged by how coaches employ their knowledge, and demonstrate their 

behavioural and social competencies during their interactions with athletes in various 

contexts (Cote et al, 2007). Excellence in coaching is a key area of current research and there 

is clear evidence to suggest that coach social identity levels are related to two important 

components of coach excellence; the establishment of a general team environment and the 

establishment of a coaching system.  

 

The general team environment is closely linked to what is commonly known as an in-group 

within the social identity literature. This environment represents the overall climate that 
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coaches create (Becker, 2009) and similarly, a social identity leader will knowingly create an 

in-group from which roles, behaviours and expectations will emerge. A basic component of 

creating a salient in-group as a social identity leader is to ensure the emphasis and focus is 

always on the group (or 'us') and not on the leader (or 'me'). Becker’s (2009) study provided 

important evidence that great coaches (effective coach leaders) understand the importance in 

creating a general team environment through establishing what it means to be a member of 

the team (or in-group) and furthermore, to always put the team and team members ahead of 

personal gain or leader acknowledgement.  

 

The coaching system is closely linked to the general team environment and serves to 

define the structure of a team's identity. Within sport a coach's system is essentially the 

framework (based on established beliefs) in which coaches implement their philosophies 

(Becker, 2009). The system is critical in coaching as it will help define the team 

environment, the practice structure and the culture and identity of the group.  An 

important aspect of being an effective social identity leader is to be an entrepreneur of 

identity (i.e., to create and define a novel and fitting group identity leading to success). 

Within the sports coaching context, a system and how it is integrated and structured within 

the group can determine how salient the group identity will be and how successful the 

team may be.  

 

Establishing in-group social identity achieves three things that enable effective 

leadership with specific reference to the success of the general team environment and 

the athlete adoption of the coaching system: a) it reinforces the fact that the coach is a 

member of the team and not separate from the group; b) thus a strong sense of 'us' (i.e., 

a salient in-group) is created; and c) it places the power, accountability and 

responsibility to perform and succeed on the group, thus motivating each member to 
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work hard and a contribute on a group level (which is a more powerful predictor of 

motivation and performance than on a personal level). Further research is required to 

explore coaching excellence along the group dimension to identify key aspects involved 

in the creation of a general environment and the establishment and adoption of a 

coaching system and their relationship to social identity. More specifically, research 

investigating the relationship between Team SI/Coach SI and the group environment 

(measured using the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ); Carron, Widemeyer, & 

Brawley, 1998) may prove to yield interesting results, and researchers would predict a 

positive correlation between SI and GEQ.  

 

Other latent variables influencing the social dynamic within sports teams have not been 

sufficiently explored to accurately account for the complex social process that is sport 

coaching. While traditional investigation of coaching behaviours undoubtedly furthers 

our knowledge within the sport coaching domain through providing information on coach 

leadership styles, feedback patterns and expectancy effects, it is argued that this line of 

study alone does not sufficiently address athletes’ experiences of being coached (Becker, 

2009). This is an identified gap within the sport coaching research seeing as the definition 

of psychology was expanded to include the study of both human behaviour and 

experience (Valle, King, and Halling, 1989). Along with an increased emphasis on the 

social dynamic operating within the sport coaching process, the current investigation 

addressed this gap for three reasons a) athletes are the ones impacted by coaches on a 

daily basis b) leadership is only as effective as the uptake of its followership and c) it is 

reasonable to assume that understanding athlete experiences would provide a more 

complete picture of the complex coaching process. Future research in the area of sport 

coach leadership should take these group-based aspects into account to accurately identify 

latent variables involved in the complex sport coach leadership process.  
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Sport team culture is defined as the extent to which team members share values (Jones, 

Armour, & Potrac, 2004). A successful coach has the ability to transform vision to action 

and maintain an effective team culture (Martens, 1990). Social identity has an intrinsic 

psychological  influence on any group, and as raised earlier, it may have an operational 

effect on how team cohesion and sport team culture manifests within the sports group 

given the inter/intragroup dynamics involved. The Team Values Questionnaire (TVQ; 

Kao & Cheng, 2005) is a reliable and valid measure of sport team culture based on 

organizational culture. It contains four dimensions (perseverance, compliance to 

coaching, togetherness with other team members, and competitive desire) and this 

framework of team values is proposed to direct and influence how people behave and 

think in sport teams. Given that people perceive that their team values are related to the 

concept of their collective selves (i.e., social identity) it is probable that a positive 

relationship exists between team/coach social identity and the team values as measured 

by the TVQ. Graf et al. (2012) demonstrated that leaders who establish follower 

identification through displaying group oriented values and emphasizing group 

membership can achieve buy-in from the group thus supporting group-level leadership. 

Exploring how social identity operates (through CSIS and TSIS) on team values and 

overall team culture would prove interesting future research, particularly to assess the 

impact team/coach social identity has on athlete endorsement of team values. Athlete 

evaluations of their coach featured in study three and coach social identity was found to 

be related to perceptions of the coach as ‘positive’ and ‘respected’. To extend this line of 

investigation, future research should test the relationship between social identity levels 

(both team and coach) and coach evaluations using the coach evaluation questionnaire 

(CEQ: Rushall & Wiznuk, 2002). Analogous to study three results, the researchers would 

predict significant positive correlations between social identity and coaching strengths, 
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measured using the CEQ. 

 

Vella et al (2010, p. 431) argued that a ‘definition of coach leadership must be 

consistent with the understanding of the coaching process and leadership, both of which 

are inherently social processes’. In situating coach leadership within a social process 

structure, Vella et al bring light to the importance of the group/team context within 

increasing one’s leadership effectiveness as a coach. Apart from the team cohesion 

model (Williams & Widemyer, 1991) and the organizational citizenship model (Aoyagi, 

Cox and McGuire, 2008) there has been limited exploration into sport coach leadership 

from a group-centred perspective. Yet the social construction of leadership has 

repeatedly proven valuable in the organizational setting (Hogg, 2006; Fairhurst & 

Grant, 2010; Haslam et al., 2011). The premise of group-centred leadership is to 

emphasise group interactions and more specifically, how the leadership process works 

within the group setting. There is a natural symmetry between the social identity theory 

of leadership and the group-centred approach in sport coaching, and given the limited 

attention to this line of research, a social identity perspective may provide a fresh look 

at the leadership process and champion new lines of investigation through the group-

centred framework.  

 

Team cohesion is an important part of effective coaching and it is certainly linked to 

aspects of team social identity and perceived coach social identity levels. Cohesion is a 

factor that has often been connected to group performance and has been defined as ‘an 

individual's sense of belonging to a particular group and his or her feelings of morale 

associated with membership in groups’ (Bollen & Hoyle, 1990, p. 482). A question 

often asked in small group research is what elements create healthy groups so they work 

harder, appear happier, make numerous individual sacrifices, and have higher levels of 
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interaction than those of other groups? Cartwright (1968) described such strong feelings 

as ‘we-ness’ because group members were more likely to use the term ‘we’ rather than 

‘I’ when referring to the group. Often the terms ‘cohesion’ or ‘cohesiveness’ are used to 

describe a group ‘in which the members all work together for a common goal, or one 

where everyone is ready to take responsibility for group chores’ (Cartwright, 1968, p. 

70). Being willing to endure sacrifices at the expense of the group, and defending 

against those outside the group who may criticize or attack are both elements that 

demonstrate group cohesion and these are consistent with the mechanisms involved in 

social identity.  

 

The connection between coach leadership and cohesion has been described by a number 

of researchers (Carron, 1978; Carron, & Chelladurai. 1981, Chelladurai, 1984a; 1984b; 

Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, & Bostrom. 1996; Schriesheim, 1980; Spink & Carron, 

1994; Westre & Weiss, 1991; Widmeyer, Carron, & Brawley, 1993). Both elements are 

considered central to the development of many groups, and the way leaders promote 

and create high levels of group cohesion have a dramatic effect on the way a group 

performs. 

 

Suggestions for future research include the investigation of the relationship between 

athlete perceptions of coach social identity levels and athlete perceptions of team 

cohesion. The current researcher would predict a positive correlation between social 

identity and team cohesion in the sport setting.  Furthermore, the author contends that 

team cohesion may be another outcome of social identity levels in groups, and research 

to examine this relationship may prove fruitful.  Along similar lines, high OCB levels 

theoretically appear to explain follower behaviours within a group that would suggest 

satisfaction with that group and certain mechanisms involved in social identity theory 
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(namely high prototypicality and salience levels) may serve as the antecedent to OCB 

outcomes within groups. Exploring the relationship between social ID levels and OCB 

within groups could also be a future area for further research. 

 

Organisational psychology is the scientific study of human behaviour in the workplace 

and applies psychological theories and principles to organizations. From a theoretical 

perspective, organisational psychologists are trained in the scientist–practitioner model 

and in practice they contribute to an organization's success by improving the 

performance, satisfaction, safety, health and well-being of its employees. Leadership is 

an integral part of organisational psychology and group-level leadership is theoretically 

and practically relevant in the organisational setting through work teams, management 

levels and overall culture.  

 

Organisational psychologists conduct research on employee behaviours and attitudes, 

and how these can be improved through hiring practices, training programs, feedback, 

and management systems. In addition, psychologists lead organizations and their 

employees through the transition among periods of change and organization 

development. Mutliple leadership models have originated from the organisational realm 

and the social identity theory has been highly successful in its application within the 

field. The Social Identity Model of Organisational Leadership (SIMOL) has supported 

organisational performance through its proposition that a) follower identification and 

social identity salience moderate the effects of leadership effectiveness of leader 

prototypicality, group-orientated processes, and interpersonal aspects of leadership, and 

b) collective identity mediates the effects of leader prototypicality and group-oriented 

aspects of leadership and determines future responses to leadership (Hogg, 2001).  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Psychologist
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientist%E2%80%93practitioner_model
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Organization_development
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Organization_development
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The current study findings may be applied to the organizational setting given the 

similarities and traditional cross-fertilisation of research between sport and business in 

the areas of leadership and psychology (Westre, 2003; Lavallee & Williams, 2008). The 

social identity measures in the current study (CSIS & TSIS) relate to perceptions of 

coach and team social identity and are shown to predict athlete motivation, confidence, 

perceived coach-leader quality and perceived coach-leader competence. Given the 

synergy between sport and business these measures may have use within the 

organizational realm where the CSIS could be adapted to measure leader/manager 

effectiveness and the TSIS could be adapted to measure individual perceptions of work-

team social identity levels.  

 

The potential to measure social identity and predict predict staff motivation, confidence, 

perceived leader/manager quality and perceived leader/manager competence would be 

useful within the organizational field and the current research could be examined in 

relation to SIMOL principles. A broad spectrum of organizational function have been 

explored through the social identity lens such as motivation, turnover, mergers and 

acquisitions, organizational behaviour, organizational identification, group cohesiveness 

and group decision-making and the current research may add to this social identity 

research. 

 

There appears to be a connection between the components of transformational leadership 

(inspirational motivation, idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration) and the social identity leadership perspective in the sport coaching domain. 

Forming a vision for the group (i.e., inspirational motivation) would in essence determine 

the behavioural parameters for prototypical members within the group to aspire to. 
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Haslam, Reicher and Platow (2011) describe ‘crafting a sense of us’, where ‘us’ 

represents the group or team ahead of any individual, as one of the core actions of a social 

identity leader. The expert coaches in Vallee and Bloom’s (2005) study crafted a sense of 

the team immediately, in some cases to banish the identity left over from former coaches, 

and they did this through establishing a clear vision and incorporating this vision into 

every aspect of the group, just as a social identity leader would do.  

