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ABSTRACT  

The purpose of the current study was to implement and evaluate a leadership 

development program that targets the enhancement of athlete leadership behaviours, cohesion, 

and collective efficacy. The sample comprised of 14 male major midget hockey players (M = 

16.46, SD = 0.78) from one team competing in the Bluewater Hockey League during the 2017-

2018 season. Players participated in six leadership development workshops over the course of 

the season. The results indicated no significant mean changes at post-intervention for athlete 

leadership behaviours, cohesion, and collective efficacy. A focus group interview conducted with 

the team’s leadership core (i.e., captain and 3 assistant captain) following the intervention 

revealed that the players believed the leadership development program helped buffer against the 

negative effects of their on-ice performances.  
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RESEARCH ARTICLE 

 

Introduction 

The importance of leadership in sport is well documented (e.g., Bucci, Bloom, Loughead, 

& Caron, 2012). In fact, effective leadership is identified as a crucial factor in achieving team 

success (Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2002). To date, most of the research examining leadership 

in sport has primarily focused on the coach, which is not surprising given the coach is 

responsible for making decisions with respect to team matters such as strategy, tactics, and team 

personnel (Loughead, Hardy, & Eys, 2006). However, the importance of athlete leadership in 

sport teams has received some attention (Loughead et al., 2006). In fact, Gould, Hodge, Peterson, 

and Petlichoff (1987) stated that coaches consider athlete leadership an important component for 

effective team performance.  

Athlete leadership is defined as “an athlete occupying a formal or informal role within a 

team who influences team members to achieve a common goal” (Loughead et al., 2006, p. 144). 

The above definition highlights two types of leadership roles. First, formal athlete leaders are 

those who are assigned to their leadership role by the coach or through team selection (e.g., 

captain, assistant captain). Second, informal athlete leaders emerge based on their interactions 

with other teammates (e.g., veteran players). Crozier, Loughead, and Munroe-Chandler (2013) 

examined what athletes considered to be the ideal number of athlete leaders on a team as well as 

the benefits of having athlete leaders. Athletes indicated that 85% of a team’s roster should be 

comprised of athlete leaders. Specifically, formal leaders should occupy 19% of a roster while 

informal leaders should occupy 66%. Furthermore, athletes reported that having an ideal number 

of athlete leaders created opportunities to share responsibilities and increased the amount of 

leadership and resources available to them. Moreover, an ideal number of athlete leaders was 
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gaps in the literature by conducting an athlete leadership development program grounded in 

theory (i.e., Chelladurai, 2007) with youth athletes.  

 The purpose of the current study was to implement and evaluate a leadership 

development program that targets the enhancement of athlete leadership behaviours, cohesion, 

and collective efficacy. Based on the success of Gould and Voelker (2010), Voight (2012), 

Blanton et al. (2014), and Duguay et al.’s (2016) leadership development programs, it was 

hypothesized that the athlete leadership development program would positively impact athlete 

leadership behaviours, cohesion, and collective efficacy.  

Method 

Participants  

 Participants in the current study were 17 male major midget hockey players from one 

team competing in the Bluewater Hockey League during the 2017-2018 season. Throughout the 

season, three players left the team, leaving 14 players who completed the measures both pre- and 

post-intervention. Major midget is the second highest level of minor hockey in Ontario. Athletes 

in the present study ranged in age from 15 to 17 years (M = 16.46, SD = 0.78) and had been 

playing hockey for an average of 10.79 years (SD = 2.04). The regular season for this team 

started in October and concluded in March. The team ended their season with a record of 3-26-5 

(i.e., win-loss-tie), collecting 11 points out of a possible total of 68 points giving them a 16.18% 

winning percentage.  

Measures  

 Demographics. Athletes completed demographic information including name, age, 