 

Idealised influence (another component of transformational leadership) is related to 

behaving in a manner that is prototypical with the group identity. The most prototypical 

members within groups act as role models of the in-group identity (based on the 

group/team vision) and thus find themselves in a natural position to assert influence over 

other team members. Fostering positive relationships based on trust and respect is also 

essential in being a prototypical member of the group and leading through a social identity 

perspective. Past research on social identity and leadership points out that prototypical 

group members who are most in line with the overall expected group identity are as a by-

product of this social dynamic more liked and more trusted within the group. Thus leaders 

who are aware of the group identity, and align themselves as prototypical members will 

find it easier to influence others because they are seen as likeable, trustworthy and fair by 

other members (Haslam, Reicher & Platow, 2011). The ability to challenge and involve 

other group members (i.e., intellectual stimulation) is also required by a social identity 

leader. Social identity leaders must challenge group members to be as prototypical of the 

group identity and vision as they possibly can, and this includes beliefs, behaviour and 

rules according to the group norms. In addition, any leader that does not challenge or 

move things forward will inevitably limit the growth potential of both individual group 

members and the group as a whole.  
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A critical aspect in being an effective social identity leader is to have the ability to reflect 

on the group (i.e., followers) in order to then accurately inhabit what is considered to be 

a prototypical group member and thus lead effectively. This reflection process requires 

individual consideration (the fourth component of transformational leadership) where 

each group member is engaged and considered in order to realize the nature and social 

identity of the group. Every group member has a deep desire to be part of the group, and 

to have their opinions listened to and valued. Involving group members in the decision-

making process, a distinct component of a democratic leadership style (Chelladurai & 

Saleh, 1980), empowers individuals to take ownership for the team vision and group 

identity, thus contributing to the overall success and salience of the group identity and 

associated goals. Thus each aspect of the popular and effective transformational 

leadership approach can be conceptually linked with the social identity leadership 

perspective, suggesting a future line of research.   

 

Finally, it is important to point out that while nearly two decades of research has provided 

support for the social identity approach to leadership in organisations, most of the 

previous research has attended to leader’s identity prototypicality while neglecting the 

assessment of other equally important dimensions of social identity management. The 

current research demonstrates that coach leader identity prototypicality is a critical aspect 

in team sport coaching effectiveness. However, in both the sport and organizational 

settings, further research is required to extend the social identity leadership model and its 

integral components. Recent theoretical developments have argued that in order to 

mobilise followers’ support and direct followers’ energies, leaders need not only to ‘be 

one of us’ (identity prototypicality), but also ‘do it for us’ (identity advancement), to ‘craft 

a sense of us’ (identity entrepreneurship), and to ‘embed a sense of us’ (identity 

impresarioship). A future research focus needs to be placed on these lesser known social 
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identity leadership dimensions to extend our knowledge in both the sport coaching and 

organizational domains.  

 

8.5 Research Limitations 

The ‘convenience’ sample of sport science students from the University of Ulster was a 

research limitation in study 1.However although it was a convenience sample it was 

obtained using structured sampling based on whether or not participants were or had 

recently been involved in team sports. Participants who had not were excluded.  Study 1 

was designed as a pilot study to identify the social identity measures that could then be 

assessed within a purposive sample in study 2. In research, pilot studies often use 

convenience samples to identify suitable variables for further research and using the 

exclusion criteria above ensured that the sample used had relevance. Nevertheless the 

study 1 sample limited the strength of conclusions that can be drawn. However the 

psychometric performance of the scales and the correlations with sport confidence and 

motivation provided strong preliminary evidence and study 1 provided initial tools to 

begin exploring the area further in larger samples of real life sport teams and coaches. 

In addition the scale properties identified in study 1 were retested in study 2 by using 

the same item pool again with this real world sample. This allowed the measure to 

proceed with some reasonable statistical confidence. The combination of the two 

samples in study 3 provided a large overall sample enabling findings to be expanded 

and further confirmed.  

 

The measures used in this research were developed based on the adaptation of previous 

social identity measures developed for the organisational setting. Traditional measure 

development methods usually begin with qualitative analysis to identity themes from 

which a measure can then be developed (e.g., Kao & Cheng, 2005; TVQ development). 
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This slight deviation from traditional forms of measure development can be viewed as a 

research limitation. The justification for this deviation is based on the readily available 

broad range of established, valid and reliable social identity measures within the 

organisational setting. Given given the similarities between leadership in sport coaching 

and leadership in the organizational setting, the current research focus was able to draw 

on existing measures of social identity from the organizational field. According to 

Lavallee, Williams and Jones (2008) sport is an ideal setting in which to research the 

behaviours of leaders and the dimensions of leadership. This may be because sport 

performance (successes and failures) are accurately measurable, sports teams provide a 

neat sample size that can offer both scope and depth of investigation, and leadership 

behaviours are critical within sport at every level.  Sport leadership research has a long 

tradition of borrowing models from industrial and organizational psychology, adapting 

them, and examine their potential applicability to athletics (Westre, 2003).   

 

The CSIS and TSIS were found to be reliable and applicable to the team sport coaching 

domain in the current research. Nevertheless in an attempt to extend the current 

findings, the use of qualitative research methods and a theoretically eclectic approach to 

analysis can enable future research to see beyond the mere instructional components 

into the layers beneath the coaching process (Cushion, 2006). The current quantitative 

research has set the scene to further investigate sport coach approaches to leadership 

through in situ methods in an interpretive paradigm with a specific focus on social 

identity mechanisms within sports teams as social groups. More research is also 

required to further investigate the reliability and validity of the CSIS and TSIS using 

sport team samples.  Study 1 data was cross sectional and based on sport science 

students, which limited the strength of conclusions that can be drawn. Despite the 

psychometric performance of the scales and the correlations with sport confidence and 
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motivation providing strong preliminary evidence, the scales need to be further tested in 

larger samples of real life sport teams and coaches. Nevertheless study 1 did provide 

initial tools to begin exploring the area. 

 

In developing the Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES), Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) 

proposed that acquired groups (e.g., a sports team) would potentially confound social 

identity with personal identity because acquired groups are usually due to individual 

desires, efforts and achievements. Given that the CSES was a key measure used to adapt 

a team and coach social identity measure for the current research (TSIS and CSIS), this 

can be judged as a potential limitation. However it is important to add a counter 

argument to Luhtanen and colleagues’ proposal that acquired groups would potentially 

confound social identity with personal identity. While personal accomplishments are 

responsible for acquiring group membership into such groups as elite sports teams and 

the like, once you are selected based on your personal attributes, you are then integrated 

into a social group where achieving as a group is above all paramount, and thus 

collective identity and collective self-esteem would be both apparent and functional 

once such a group has formed.  

 

In addition, one could argue that collective identity in an acquired group such as an elite 

amateur sports team might be more salient than other ascribed group memberships, 

because an individual’s social identity could manifest more clearly and transparently in 

an acknowledged sports team (full of people from different race, ethnicity and 

socioeconomic background) when compared with socioeconomic status or religion 

where the group membership parameters may be extremely vague to an individual who 

is not as interested or engaged. Furthermore, in their research Luhtanen et al (1992) 

noted that collective self-esteem based on acquired group membership (e.g., that of a 
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sports-team) generalises to ascribed group membership and/or vice versa. As a measure 

of precaution to address this potential limitation, the final adapted social identity 

measures utilised in the current research included items from both global and 

multicomponent measures of social identity in organisational settings to cover a range 

of both ascribed and acquired group samples.  

 

The current research focused on performance coaching in the team sport environment. 

Thus the findings are not transferable to participation coaching or to the individual sport 

environment. As mentioned in research implications, future research is required to 

examine social identity in participation team sports, specifically to assess whether the 

findings match those within the performance team sport setting. It is also important to 

note that the measures and findings from this research are not transferable to domains 

outside of acquired group membership in the performance team sport domain. For 

example, the current measures and findings are not applicable to assigned groups in the 

organisational realm.  

 

8.6 Conclusion 

Examining core psychological issues that enable sport coaches to manage their 

performance more effectively offers an empirical basis for sport organisations and sport 

coach practitioners to ensure better leadership of their teams in the future. While the social 

identity theory of leadership has been effectively applied within in the organisational 

setting, it had until now yet to be investigated within the sport coaching domain. The 

current line of investigation makes a novel contribution to the mainstream literature in 

the areas of sport coaching, leadership and social identity as an important addition to this 

field of emerging research.  
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Past literature has come to accept that coaching should be treated as a coordinated and 

integrated process (Woodman, 1993; Lyle, 2002, 2007a, 2007b; Abraham and Collins, 

1998; Abraham, Collins, & Martindale, 2006) rather than as an ‘unsystematic 

aggregation of isolated training episodes’ (Lyle, 2002, p.43). The conceptual 

representation of the coaching process can be complimented by coaching practice and 

its associated contextual factors and behaviours; most of which are inextricably linked 

to the social identity of the sports team in question. The inter-relatedness of conceptual 

frameworks, social context and personal coach/athlete characteristics as complimentary 

factors within the complete coaching process is stated as best practice in sport coaching 

analysis moving forward (Lyle, 2002) and pursuing a social identity perspective appears 

to contribute to the sport coaching leadership field.  

 

While the definition of coach leadership certainly encompasses a full gamut of constructs 

and related processes within the sports coaching leadership framework gaps still exist. 

These gaps are related to a clear statement concerning the definition of leadership that is 

worthy of re-visiting at this juncture; the definition of coach leadership must incorporate 

and appreciation of both the coaching process and leadership process as fundamentally 

social processes. Yet a recurring theme in this research project is that the revised 

definition of coach leadership still did not allow for the fact that coach leadership 

behaviours are derived from multiple sources, including a coach’s personal 

characteristics, athlete characteristics, and the coaching context (Vella et al., 2010). This 

range of variables are included within the factors associated with the complex social 

processes comprising the group that is the ‘sports team’. Within the socially constructed 

group that is identified as ‘a sports team’ the coach and his/her intrinsic characteristics 

are weaved together with each athlete’s personal characteristics, and with the specific 

coaching context in which the group functions. Therefore, the extraneous variables which 
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are not included in the revised definition of coaching leadership seem to partly construct 

and certainly fit within the complex social dynamic of the formed team.  

 

Consequently, investigating how a sports team as a social group forms and operates 

provides timely insight into the process of coach leadership, with a specific focus on how 

a coach may leverage his/her knowledge of the social group/team identity to increase their 

effectiveness as a sport-coach leader and have a positive impact on athlete outcomes. In 

essence this research aimed to test whether a social identity theory of leadership may be 

applied to the sport coaching field. Through quantitative investigation involving three 

studies, the current research demonstrated that a social identity theory of leadership can 

be applied to the sport coaching field and furthermore, that high coach and team social 

identity is positively related to coaching performance outcomes such as sport motivation, 

sport confidence, coaching competency and constructive coach evaluations.  

 

There is a need to develop a sport-oriented framework that is adapted and logically 

formulated from general psychological theories and related literature to study sport-

specific issues in leadership such as coaching performance. The social identity leadership 

approach provides a starting point, however, for research that can, in turn, provide novel 

corroborations or identity falsifications to extend and/or tighten the model. 

 

 

 

  



 

236 

References 

 

Abraham, A. & Collins, D. (1998) Examining and extending research in coach 

development. Quest, 50, 59-79. 

 

Abraham, A., Collins, D., & Martindale, R. (2006). The coaching schematic: Validation 

through expert coach consensus. Journal of Sport Sciences, 24(6), 549-564. 

 

Abrams, D & Hogg, M. A. (1999). Social identity and social cognition. Blackwell: 

Oxford. 

 

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2001). Collective identity: Group membership and self-

conception. In: M. A. Hogg & R. S. Tindale (Eds.), Blackwell Handbook of Social 

Psychology: Group Processes. Oxford, UK: Blackwell, 425–460. 

 

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of Occupational 

Psychology, 63, 1-18. 

 

Allen, N. J. & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Affective, continuance and normative commitment 

to the organization: An examination of construct validity. Journal of Vocational 

Behaviour, 49, 252-276. 

 

Allen, S. (2007). Expertise in sport: A cognitive-developmental approach. The Journal 

of Education, 187(1), 9-29. 

 

Amarose, A. J., & Horn, T. S. (2000). Intrinsic motivation: Relationships with 

collegiate athletes’ gender, scholarship status, and perceptions of their coaches’ 

behavior. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 22, 63-84. 

 

Ames, C. (1992b). Classrooms: Goals, structures, and student motivation. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 84, 261-271. 

 

Ames, C. (1992c). Achievement goals, motivational climate, and motivational 

processes. In G. C. Roberts (Ed.), Motivation in Sport and Exercise. Champaign, IL: 

Human Kinetics, 161-176. 

 

Anastasi, A., & Urbina, S. (1997). Psychological Testing (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River 

(NJ): Prentice Hall. 

 

Aoyagi, M. W., Cox, R. H., & McGuire, R. T. (2008). Organisational citizenship 

behaviour in sport: Relationships with leadership, team cohesion, and athlete 

satisfaction. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 20, 25-41.  

 

Asch, S. E. (1952). Social psychology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

 

Avolio, B. J. (2007). Promoting more integrating strategies for leadership theory-

building. American Psychologist, 62(1), 25-33.  

 

Avolio, B. J., Walumbwa, F. O., & Weber, T. J. (2009). Leadership: Current theories, 

research, and future directions, Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 421-449. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Susana_Urbina
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prentice_Hall


 

237 

 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory. The Journal of Communication, 28, 12-29.  

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory.  

Bandura, A. (1997). Self Efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, Freeman. 

 

Barling, J., & Abel, M. (1983). Self-efficacy beliefs and tennis performance. Cognitive 

Therapy and Research, 7, 265–272. 

 

Barrow, J. (1977). The variables of leadership. A review and conceptual framework. 

Academy of Management Review, 2, 231-251. 

 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1990). Developing transformational leadership: 1992 and 

beyond. Journal of Industrial Training, 14(5), 21-28.  

 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1994). Improving organizational effectiveness through 

transformational leadership. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 

 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1996). Multifactor leadership questionnaire manual. Palo 

Alto, CA: Mindgarden. 

 

Bass, B.M. (1999). Two decades of research and development in transformational 

research. European Journal of Work and Organisational Psychology, 8, 9-32. 

 

Becker, A.J. & Wrisberg, C.A. (2008). Effective coaching in action: observations of 

legendary collegiate basketball coach Pat Summitt, The Sport Psychologist, 22, 197-

211. 

 

Becker, A.J. (2009). It’s not what they do, it’s how they do it: athlete experiences of 

great coaching, International Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 4, 93-119.  

 

Bentler, P. M. (1980). Multivariate analysis with latent variables: Causal modelling. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 31, 419-456. 

 

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological 

Bulletin, 107, 238-246.  

 

Bergami, M., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2000).Self-categorization and commitment to distinct 

aspects of social identity in the organization: conceptualization, measurement and 

relation to antecedents and consequences. British Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 

555-557. 

 

Berschreid, E., & Reis, H. T. (1998). Attraction and close relationships. In D. T. Gilbert, 

S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindsay (Eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology. New York: 

McGraw-Hill, 2, 193-281. 

 

Billig, M. G., & Tajfel, H. (1973). Social categorisation and similarity in intergroup 

behaviour. European Journal of Social Psychology, 3, 27-52.  

 



 

238 

Bird, A. (1977). Team structure and success related to cohesiveness and leadership. 

Journal of Social Psychology, 103, 217-275.  

 

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.  

 

Bloom, G. A., Schinke, R. J., & Salmela, J. H. (1998). Assessing the development of 

perceived communication skills by elite basketball coaches and athletes. Coaching and 

Sport Science Journal, 2(3), 3-10.  

 

Bloom, B. S. (1985). Developing talent in young people. NY: Ballantine Books. 

 

Bloom, G. A., Crumpton, R., & Anderson, J. E. (1999). A systematic observation study 

of the teaching behaviors of an expert basketball coach. The Sport Psychologist, 13, 

157-170. 

 

Bloom G.A., & Salmela, J.H. (2000). Personal characteristics of expert team coaches. 

Journal of Sport Pedagogy, 6, 56-76.  

 

Boardley, I. D., Kavussanu, M., & Ring. C. (2008). Athletes' perceptions of coaching 

effectiveness and athlete-related outcomes in rugby union" An investigation based on 

the coaching efficacy model. The Sport Psychologist, 22, 269-287. 

 

Bollen, K. A., & Hoyle, R. H. (1990). Perceived cohesion: a conceptual and empirical 

examination. Soc. Forces, 69, 479-504.  

 

Brewer, M. B. (1979). Ingroup bias in the minimal intergroup situations: A cognitive-

motivational model of analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 307-324.  

 

Brewer, C. J. & Jones, R. L. (2002). A five-stage process for establishing contextually 

valid systematic observation instruments: the case of rugby union. The Sport 

Psychologist, 16(2), 139-161. 

 

Brown, R. J., Condor, F., Mathews, A., Wade, G., & Williams, J. A. (1986). Explaining 

intergroup differentiation in an industrial organization. Journal of Occupational 

Psychology, 59 (4), 273-287. 

 

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In: K. 

A. Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models. Beverly Hills, CA: 

Sage, 136-162. 

 

Brehm, J. W. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance. New York: Academic Press. 

 

Brehm, S. S., & Brehm, J. W. (1981). Psychological reactance: a theory of freedom and 

control. New York: Academic Press.  

 

Bruins, J. (1999). Social power and influence tactics: a theoretical introduction. Journal 

of Social Issues, 55(1), 7-14.  

 

Bruins, J., Ellemers, N., & de Gilder, D. (1999). Power use and status differences as 

determinants of subordinates’ evaluative and behavioural responses in simulated 

organisations. European Journal of Social Psychology, 29, 843-870.  

 



 

239 

Callow, N., Smith, M. J., Hardy, L., Arthur, C. A., & Hardy, J. (2009). Measurement of 

transformational leadership and its relationship with team cohesion and performance 

level.  Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 21, 395-412. 

 

Carron, A. V. (1978). Role Behavior and the Coach-Athlete Interaction. International 

Review for the Sociology of Sport, 2(13), 51-65. 

 

Carron, A. V., & Chelladurai, P. (1981). Cohesion as a factor in sport performance. 

International Review of Sport Sociology, 16, 21-41. 

 

Carron, A. V., Brawley, L. R., & Widmeyer, W. N. (1998). The measurement of 

cohesiveness in sport groups. In J. L. Duda (Ed.), Advances in sport and exercise 

psychology measurement. Morgantown, WV: Fitness Information Technology, 213-226. 

 

Cartwright, D. & Zander, A. (1953). Group dynamics: Research and theory. London: 

Routledge.  

 

Cartwright, D., & Zander, A. (1968). Group dynamics. Classic Readings in 

Organizational Behavior. Harper and Row (New York), 11, 130. 

 

Cassidy, T., Jones, R. & Potrac, P. (2004) Understanding Sports Coaching: The Social, 

Cultural and Pedagogical Foundations of Coaching Practice. Abingdon: Routledge. 

 

Cassidy, T., Jones, R., and Potrac, P. (2009) Understanding Sports Coaching: The 

Social, Cultural and Pedagogical Foundations of Sports Practice. 2nd edition (London, 

Routledge). 

 

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behavioural 

Research, 1, 245-276.  

 

Charbonneau, D., Barling, J., & Kelloway, E. K. (2001). Transformational leadership 

and sports performance: the mediating role of intrinsic motivation, Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 31, 1521-1534. 

 

Chelladurai, P. (1978). A contingency model of leadership in athletics. Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation, University of Waterloo, Ontario, Canada.  

 

Chelladurai, P., & Saleh, S. (1978). Preferred leadership in sports. Canadian Journal of 

Applied Sport Sciences, 3, 85-92. 

 

Chelladurai, P., & Saleh, S. (1980). Dimensions of leader behavior in sports: 

Development of a leadership scale. Journal of Sport Psychology, 2, 34-45. 

 

Chelladurai, P. (1980) Leadership in sport organisations. Canadian Journal of Applied 

Sport Sciences, 5, 226-231.  

 

Chelladurai, P., & Carron, A.V. (1983). Athletic maturity and preferred leadership. 

Journal of Sport Psychology, 5, 371-380. 

 

Chemers, M. (2001). Leadership effectiveness: an integrative review. In M. A. Hogg & 

R. S. Tindale (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology: group processes, 

Oxford, UK: Blackwell, 376-399.  



 

240 

 

Cheney, G. (1982). On the various changing meanings of organizational membership: 

field study of organizational identification. Communication Monographs, 50, 342-362.  

 

Chelladurai, P. (1984) Discrepency between preference and perception of leadership 

behaviour and satisfaction of athletes in varying sports. Journal of Sport Psychology, 6, 

27-41.  

 

Chelladurai, P., & Arnott, M. (1985). Decision style choices of high school basketball 

coaches: the effects of situational and coach characteristics, Journal of Sport Behavior, 

18, 91-108.  

 

Chelladurai, P. (1990). Leadership in sports: A review. International Journal of Sport 

Psychology, 21, 328-354. 

 

Chelladurai, P., & Quek, C.B. (1995). Decision-making styles in coaching: preferences 

of basketball players, Research Quarterly, 56, 15-24. 

 

 

Chelladurai, P., & Riemer, H. A. (1998). Measurement of leadership in sport. In J. L. 

Duda (Ed.), Advances in sport and exercise psychology. Morgantown, WV: Fitness 

Information Technology, 227-253. 

 

Chelladurai, P. (2007). Leadership in sports. In G. Tenenbaum & R. C. Eklund (Eds.), 

Handbook of Sport Psychology, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, 113-135.  

 

Cicero, L., Pierro, A., & van Knippenberg, D. (2007). Leader group prototypicality and 

job satisfaction: the moderating role of job stress and team identification. Group 

Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 11, 165-175. 

 

Cohen, M. D., & March, J. G. (1974). Leadership and ambiguity. New York: McGraw-

Hill. 

 

Coopersmith, S. (1967). The antecedents of self-esteem. New York: W. H. Freeman. 

 

Côté, J., Salmela, J., Trudel, P., Baria, A., & Russell, S. (1995). The coaching model: A 

grounded assessment of expert gymnastic coaches’ knowledge. Journal of Sport and 

Exercise Psychology, 17, 1-17. 

 

Cote, J., Salmela, J.H., & Russell, S.J. (1995) The knowledge of high-performance 

gymnastic coaches: Methodological framework. The Sport Psychologist, 9, 65-75. 

 

Cote, J., Yardley, J., Hay, J., Sedgewick, W., & Baker, J. (1999). An exploratory 

examination of the Coaching Behaviour Scale for Sport, AVANTE, 5, 82-92. 

 

Cote, J., & Sedgwick, W.A. (2003). Effective behaviors of expert rowing coaches: A 

qualitative investigation of Canadian athletes and coaches. International Sports Journal, 

7(1), 62-77. 

 

Cote, J. (2006). The development of coaching knowledge. International Journal of 

Sport Science & Coaching, 1(3), 217-222. 

 



 

241 

Cote, J., Young, B., North, J., & Duff, P. (2007). Towards a definition of excellence in 

sport coaching. International Journal of Coaching Science, 1(1), 3-17.  

 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Cooefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests, 

Psychometrika, 16, 297-334.  

 

Cumming, S. P., Smoll, F. L., Smith, R. E., & Grossbard, J. R. (2007). Is winning 

everything? The relative contributions of motivational climate and won-lost percentage 

in youth sports. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 19(3), 322-336.  

 

Cushion, C. J., & Jones, R. L. (2001). A systematic observation of professional top-

level youth soccer coaches. Journal of Sport Behaviour, 24(4), 354-376. 

 

Cushion, C. J. (2007). Applying sport psychology philosophies, principles and practices 

onto the gridiron: A commentary, International Journal of Sport Sciences and 

Coaching, 1(4), 351-352. 

 

d’Arrippe–Longueville, F., Fournier, J. F., & Dubois, A. (1998). ‘The perceived 

effectiveness of interactions between expert French judo coaches and their athletes’, 

Sports Psychologist, 12, 317–2. 

 

De Cremer, D., & Van Vugt, M. (1999). Social identification effects in social dilemmas: 

A transformation of motives. European Journal of Social Psychology, 29, 871-893. 

 

De Cremer, D., & Van Vugt, M. (2002). Intra and intergroup dynamics of leadership in 

social dilemmas: A relational model of cooperation. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 38, 126-136. 

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in 

human behavior. New York: Plenum Press. 

 

Dieffenbach, K., Gould, D. & Moffett, A. (1999). The coach’s role in developing 

champions, Olympic Coach, 2-4.  

 

Dijke, M. H. van & De Cremer, D. (2008). How leader prototypicality influences 

followers’ status: the role of procedural fairness. European Journal of Work and 

Organisational Psychology, 17, 226-250.  

 

Doise, W., Csepeli, G., Dann, H. D., Gouge, C., Larsen, K., & Ostell, A. (1972). An 

experimental investigation into the formation of intergroup representations. European 

Journal of Social Psychology, 2, 202-204.  

 

Doosje, B., Ellemers, N., & Spears, R., (1995). Perceived intragroup variability as a 

function of group status and identifcation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 

31, 410-436. 

 

Douge, B. & Hastie, P. (1993). Coach effectiveness. Sport Science Review, 2(2), 14-29.  

 

Douge, B. (1999). Coaching adolescents: To develop mutual respect. Sports Coach, 6-

7.   

 

 



 

242 

Drucker, P. F. (1992). Managing the non-profit organisation: practices and principles. 

Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.  

 

Drury, J., & Reicher, S. D. (2005). Explaining enduring empowerment: a comparative 

study of collective action and psychological outcomes. European Journal of Social 

Psychology, 35, 35-58.  

 

Drury, J., & Reicher, S. D. (2009). Collective psychological empowerment as a model 

of social change: researching crowds and power. Journal of Social Issues, 65, 707-725. 

 

Duck, J. M., & Fielding, K. S. (1999). Leaders and subgroups: one of us or one of 

them? Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 2, 203-230.   

 

Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. American Psychologist, 

41, 1040-1048.  

 

Dweck, C. S. (1989). Motivation. In A. Lesgold & R. Glaser (Eds.), Foundations for a 

psychology of education, Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 87-136.  

 

Eccles, J. S. (2005). Subjective task values and the Eccles et al. model of achievement 

related choices. In A. J. Elliott & C. S. Dweck (Eds.), Handbook of competence and 

motivation, New York: Guilford, 105-121.  

 

Eccles, J. S., Wigfield, A., & Schiefele, U. (1998). Motivation to succeed. In W. 

Damon, & N. Eisenberg (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology, New York: Wiley, 3, 

1017-1998.  

 

Elberse, A. (2013, September). Ferguson’s Formula. Harvard Business Review. 

http://hbr.org 

 

Elliot, A. J. (1999). Approach and avoidance motivations and achievement goals. 

Educational Psychologist, 34, 149-169.  

 

Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1997). Sticking together or falling apart: In-

group identification as a psychological determinant of group commitment versus 

individual mobility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 617-626. 

 

Ellemers, N., van Rijswijk, W., Roefs, M., & Simmons, C. (1997). Bias in intergroup 

perceptions: balancing group identity with social reality. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 23, 186-198.  

 

Ellemers, N., van Rijswijk, W., Bruins, J. & de Gilder, D. (1998). Group commitment 

as a moderator of attributional and behavioural responses to power use. European 

Journal of Social Psychology, 28, 555-573.  

 

Ellemers, N., Korkenaas, P., & Ouwerkerk, J. (1999). Self-categorisation, commitment 

to the group and group self-esteem as related but distinct aspects of social identity. 

European Journal of Psychology, 28, 371-389. 

 

Ellemers, N., De Gilder, D., & Haslam, S. A. (2004). Motivating individuals and groups 

at work: A social identity perspective on leadership and group performance. Academy of 

Management Review, 29, 459-478.  

http://hbr.org/


 

243 

 

Erickson, K., Cote, J., & Fraser-Thomas, J. (2007). Sport experiences, milestones, and 

educational activities associated with high-performance coaches’ development. The 

Sport Psychologist, 21, 302-316. 

 

Fairhurst, G.T. & Grant, D. (2010). The social construction of leadership: a sailing 

guide. Management Communication Quarterly, 24 (2), 171-210. 

 

Feltz, D. L., Chase, M. A., Moritz, S. E., & Sullivan, P. J. (1999). A conceptual model 

of coaching efficacy: Preliminary investigation and instrument development. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 91, 765-776. 

 

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics: Using SPSS. London, Sage.   

 

Fielding, K. S., & Hogg, M. A. (1997). Social identity, self-categorisation, and 

leadership: a field study of small interactive groups. Group Dynamics: Theory, 

Research, and Practice, 1, 39-51.  

 

Fitts, W. (1964). Manual: Tennessee self-concept scale, Nashville, TN: Counselor 

Recordings and Tests. 

 

Franks, I. M., Johnson, R. B., & Sinclair, G. D. (1988). The development of a 

computerized coaching analysis system for recording behavior in sporting 

environments. Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 8, 23-32.  

 

French, R. P. J., & Raven, B. (1959). The bases of social power. Studies in Social 

Power, 150-167.  

 

Frey, J. H., & Eitzen, S. D. (1991). Sport and Society. Annual Review of Sociology, 17, 

503-522.  

 

Gagne, M., Ryan, R. M., & Bargmann, K. (2003). Autonomy support and need 

satisfaction in the motivation and well-being of gymnasts. Journal of Applied Sport 

Psychology, 15, 372-390.  

 

Gallimore, R., & Tharp, R. (2004). What a coach can teach a teacher, 1975-2004: 

Reflections and re-analysis of John Wooden’s teaching practices, The Sport 

Psychologist, 18, 119-137.  

 

Game On. Pat Lambe. Radio Telifis Eireann. 2FM, Dublin, 27 August 2013. 

 

Gardner, W. L., Avolio, B. J., Luthans, F., May, D. R., & Walumba, F. O. (2005). Can 

you see the real me? A self-based model of authentic leader and follower development. 

The Leadership Quarterly, 373-394. 

 

Gardner, W. L., Cogliser, C.C., Davis, K. M., & Dickens, M. P. (2011) Authentic 

leadership: a review of the literature and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 

22, 1120-1145. 

 

Giessner, S. R., & van Knippenberg, D. (2008). “License to fail”: Goal definition, 

leader group prototypicality, and perceptions of leadership effectiveness after leader 

failure. Organisational Behaviour and Human decision Processes, 105, 14-35. 



 

244 

 

Garnder, D. E., Shields, D. L. L., Bredemeier, B. J. L., & Bostrom, A. (1996). The 

relationship between perceived coaching behaviours and team cohesion among baseball 

and softball players. Sport Psychologist, 10, 367-381. 

 

Gilbert, D. T., & Malone, P. S. (1995). The correspondence bias. Psychological 

Bulletin, 117, 21-38. 

 

Gilbert, W. D., & Trudel, P. (2000). Validation of the Coaching Model (CM) in a team 

sport context. International Sports Journal, 4, 120-128.  

 

Gilbert, W., Cote, J., & Mallett, C. (2006). Development paths and activities of 

successful sport coaches. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 1(1), 69-

76. 

     

Graf, M.M., Schuh, S.C. Van Quaquebeke, N. (2012). The relationship between leaders’ 

group-oriented values and follower identification with and endorsement of leaders’ 

group membership. Journal of Business Ethics, 106 (2), 301-311.     

 

Greenleaf, R. K. (1977). Servant Leadership. Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press. 

 

Greenleaf, R. K. (2002). Servant leadership: a journey into the nature of legitimate 

power and greatness. Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press.  

 

Hardy, C. (1995). Introduction. In C. Hardy (ed.), Power and Politics in Organisations, 

Aldershot: Darthmouth.  

 

Harwood, C. G., Smith, J. M. J., & Treasure, D. C. (2005). Motivational climate within 

individual sports: initial developments of a multi-dimensional measurement tool. Paper 

presented at the World Congress of Sport Psychology, Orlando, FL. October. 

 

Harter, S. (1981). A new self-report scale of intrinsic versus extrinsic orientation in the 

classroom: motivational and informational components. Developmental Psychology, 17, 

300-312.  

 

Haslam, S. A., Oakes, P. J., Reynolds, K. J., & Turner, J. C. (1999). Social identity 

salience and the emergence of stereotype consensus. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 25 (7), 809-818. 

 

Haslam, S. A. (2001). Psychology in organisations: The social identity approach. 

London: Sage. 

 

Haslam, S. A., & Platow, M. J. (2001). Your wish is our command: The role of shared 

social identity in translating a leader’s vision into followers’ action. In M. A. Hogg & 

D. J. Terry (Eds.), Social Identity Processes in Organizational Contexts. Philadelphia: 

Psychology Press, 213–228. 

 

Haslam, S. A., Eggins, R. A., & Reynolds, K. J. (2003). The ASPIRe model: actualizing 

social and personal identity resources to enhance organizational outcomes. Journal of 

Occupational and Organisational Psychology, 76, 83-113.  

 



 

245 

Haslam, S. A. (2004). Psychology in organisations: The social identity approach (2nd 

Ed). London: Sage. 

 

Haslam, S. A., & Reicher, S. D. (2007a) Identity entrepreneurship and the consequences 

of identity failure: the dynamics of leadership in the BBC prison study. Social 

Psychology Quarterly, 70, 125-147.  

 

Haslam, S. A., & Reicher, S. D. (2007b) Beyond the banality of evil: three dynamics of 

an interactionist social psychology of tyranny.  Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 33, 615-622.  

 

Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S., & Platow, M. J. (2011). The new psychology of leadership: 

Identity, influence, and power. Hove: Psychology Press.  

 

Heatherton, T. F., & Polivy, J. (1991). Development and validation of a scale for 

measuring state self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 895-

910. 

 

Hinkle, S., Taylor, L. A., Fox-Cardamone, D. L., & Crook, K. F. (1989). Intragroup 

identification and intergroup differentiation: A multicomponent approach. British 

Journal of Social Psychology, 28, 305-317. 

Hogg, M. A., & Turner, J. C. (1985). Interpersonal attraction, social identification and 

psychological group formation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 15, 51-66.  

 

Hogg, M. A., & Abrams, D. (1990). Social motivation, self-esteem and social identity. 

In D. Abrams, & M. A. Hogg (Eds.). Social identity theory: Constructive and critical 

advances. London: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 28-47. 

 

Hogg, M. A. (1992). The social psychology of group cohesiveness: from attraction to 

social identity. New York: Harvester Wheatleaf. 

 

Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. J. (Eds.) (2001). Social identity processes in organisational 

contexts. Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press.  

 

Hogg, M. A. (2001). A social identity theory of leadership. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 5(3), 184-200. 

 

Hogg, M. A. & R. S. Tindale (2002), Blackwell Handbook of Social Psychology: Group 

processes. Oxford, England: Blackwell, 56-85.  

 

Hogg, M. A. (2006).  Social identity theory. In P. Burke, (Ed.). Contemporary social 

theories, Palo Alta CA, Stanford University Press, (pp.111-136). 

 

Hogg, M. A., Fielding, K. S., Johnson, D., Masser, B., Russell, E., & Svensson, A. 

(2006). Demographic category membership and leadership in small groups: A social 

identity analysis. The Leadership Quarterly, 17 (4), 335-350. 

 

Hogg, M. A. (2007). Social psychology of leadership, in A. W. Krulanski & E. T. 

Higgins, (Eds.) Social Psychology: Handbook of basic principles (2nd ed.) New York: 

Guilford Press, 716-733. 

 



 

246 

Hogg, M. A. (2008). Social categorization, depersonalization, and group behavior. 

Blackwell Handbook of Social Psychology: Group Processes, 56-85.  

 

Hollander, E. P. (2008). Inclusive leadership: The essential leader-follower 

relationship. New York: Routledge/Psychology Press.  

 

Hollembeak, J., & Amarose, A. J. (2005). Perceived coaching behaviours and college 

students’ intrinsic motivation: a test of self-determination theory. Journal of Applied 

Sport Psychology, 17, 20-36.  

 

Holloway, J. B., Beuter, A., & Duda, J. L. (1988). Self-efficacy and training strength in 

adolescent girls. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 18, 699–719. 

 

Horn, T. S. (1985). Coaches’ feedbackand changes in children’s perceptions of their 

physical competence. Journal of Educational Psychology, 77, 174-186.  

 

Horn, T.S. (1992). Leadership effectiveness within the sports domain. Champaign, IL: 

Human Kinetics. 

 

Horn, T.S. (2002). Coaching effectiveness in the sport domain. In T.S. Horn (Ed.), 

Advances in sport psychology, (2nd ed., pp. 309-354). Champaign, IL. Human Kinetics. 

 

Horn, T.S. (2008). Coaching effectiveness in the sport domain. In T.S. Horn (Ed.), 

Advances in sport psychology, (3rd ed., pp. 239-268). Champaign, IL. Human Kinetics. 

 

Horton, S., Baker, J., & Deakin, J. (2005). Expert in action: A systematic observation of 

5 national team coaches. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 36(4), 299-314.  

 

Israel, J. & Tajfel, H. (1972). The context of social psychology: a critical assessment. 

London: Academic Press.  

 

Janis, I. L., & Field, P. B. (1959). A behavioural assessment of persuasibility: 

consistency of individual differences. In C. Howland & I. Janis (Eds.), Personality and 

persuasibility, New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 29-54.  

 

Jetten, J., Duck, J., Terry, D., & O’Brien, A. (2002). Being attuned to intergroup 

differences in mergers: the role of aligned leaders for low-status groups. Personality 

and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1194-1201.  

 

Jones, R., Potrac, P., & Armour, K. (2002). Its All About Getting Respect: The 

Coaching Behaviors of an Expert English Soccer Coach. Sport, Education and Society, 

183-202. 

 

Jones, R. L., Armour, K., & Potrac, P. (2004). Sports coaching cultures: From practice 

to theory. London: Routledge.  

 

Jones, R. L., Hughes, M., & Kingston, K. (2007). An introduction to sports coaching: 

From science and theory to practice. Routledge.  

 

Joseph, E., & Winston, B. (2005). A Correlation of servant leadership, leader trust, and 

organizational trust. Leadership & Organizational Development Journal, 26(1), 6-22. 

 



 

247 

Jordan, J. V., Kaplan, A. G., Miller, J. B., Stiver, I. P., & Surrey, J. L. (1991). Women’s 

growth in connection: writings from the stone center. New York: Guilford Press.  

 

Jowett, S., & Ntoumanis, N. (2004). The Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire 

(CART-Q): Development and initial validation. Scandinavian Journal of Medicine and 

Science in Sports, 14, 245-257. 

 

Jowett, S. (2006). Interpersonal and structural features of Greek coach-athlete dyads 

performing in individual sports. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 18, 69-91.  

 

Kao, S. F. & Cheng, B. S. (2005). Assessing sport team culture: Qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 36, 22-38. 

 

Karasawa, M. (1991). Towards an assessment of social identity: The structure of group 

identification and its effects on in-group evaluations. British Journal of Social 

Psychology, 30, 293-307. 

 

Kassin, S., Fein, S., & Markus, H. R. (2008). Social psychology. (7th Ed.), Houghton 

Mifflin Company.  

 

Kenow, L. J., & William, J. M. (1992). Relationship between anxiety, self-confidence, 

and the evaluation of coaching behaviours. The Sport Psychologist, 6, 344-357.  

 

Kenow, L. J., & William, J. M. (1999). Coach-athlete compatibility and athlete’s 

perception of coaching behaviours.  Journal of Sport Behaviour, 22(2), 251-259. 

 

Kellett, P. (1999). Organizational leadership: Lessons from professional coaches. Sport 

Management Review, 2, 150-171. 

 

Kidman, L. (2001). Developing decision makers: An empowerment approach to 

coaching. Christchurch. NZ: Innovative Print Communications.  

 

Kramer, R. M. (1999). Trust and distrust in organisations: emerging perspectives, 

enduring questions. Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 569-598. 

 

Kuklinski, B. (1990). Sports leadership – an overview. New Zealand Journal of Health, 

Physical Education and Recreation, 23(3), 15-18.  

 

Lacy, A.C., & Darst, P.W. (1984). Evolution of a systematic observation instrument: 

The ASU coaching observation instrument. Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 

3, 59-66. 

 

Laios, A., Theodorakis, N., & Gargalianos, D. (2003). Leadership and power: Two 

important factors for effective coaching. International Sports Journal, Winter, 150- 

154. 

 

Lamping, D. L., Schroter, S., Marquis, P., Marrel, A., Duprat-Lomon, I., & Sagnier, P. 

P. (2002). The Community-Acquired Pneumonia Symptom Questionnaire: a new 

patient-based outcome measure to evaluate symptoms in patients with community-

acquired pneumonia. Chest, 122: 920-9. 

 

 



 

248 

Lavallee, D, Williams, J.M., & Jones, M.V. (2008) Key studies in sport and exercise 

psychology, NY, McGraw-Hill.  

 

Levine, M., Prosser, A., Evans, D., & Reicher, S. (2005). Identity and emergency 

intervention: how social group membership and inclusiveness of group boundaries 

shapes helping behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 443-453.  

 

Lipponen, J. Koivisto, S., & Olkonen, M. E. (2005). Procedural justice and status 

judgements: the moderating role of leader ingroup prototypicality. Leadership 

Quarterly, 16, 517-528. 

 

Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., & de Vader, C. L. (1984). A test of leadership categorization 

theory: internal structure, information processing, and leadership perceptions. 

Organisational Behaviour and Human Performance, 34, 343-378. 

 

Lord, R. G., & Mahler, K. J. (1991). Leadership and information processing: linking 

perceptions and performance. London: Unwin Hyman.  

 

Lord, R.G. & Hall, R.J. (2005). Identity, deep structure and the development of 

leadership skills, Leadership Quarterly, 16(4), 591-615.   

 

Loughead, T. M., Patterson, M. M., & Carron, A. V. (2008). The impact of fitness 

leader behavior and cohesion on an exerciser’s affective state. International Journal of 

Sport and Exercise Psychology, 6, 53-68.  

 

Luhtanen, R. & Crocker, J. (1992) A collective self-esteem scale: self-evaluation of 

one’s social identity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18, 302-318.  

 

Luthans, F., & Avolio, B. J. (2003). Authentic leadership development, in: K. S. 

Cameron,  J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship, San 

Francisco, CA, Berrett-Koehler, 241-258. 

 

Lyle, J. (1999). The coaching process: An overview. In N. Cross & J. Lyle (eds.), The 

Coaching Process: Principles and Practice for Sport, Oxford. Butterworth-Heinemann, 

3-24.  

 

Lyle, J. (2002). Sport coaching concepts: a framework for coaches’ behaviour. New 

York: Routledge. 

 

Lyle, J. (2007a). A review of the research evidence for the impact of coach education. 

International Journal of Coaching Science, 1(1), 17-34. 

 

Lyle, J. (2007b) Modelling the complexity of the coaching process: a commentary. 

International Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 2(4) 407-409. 

 

 

Lynch, M., & Mallett, C. (2006). Becoming a successful high performance track and 

field coach. Modern Athlete & Coach, 44 (2), 15-20. 

 

Mael, F. A., & Tettrick, L. E. (1992) Identifying organisational identification. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 52, 813-824. 



 

249 

 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: a partial test of the 

reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational 

Behaviour, 13 (2), 103-123.  

 

Mallett, C.J., & Cote, J. (2006). Beyond winning and losing: Guidelines for evaluating 

high performance coaches. The Sport Psychologist, 20, 213-221. 

 

Mallett, C. J., Kawabata, M., Newcombe, P., Otero-Forero, A., & Jackson, S. (2007). 

Sport motivation scale-6 (SMS-6): A revised six-factor sport motivation scale. 

Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 8, 600-614.  

 

Mallett, C. J. (2010). High performance coaches' careers and communities, in Lyle, J. 

and Cushion, C., eds., Sport Coaching: Professionalism and Practice, Elsevier, London, 

119-133.  

 

Mann, R. D. (1959). A review of the relationship between personality and performance 

in small groups. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 241-270.  

 

Manzo, L. G., Silva, J. M., & Mink, R. (2001). The Carolina Sport Confidence 

Inventory. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 13, 260-274. 

 

Margeau, G.A., & Vallerand, R.J. (2003). ‘The coach–athlete relationship: a 

motivational model’, Journal of Sport Sciences, 21, 883–904. 

 

Martens, R. (1990). Successful Coaching. Champaign Illinois: Leisure Press. 

 

Martens, R., & Peterson, J. (1971). Group cohesiveness as a determinant of success and 

member satisfaction in team performance. International Review of Sport Sociology, 6, 

49-71.  

 

Matheson, D. H., Collins, C. L., & Kuehne, V. S. (1997). Older adults’ multiple 

stereotypes of young adults. Centre on Aging Bulletin, University of Victoria, 5(1), 11. 

 

MacLean, J. C., & Chelladurai, P. (1995). Dimensions of coaching performance: 

development of a scale. Journal of Sport Management, 9(2), 194-207. 

 

Messick, D. M. & Bazerman, M. H. (1996). Ethical leadership and the psychology of 

decision making. Sloan Management Review, 9-22. 

 

Meyer, J. P. & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three component conceptualization of 

organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1, 61- 89. 

 

Miller, L. M. & Carpenter, C. L. (2009). Altruistic leadership strategies in coaching: A 

case study of Jim Tressel of the Ohio State University, Strategies, 22, 9. 

 

Miller, J. B., & Stiver, I. P. (1997). The healing connection: how women form 

relationships in therapy and in life. Boston: Beacon Press.  

 

Mintzberg, H. (2004). Managers not MBAs. Harlow, UK: Pearson.  

 



 

250 

Monday Night Football. Graham Souness. British Sky Broadcasting, Sky Sports. 

London, 20 September, 2013.  

 

More, K. G., & Franks, I. M. (1996). Analysis and modification of verbal coaching 

behaviour: the usefulness of a data-driven intervention strategy. Journal of Sport 

Sciences, 14, 523-543. 

 

Moriano, J. A., Topa, G. C., & Levy, J. M. (2009). Leadership in non-profit 

organisations of Nicaragua and El Salvador: a study from the social identity theory. The 

Spanish Journal of Psychology, 12(2), 667-676.  

 

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M. & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of 

organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 14, 224-247. 

 

Napier, R. W., & Gershenfeld, M. K. (1999). Groups: Theory and experience. Boston, 

MA: Houghton Mifflin.  

 

Newton, M., Duda, J. L., & Yin, Z. (2000). Examination of the psychometric properties 

of the perceived motivational climate in sport questionnaire in a sample of female 

athletes. Journal of Sport Sciences, 18, 275-290.  

 

Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: conceptions of ability, subjective 

experience, task choice, and performance. Psychological Review, 91, 328-346.  

 

Nicholls, J. G. (1989). The competitive ethos and democratic orientation. Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press.  

 

Myers, N, D., Feltz, D, L., Maier, K, S., Wolfe, E, W., & Reckase, M, D. (2006). 

Extending validity evidence for multidimensional measures of coaching competency. 

Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 77, 4, 451-463. 

 

Nunally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Oakes, P. J., Haslam, S. A., & Turner, J. C. (1994). Stereotyping and social reality. 

Oxford: Blackwell. 

 

O’Brien, A. T., Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., Humphrey, L., O’Sullivan, L., Postmes, T., 

Eggins, R. A., & Reynolds, K. J. (2004). Cynicism and disengagement among devalued 

employee groups: the need to ASPIRe. Career Development International, 9, 28-44.  

 

Pedhazur, E. J. & Schmelkin, L. P. (1991). Measurement, Design, and Analysis: An 

Integrated Approach. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

 

Peters, K. O., & Haslam, S. A. (2009). First follow, then lead: the emergence of leaders 

in groups. Unpublished manuscript, University of Exeter.   

 

Pelletier, L, G., Fortier, M., Vallerand, R. J., Briere, N. M., Tuson, K. M., & Blais, M. 

R. (1995).  Toward a new measure of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and 

amotivation: The Sport Motivation scale.  Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 

17, 35-54. 

 



 

251 

Pelletier, L. G., Tuson, K. M., & Haddad, N. K. (1997). Client motivation for therapy 

scale: a measure of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation for 

therapy. Journal of Personality Assessment, 68, 414-435.  

 

Pelletier, L. G., Fortier, M. S., Vallerand, R. J., & Briere, N. M. (2002). Associations 

among perceived autonomy support, forms of self-regulation, and persistence: a 

prospective study.   Motivation and Emotion, 25, 279-306.  

 

Pelletier, L. G., & Vallerand, R. J. (1996). Supervisors’ beliefs and subordinates’ 

intrinsic motivation: a behavioural confirmation analysis. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 71, 331-340.  

 

Pelletier, L. G., Vallerand, R. J., & Sarrazin, P. (2007). The revised six-factor sport 

motivation scale (mallet, kawabate, newcombe, otero-forero & Jackson, 2007): 

something old, something new, and something borrowed. Psychology of Sport and 

Exercise, 8, 615-621. 

 

Platow, M. J., & van Knippenberg, D. (2001). A social identity analysis of leadership 

endorsement: the effects of leader ingroup prototypicality and distributive intergroup 

fairness. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1508-1519.  

 

Platow, M. J., Haslam, S. A., Foddy, M. & Grace, D. M. (2003). Leadership as the 

outcome of self-categorisation processes. In D. van Knippenberg & M. A. Hogg (Eds.), 

Leadership and power: Identity processes in groups and organisations, London Sage, 

34-47.  

 

Platow, M. J., McClintock, C. G., & Liebrand. W. B. G. (1990). Predicting intergroup 

fairness and ingroup bias in the minimal group paradigm. European Journal of Social 

Psychology, 20, 221-239.  

 

Platow, M. J., van Knippenberg, D., Haslam, S. A., van Knippenberg, B., & Spears, R. 

(2006). A special gift we bestow on you for being representative of us: considering 

leader charisma from a self-categorisation perspective. British Journal of Social 

Psychology, 45, 303-320.  

 

Poczwardowski, A., Barrot. J. E., & Peregoy, J. J. (2002). The athlete and coach: their 

relationship and its meaning. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 33(1), 98-115.  

 

Porter, L., Steers, R., Mowday, R., & Boulian, P. (1974). Organizational commitment, 

job satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric technicians. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 59, 603-609.  

 

Potrac, P. (2001). A comparative study of elite football coaches in England and Norway. 

Unpublished PhD Dissertation, Brunel University, UK.  

 

Rabbie, J. M. (1991). Determinants of instrumental intra-group cooperation. In R. A. 

Hinde & J. Groebel (Eds.). Cooperation and prosocial behavior, Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 238-262. 

 

Raven, B.H. (1965). ‘Social Influence and Power’. In Steiner, D. & Fishbein, M. (eds). 

Current Studies in Social Psychology. New York, Rinehart & Winston, 371-382.  

 



 

252 

Raven, B.H. (1992). A power interation-model of interpersonal influence. French and 

raven 30 years later. Journal of Social Behaviour and Personality, 7(2), 217-244.  

 

Rieke, M., Hammermeister, J., & Chase, M. (2008). Servant leadership in sport: A new 

paradigm for effective coach behaviour. International Journal of Sports Science and 

Coaching, 3, 227-239.  

 

Reicher, S. D., & Haslam, S. A. (2006a). On the agency of individuals and groups: 

lessons from the BBC prison study. In T. Postmes & J. Jetten (Eds.), Individuality and 

the Group: Advances in Social Identity, London Sage, 237-257.  

 

Reicher, S. D., & Haslam, S. A. (2006b). Rethinking the psychology of tyranny: the 

BBC prison study. British Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 1-40.  

 

Reicher, S. D., & Haslam, S. A. (2010). Beyond help: a social psychology of collective 

solidarity and social cohesion. In S. Stumer and M Smyder (Eds.). The psychology of 

pro-social behaviour: group processes, intergroup relations, and helping, Oxford: 

Blackwell, 289-309.  

 

Reicher, S. D., & Haslam, S. A., & Hopkins, N. (2005). Social identity and the 

dynamics of leadership: leaders and followers as collaborative agents in the 

transformation of social reality. Leadership Quarterly, 16, 547-568.  

 

Robbins, S. P. (2007). The truth about managing people – and nothing but the truth. 

Harlow, UK: Pearson. 

 

Rossi, T. & Cassidy, T. (1999). Knowledgeable teachers in physical education: a view 

of teachers’ knowledge. In C. Hurdy & M. Mawer (Eds.). Learning and teaching in 

physical education. Lewes: Falmer Press, 188-202.  

 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 

 

Riemar, H.A. (2007) Multidimensional model of coach leadership. In S. Jowett & D. 

Lavallee (Eds) Social Psychology in Sport. Champiagn IL: Human Kinetics, 57-75. 

 

Riemar, H., & Chelladurai, P. (1995). Leadership and satisfaction in athletics. Journal 

of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 17, 276-293.  

 

Rigauer, B. (1981). Sport and Work: European Perspectives (A. Guttmann, Trans.). 

New York: Columbia University Press. 

 

Rushall, B.S., & Wiznuk, K. (1985). Athletesʼ assessment of the coach: The Coach 

Evaluation Questionnaire. Canadian Journal of Applied Sport Sciences, 10, 157-161. 

 

Rowold, J. (2006). Transformational and transactional leadership in martial arts. 

Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 18, 312-325. 

 

Russell, B. (2004), Power. London: Routledge. 

 

 

 



 

253 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E.L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of 

intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being, American Psychologist, 55, 

68–78. 

 

Saury, J., & Durand, M. (1998). Practical knowledge in expert coaches: On-site study of  

Social Psychology, 13, 155-184. 

 

Schinke, R.J., Bloom, G.A., & Salmela, J.H. (1995). The career stages of elite canadian 

basketball coaches. Coaching and Sport Science Journal, 2(3), 3-10.  

 

Schriesheim, J. F. (1980). The social context of leader-subordinate relations: An 

investigation of the effects of group cohesiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 183-

194.  

 

Schon, D. A. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner: toward a new design for 

teaching and learning in the professions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Sheard, M., Golby, J., & van Wersch, A. (2009). Progress toward construct validation 

of the sports mental toughness questionnaire (SMTQ). European Journal of 

Psychological Assessment, 25(3), 186-193.  

 

Skinner, E. (1995). Perceived control, motivation, and coping. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage. 

 

Skinner, E. (1996). A guide to constructs of control. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 71, 549-570.  

 

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., & Hunt, E. B. (1977). A system for the behavioural 

assessment of athletic coaches. Research Quarterly, 48, 401-407.  

 

Smith, R. E., Smoll, F. L., & Curtis, B. (1978). Coach effectiveness training: A 

cognitive-behavioral approach to enhancing relationship skills in youth sports coaches. 

Journal of Sport Psychology, 1, 59-75.    

 

Smith, R. E., & Smoll, F. L. (1990). Self-esteem and children’s reactions to youth sport 

coaching behaviours: a field study of self-enhancement processes. Developmental 

Psychology, 26, 987-993. 

 

Smith, R. E., & Smoll, F. L. (1997). Coach-mediated team building in youth sports. 

Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 9, 114-132. 

 

Smith, S. L., Fry, M. D., Ethington, C. A., & Li, Y. (2005). The effect of female 

athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviours on their perceptions of motivational 

climate. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 17, 170-177.  

 

Smith, S. C., Lamping, D. L., Banerjee, S., Harwood, R., Foley, B., Smith, P., Cook, J. 

C., Murray, J., Prince, M., Levin, E., Mann, A. & Knapp, M. (2005). Measurement of 

health-related quality of life for people with dementia: development of a new instrument 

(DEMQOL) and an evaluation of current methodology. Health Technology Assessment, 

9(10), 1-108. 

 



 

254 

Smith, A., Ntoumanis, N., & Duda, J. (2007). Goal striving, goal attainment, and well-

being: Adapting and testing the self-concordance model in sport. Journal of Sport and 

Exercise Psychology, 29(6), 763-782. 

 

Smoll, F. L., & Smith, R. E. (1989). Leadership behaviours in sport: A theoretical 

model and research paradigm, Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 19, 1522-1551. 

 

Spillane, J. P. (2005). Distributed leadership. The Educational Forum, 69, 143-150. 

 

Spink, K. S., & Carron, A. V. (1994). Group Cohesion Effects in Exercise Classes. 

Small Group Research, 26-42. 

 

Stevens, J.P. (2002).  Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences. Mahwah, 

N.J., Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Sullivan, P.J., & Kent, A. (2003) Coaching efficacy as a predictor of leadership style in 

intercollegiate athletics. Journal of applied sport psychology, 15, 1-11. 

 

Subasic, E., Reynolds, K. J., Turner, J. C., Veenstra, K. & Haslam, S. A. (2011). 

Leadership, power, and the use of surveillance: implications of shared social identity for 

leaders’ capacity to influence, Leadership Quarterly, 22, 170-181. 

 

Tajfel, H. (1970). Experiments in intergroup discrimination. Scientific American, 223, 

96-102. 

 

Tajfel, H. (1972). ‘Social Categorization. English manuscript of ‘La Categorisation 

sociale’. in Auston, W.G. & Worchel, S. (eds.) The Social Psychology of Inter-Group 

Relations. Paris, Larousse, 1, 272-303.  

 

Tajfel, H. (1978). Inter individual behavior and intergroup behavior. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), 

The Differentiation between social groups. London: Academic Press, 27-60. 

 

Tajfel, H. (1978). Differentiation Between Social Groups. London, Academic Press.  

 

Tajfel, H. (1979). Individuals and groups in social psychology. British Journal of Social 

and Clinical Psychology, 18, 183-190.  

 

Tajfel, H. & Turner, J. (1979). An Integrative Theory of Inter-group Conflict. In Austin, 

W. & Worscehl, S. (eds.) The Social Psychology of Inter-group Relations. Monterey, 

CA, Brooks/Cole, 33-47.  

 

Tajfel, H. (1981). Human groups and social categories. Cambridge: Cambridge. 

 

Tajfel, H. (1982). Social psychology of intergroup relations. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 33, 1-59. 

 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In 

S. Worchel & W. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations. Chicago: Nelson-

Hall, 7-24. 

 

TalkSPORT. Frank Lampard. Independent National Radio. UTV Radio, London, 5 

May, 2013. 



 

255 

 

Tharp, R. G., & Gallimore, R. (1976). What a coach can teach a teacher. Psychology 

Today, 9, 74-78. 

 

Tomlinson, A. (1998). Power: domination, negotiation and resistance in sport cultures. 

Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 22(3), 235-240.  

 

Trail, G. T. (2004). Leadership, cohesion, and group outcomes in scholastic sports. 

International Journal of Sport Management, 5(2), 111-132. 

 

Turman, P. D. (2003). Coaches and cohesion: the impact of coaching techniques on 

team cohesion in the small group sport setting. Journal of Sport Behaviour, 26(1), 86. 

 

Turner, J. C. (1982). Towards a cognitive redefinition of the social group. In H. Tajfel 

(Ed.), Social identity and intergroup relations, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

15-40.  

 

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Turner, P. J., & Smith, P. M. (1984). Failure and defeat as 

determinants of group cohesiveness. British Journal of Social Psychology, 23, 97-111.  

 

Turner, J. & Oakes, P. (1986). The significance of the social identity concept for social 

psychology with reference to individualism, interaction and social influence. British 

Journal of Social Psychology, 25(3), 237-252.  

 

Turner, J. C. (1985). Social categorization and the self-concept: a social cognitive 

theory of group behavior. In E. J. Lawler (ed.), Advances in group processes, 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 2, 77-122. 

 

Turner, J. C. (1987). The analysis of social influence. In J. C. Turner, M. A. Hogg, P. J. 

oakes, S. D. Reicher & M. S. Wetherell (Eds.), Rediscovering the social group: a self-

categorisation theory, Oxford: Blackwell, 68-88. 

 

Turner, J. C. (1991). Social Influence, Milton Keynes: Open University Press. 

 

Turner, J. C. (2005). Examining the nature of power: a three-process theory. European 

Journal of Social Psychology, 35, 1-22.  

 

Turner, J. C., & Haslam, S. A. (2001). Social identity, organisations, and leadership. In 

M. E. Turner (Ed.), Groups at work: advances in theory and research. Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum, 25-65.  

 

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. (2000). Cooperation in groups: Procedural justice, social 

identity, and behavioural engagement. Philadelphia, Pa: Psychology Press.  

 

Valle, R.S., King, M, & Halling, S. (1989). An introduction to existential-

phenomenological though in psychology, in: Valle, R.S., & Halling, S., eds., 

Existential-phenomenological perspectives in psychology, Plenum, New York, 3-16. 

 

Vallee, C. N., & Bloom, G. A. (2005). Building a successful university program: key 

and common elements of expert coaches. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 17, 179-

196. 

 



 

256 

Van Knippenberg, D. & Hogg, M.A. (2003). A social identity model of leadership 

effectiveness in organisations. Research in Organisational Behaviour, 25, 243-295.  

 

Van Krippenberg, D. & Hogg, M.A. 2003). Leadership and Power: identity processes 

in groups and organizations. London, Sage.  

 

Van Vugt, M., & De Cremer. D. (2002). Intergroup and intragroup aspects of leadership 

in social dilemmas: A relational model of cooperation. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 38, 126-136.  

 

Vargas-Tonsing, T. (2009). An exploratory examination of the effect of coaches’ pre-

game speeches on athletes’ perception of self-efficacy and emotion. Journal of Sport 

Behaviour, 32(1), 92-111.  

 

Vealey, R. S. (1986). Conceptualization of sport-confidence and competitive 

orientation: Preliminary investigation and instrument development. Journal of Sport 

Psychology, 8, 221–246.  

 

Vella, S. A., Oades, L. G., & Crowe, T. P. (2010). The application of coach leadership 

models to coaching practice: current state and future directions. International Journal of 

Sports Science and Coaching. 5(3), 425-434. 

 

Vella, S.A., Oades, L.G. & Crowe, T.P. (2011). The role of the coach in facilitating 

positive youth development: Moving from theory to practice. Journal of Applied Sport 

Psychology, 23(1), 33-48. 

 

Wann, D. L., & Branscombe, N. R. (1990). Die hard and fair-weather fans: effects of 

identification on BIRGing and CORFing tendencies. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 

14, 103-117.  

 

Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Wernsing, T. S., & Peterson, S. J. 

(2008). Authentic leadership: Development and validation of a theory-based measure. 

Journal of Management, 34, 89- 126.    

 

Weinberg, R., Gould, D., & Jackson, A. (1979). Expectations and performance: An 

empirical test of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory. Journal of Sport Psychology, 1, 320–

331. 

 

Weinberg, R. S., Gould, D., Yukelson, D., & Jackson, A. (1981). The effects of 

preexisting and manipulated self-efficacy on a competitive muscular endurance task. 

Journal of Sport Psychology, 4, 345–354. 

 

Weinberg, R. S., & Gould, D. (2003). Foundations of sport and exercise psychology (3rd 

ed). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

 

Weiner, B. (1986). An attributional theory of motivation and emotion. New York: 

Springer-Verlag.  

 

Weiner, B. (1992). Human motivation: metaphors, theories, and research. Newbury 

Park, CA: SAGE Publications. 

 



 

257 

Westre, K. R., & Weiss, M. R. (1991). The relationship between perceived coaching 

behaviors and group cohesion in high school football teams. Sport Psychologist, 5, 41-

54.  

 

Westre, K. R. (2003). Servant leadership in sport. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 

Gonzaga University. 

 

Wit, A., & Wilke, H. (1988). Subordinates’ endorsement of an allocating leader in a 

common dilemma: an equity theoretical approach. Journal of Economic Psychology, 9, 

151-168.  

 

Whitt, J. A., & Lukes, S. (1980). Power: A Radical View. Contemporary Sociology.  

 

Williams, J. M., & Widmeyer, N. W. (1991). The cohesion-performance outcome 

relationship in coaching sport. Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 13(4), 364-

371. 

 

Williams, J.M., Jerome, G.J., Kenow, L.J., Rogers, T., Sartain, T.A., & Darland, G. 

(2003). Factor structure of the Coaching Behavior Questionnaire and its relationship to 

athletic variables. The Sport Psychologist, 17, 16-34. 

 

Wooden, J. (1988). They call me coach. Chicago: Contemporary Books.  

 

Woodman, L. (1993). Coaching: a science, an art, an emerging profession. Sports 

Science Review, 2, 1-13. 

 

Yukelson, D. (1997). Principles of effective team building interventions in sport: A 

direct services approach at Penn State University. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 

9, 73-96.  

 

Yukl, G. (2007). Leadership in organisations, Sixth Edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice Hall. 

 

Zhang, J., Jensen, B. E., and Mann, L. (1997). Modification and revision of the 

leadership scale for sport. Journal of Sport Behaviour, 20(1), 105-122.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

258 

Appendix 

 

 

1. Participant Information Sheet  

 

Title: A Social Identity Theory of Leadership Applied to Sports Coaching 

 

Invitation: You are being invited to take part in this research study which is for the 

academic award of PhD. Before you decide whether or not to take part, it is important 

that you understand what the research is for and what you will be asked to do. Please 

read the following information and do not hesitate to ask any questions about anything 

that might not be clear to you. Make sure that you are happy before you decide what to 

do. Thank you for taking the time to consider this invitation. 

 

Purpose of the Study: Within Sport Psychology an imperative area of contemporary 

research is recognising what makes an effective coach and throughout the last 10 years 

researchers have drawn on the field of leadership research and endeavoured to apply a 

range of leadership theories and perspectives to an analysis of coaching behaviour and 

coaching style, with varying success. The social identity theory of leadership is 

currently a popular area of investigation within psychology and has not previously been 

applied to research on coaching. This project aims to address that issue using 

quantiative methods. The study involves completing a set of questionnaires.  

 

Voluntary Participation:  It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you do 

decide to take part, you will be given this information sheet to keep. You will also be 

asked to sign a consent form. If change your mind at any time you can withdraw from 

the study by not returning the questionnaire.   

 

If you decide to take part: You will be required to complete a questionnaire at a 

convenient time for you during a pre-arranged time window.  The questionnaire should 

not take any more than 25 minutes of your time. Before you decide to complete the 

survey you will be offered complete confidentiality and completing the questionnaire 

will be taken as implicit consent.  
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Benefits/ Rewards: By taking part in this project, you are potentially contributing to the 

development and continuing research of a social identity theory of leadership applied 

within a sports coaching setting. There are no other rewards, financial or otherwise 

being offered as part of this research project.  

 

Confidentiality: Data will be held securely in locked filing cabinets or on a password 

protected computer for 6 years and any identifiers will be removed prior to publication 

as required under Data Protection legislation. However, Freedom of Information 

legislation will allow access to certain non-personal or generalized data.  

 

Results of Study: The results of this study will be published as part of a PhD academic 

qualification. The results of this study may lead to further research and has the potential 

to contribute positively to the investigation of a social identity theory of leadership 

within sports coaching. 

 

Contact Information: 

Researcher: Mr. Paul Cummins 

Email: Cummins-P1@email.ulster.ac.uk 

Supervisor: Dr. Tony Cassidy 

Telephone: +44 (0) 28 70323025 

Email: t.cassidy@ulster.ac.uk  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:Cummins-P1@email.ulster.ac.uk
mailto:t.cassidy@ulster.ac.uk
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2. Participant Consent Form 

 

‘A Social Identity Theory of Leadership Applied to Sports Coaching’ 

Chief Investigator – Dr. Tony Cassidy 

Researcher - Mr. Paul Cummins 

 

Please tick the boxes against each statement to indicate your consent to participate in 

the study: 

 

• I confirm that I have been given and have read and understood the information sheet 

for the above study and have asked and received answers to any questions raised       [   ] 

 

• I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 

time without giving a reason and without my rights being affected in any way        [   ] 

 

• I understand that the researchers will hold all information and data collected securely 

and in confidence and that all efforts will be made to ensure that I cannot be identified 

as a participant in the study (except as might be required by law) and I give permission 

to the researches to hold relevant personal data                                                           [   ] 

                  

• I agree to take part in the above study                                           [   ] 
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3. Study 1 Demographic Data Collection (Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria) 

 

Firstly we would like to collect some biographical information. This will not in any 

way be used to identify you.  We will use this information to report 

characteristics of people who have helped with our research. 

 

1) Age (in years): ______ 

2) Gender (please circle one):                   Male       Female 

3) Do you play a team sport? (please circle one)                Yes            No 

4) Have you ever played a team sport? (please circle one) Yes            No 

5) How often do you play /have you played a team sport? (please tick)     

    Daily                  [  ] 

         2-4 times/week  [  ] 

         Weekly        [  ] 

         Monthly          [  ] 

         Never     [  ] 
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6) What team sport do you / did you play? (please circle as many relevant to 

you or state any others):  

Team Athletics, Doubles Badminton, Women’s Basketball, Men’s Basketball, Camogie, 

Canoeing, Cricket, Cross-country, Equestrian, Men’s Gaelic Football,  

Ladies Gaelic Football, Gliding, Men’s Handball, Ladies Handball,  

Men’s Hockey, Ladies Hockey, Ice Hockey, Hurling, Netball, Men’s Rugby, Ladies 

Rugby, Men’s Soccer, Ladies Soccer, Doubles Tennis, Men’s Volleyball, Women’s 

Volleyball,  

Others: ____________ / ____________ / ____________ 

 

7) Which team sport do you/did you spend the most time playing: _______ 

8) Do you / did you have any team coaching experience? (please circle 1) Yes 

No 

9) If Yes, how long have you been/were you a team coach? (please tick) 

   1 – 4 weeks        [  ] 

2 – 11 months          [  ] 

  1 – 3 years     [  ] 

3 years or more           [  ] 

Please choose a team (and its head coach) that you currently play for, or that you have 

previously played for, when answering the following questions. There are no right or 

wrong answers. Please give the response that best describes you.  
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4. The Sport Motivation Scale (Pelletier, Vallerand, Briere, Tuson & Blais, 

1995) 

THE SPORT MOTIVATION SCALE 

 

 

Why do you practice your sport? 

 

Using the scale below, please indicate to what extent each of the 

following items corresponds to one of the reasons for which you are 

presently practicing your sport. 
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For the pleasure I feel in living exciting experiences.      

For the pleasure it gives me to know more about the sport that I practice.      

I used to have good reasons for doing sports, but now I am asking myself 

if I should continue doing it. 

     

For the pleasure of discovering new training techniques.      

I don't know anymore; I have the impression that I am incapable of 

succeeding in this sport. 

     

Because it allows me to be well regarded by people that I know.      

Because, in my opinion, it is one of the best ways to meet people.      

Because I feel a lot of personal satisfaction while mastering certain 

difficult training techniques. 

     

Because it is absolutely necessary to do sports if one wants to be in 

shape 

     

For the prestige of being an athlete.      

Because it is one of the best ways I have chosen to develop other aspects 

of myself. 

     

For the pleasure I feel while improving some of my weak points.      

For the excitement I feel when I am really involved in the activity.      

Because I must do sports to feel good about myself.       

For the satisfaction I experience while I am perfecting my abilities.      

Because people around me think it is important to be in shape.      

Because it is a good way to learn lots of things which could be useful to 

me in other areas of my life. 

     

For the intense emotions that I feel while I am doing a sport that I like.      

It is not clear to me anymore; I don't really think my place is in sport.      

For the pleasure that I feel while executing certain difficult movements.      

Because I would feel bad if I was not taking time to do it.      



 

264 
To show others how good I am at my sport.      

For the pleasure that I feel while learning training techniques that I have 

never tried before. 

     

Because it is one of the best ways to maintain good relationships with 

my friends.  

     

Because I like the feeling of being totally immersed in the activity.      

Because I must do sports regularly.      

For the pleasure of discovering new performance strategies.       

I often ask myself; I can't seem to achieve the goals that I set for myself.      
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5. The Carolina Sport Confidence Inventory (Manzo, Silva, & Mink, 2001) 

 

What am I like? 

These are statements which allow people to describe themselves. 

There are no right or wrong answers since people differ. 

First, decide which one of the two statements best describes you. 

Then go to that side of the statement and check if it is “somewhat true” or “very true” 

FOR YOU. 

Remember to check only ONE of the four boxes 

 Very  

True 

For 

Me 

Somewhat 

True 

For  

Me 

   Somewhat 

True 

For 

Me 

Very 

True 

For 

Me 

1.   I feel I am not very 

good when it comes 

to playing sports 

 

OR 

I feel I am really 

good at many 

sports 

  

2.   I always look on the 

bright side when it 

comes to sports 

 

OR 

 

I think of the bad 

things that might 

occur when I 

play sports 

  

3.   In the company of  

my peers I feel that I 

am always one of 

the best when it 

comes to joining 

sports activities 

 

OR 

In the company 

of my peers I am 

not among the 

best when it 

comes to joining 

in sports 

activities 

  

4.   I feel that I am 

among the best in 

my peer group when 

it comes to athletic 

ability 

 

OR 

I feel that I am 

average or below 

my peers when it 

comes to athletic 

ability 

  

5.   I feel that if  

something can go 

wrong for me during 

sports activities, it 

will 

 

OR 

I feel that if 

something can 

go right for me 

during sports 

activities, it will 
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6.   I feel that things will 

never work out the 

way I wanted them 

to, during sporting 

activities 

 

OR 

I believe that 

things will work  

out for me, 

during sporting 

activities 

  

 

7.  

 

 

 

I am not quite 

so confident 

when it comes  

to taking part  

in sporting 

activities 

 

OR 

I am among 

the most 

confident 

when it comes 

to taking 

part in 

sporting 

activities 

 

 

 

 

8.  

 

 

 

I believe that 

I have a  

bright future 

in sporting 

activities 

 

OR 

I feel that 

the worst is 

yet to come 

for me in 

sporting 

activities 

 

 

 

 

9.  

 

 

 

I am a little 

slower than 

most when it 

comes to  

learning new 

skills in 

a sports 

situation 

 

OR 

I always seem  

to be among 

the quickest 

when it comes 

to learning 

new sport 

activities 

 

 

 

 

10  

 

 

 

I hardly ever  

expect things 

to go my way 

in sporting 

activities 

 

OR 

I feel that 

things will 

often go my 

way in 

sporting 

activities 

 

 

 

 

11  

 

 

 

I believe that 

during 

sporting 

activities 

“every cloud 

has a silver 

lining” 

 

OR 

I have trouble 

during sporting 

activities 

seeing the 

“light at the 

end of the 

tunnel” 
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12  

 

 

 

Given the chance, 

 I am always the 

first to join 

in sports 

activities 

 

OR 

I sometimes 

hold back and 

am not usually 

among the first 

to join in sports 

activities 

 

 

 

 

 

13  

 

 

 

I feel that there is  

no use in really 

trying to get 

something I want 

in sport because 

I probably will 

not get it 

 

OR 

I believe 

that if you 

work hard 

enough you 

will attain 

your sport 

goals. 
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6. The Coaching Competency Scale (Myers, Feltz, Maier, Wolfe, & Reckase, 

2006) 

 

COACHING COMPETENCY SCALE 

 

For the following please rate how competent you 

believe your coach is in his/her ability to deliver 

on each of the following. 

Low 

Competence 

Moderate 

Competence 

High 

Competence 

Complete 

Competence 

To motivate players     

To help players to maintain confidence in their 

ability to perform when they are performing poorly 

    

To devise strategies that maximise the positive 

effects of the team's strengths during competition 

    

To motivate players for competition against a weak 

opponent 

    

To help players to not become overly confident in 

their abilities when they are performing well 

    

To make effective player substitutions during 

competition  

    

To devise strategies that minimise an opposing 

team's strengths during competition 

    

To effectively instill an attitude of respect for other 

teams and players 

    

To instruct all of the different positional groups of 

players on appropriate techniques during practice 

    

To make effective strategic decisions in pressure 

situations during competition 

    

To detect subtle technique errors by players during 

practice 

    

To effectively promote good sportsmanship in 

players 

    

To implement an appropriate endurance program for 

players during the season 

    

To teach players the complex technical skills of your 

sport during practice 

    

To accurately assess players' physical conditioning     

To positively influence the character development of 

players 

    

To teach players appropriate basic technique during 

practices 
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7. The Social Identity Scale 1: Athlete Perceptions of Coach 

 

SOCIAL IDENTITY SCALE 1 – ‘ATHLETE 

PERCEPTIONS OF COACH’ 

 

For the following items please think of a sports team that 

you belong to and place a tick in the appropriate box to 

indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the 

statements in relation to the team coach. 

 

S
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n
g
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 a
g
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e 

  

tr
o
n
g
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 a
g
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e 

M
o
d
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y
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g
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e 

N
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e 
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r 
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M
o
d
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y
 d

is
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e 

S
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o
n
g
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 d
is
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e
 

1.   Our coach is just like one of us      

2.   I see our coach as a member of the team      

3.   I feel strong ties with my team coach      

4.   I identify with my team coach      

5.   I think the team and the coach work well together      

6.   I feel uneasy with my team coach      

7.   I feel held back by my team coach      

8.   I do not consider my team coach to be important      

9.   I don’t feel our coach is one of us      

10.   Our coach is a worthy member of my team      

11. I feel our coach doesn’t have much to offer to my  

team 

     

12.  Our coach is good at creating team spirit      

13. I often feel our coach creates problems between 

team members 

     

14. I often regret that our coach is too distant from the 

team 

     

15. I’m glad to have a coach who is a member of the 

team 

     

16. Overall I feel that my team coach is not 

worthwhile 

     

17. Our team coach makes us feel good about      



 

270 

ourselves 

18. Overall my team coach is considered good by 

others 

     

19. Most people consider our team coach to be more 

effective than others 

     

20. In general others respect my team coach 

 

     

21. In general others think my team coach is not good      

22.  My team coach has very little to do with how I 

feel about myself 

     

23.    I am proud of my team coach      

24.    I feel our team coach thinks like us       

25.  My team is a reflection of the quality of our coach      

26.  I would like to continue working with my team 

coach 

     

27.     I dislike my team coach      

28. Team members mostly agree with our coach’s 

decisions 

     

29.     I have little respect for my team coach      

30.  I would rather not have to work with our team 

coach 

     

31.  It would be accurate to describe our coach as a 

typical member of our team 

     

32.  I am proud to acknowledge that our coach is a 

member of the team 

     

33.  Our coach would feel good to be described as a 

typical member of the team 

     

34.  I feel our coach has a strong sense of attachment 

to the team 

     

35.  If people criticize our team the coach would be 

very annoyed 

     

36.     I would consider my team coach a friend      

37.     We often socialize with our team coach      

38. Our coach stands up for team members when the 

team is criticized 

     

39.     I trust my team coach      

40.     The team depend very much on the team coach      



 

271 

41. The coach works with us to define the expectations 

of the team 

     

42. The coach helps us find ways to perform      

43. The coach is willing to spend time listening to our 

concerns 

     

44. The coach lets us know when we have done a good 

job 

     

45. The coach asks for our ideas about things affecting 

our team 

     

46. The coach treats us with respect and dignity      

47. The coach keeps us informed about things we need 

to know 

     

48. The coach lets us do our job without interfering      

49. The coach makes an effort to understand our points 

of view 

     

50. The coach keeps favouritism from being a problem 

in our team 

     

51. The coach makes sure that continuous 

improvement is part of what we do 
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8. Social Identity Scale 2: Athlete Perecptions of Team 

SOCIAL IDENTITY SCALE 2 – ‘TEAM ON TEAM’ 

 

For the following please think of a team to which you 

belong and place a tick in the appropriate box to 

indicate how much you agree or disagree with each 

statement in regard to your team. S
tr

o
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g
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 a
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1. When someone criticizes my team, it feels like 

a personal insult 

     

2. I am very interested in what others think about 

my team  

     

3. When I talk about my team, I usually say ‘we’ 

rather than ‘they’  

     

4. When someone praises my team, it feels like a 

personal compliment  

     

5. If a story in the media criticised my team, I 

would feel embarrassed  

     

6. My team’s successes are my successes.      

7. I have a number of qualities typical of my 

teammates. 

     

8. The limitations associated with my team 

mates apply to me also 

     

9. I see myself as a member of my team      

10. I am pleased to be a member of my team      

11. I feel strong ties with my team mates      

12. I identify with my team mates      

13. I identify with my team      

14. I think my team work well together      

15. I am glad to belong to my team      

16. I feel uneasy with my team mates      

17. I feel held back by my team mates      

18. I do not consider my team to be important      

19. I feel strong ties to my team      

20.  I am a worthy member of my team 
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21.  I feel I don’t have much to offer to my team 

 

     

22.  I am a cooperative participant in my team 

 

     

23.  I often feel I’m a useless member of my team 

 

     

24.  I often regret that I belong to my team 

 

     

25.  Overall I feel that my team is not worthwhile 

 

     

26.  I feel good about my team 

 

     

27.  Overall my team is considered highly 

favorably/good by others 

     

28.  Most people consider my team, on average, to 

be more ineffective than other teams 

     

29.  In general others respect my team 

 

     

30.  In general others think my team is not 

good/unworthy 

     

31.  Overall, my team membership has very little 

to do with how I feel about myself 

     

32.  The team I belong to is an important 

reflection of who I am 

     

33.  The team I belong to is unimportant to my 

sense of what kind of person I am 

 

     

34.  In general, belonging to my team is an 

important part of my self-image 

     

35.  I am like my team mates       

36.  My team is a reflection of who I am      

37.  I would like to continue working with my 

team 

     

38.  I dislike being a member of my team      

39.  I would rather belong to my team than any 

other 

     

40.  I think my team has little to be proud of      

41.  I have little respect for my team      

42.  I would rather not tell that I belong to my 

team 

     

43.  It would be accurate to describe me as a 

typical member of my team 

     

44.  I am proud to acknowledge that I am a 

member of my team 
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45.  I would feel good to be described as a typical 

member of my team 

     

46.  I often refer to my team when I introduce 

myself 

     

47.  I feel attachment to my team      

48.  Many of my team influence my thoughts and 

behaviour 

     

49.  Most of my friends come from my team      

50.  I often socialize with my team mates      
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9. The Coach Evaluation Scale 

THE COACH EVALUATION SCALE 

 

For the following please think of a team to which you belong 

and place a tick in the appropriate box to indicate how much 

you agree or disagree with each statement in regard to your 

coach. S
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1. The coach is willing to spend time listening to our 

concerns 

     

2. The coach makes an effort to understand our points of 

view 

     

3. The coach treats us with respect and dignity      

4. I trust my team coach      

5. The coach keeps us informed about things we need to 

know 

     

6. The coach asks for our ideas about things affecting 

our team 

     

7. The coach works with us to define the expectations of 

the team 

     

8. The coach lets us know when we have done a good 

job 

     

9. I feel held back by my team coach      

10. I feel uneasy with my team coach      

11. Overall I feel my coach is not worthwhile      

12. I don’t consider my team coach to be important      

13. I often regret our coach is too distant from the team      

14. I would rather not have to work with our team coach      

15. I feel our coach doesn't have much to offer the team      

16. I have little respect for my team coach      

17. In general others respect my team coach      

18. Most consider our coach as more effective than others      

19. Team members mostly agree with our coach's 

decisions 

     

20.  Overall my team coach is considered good by others 
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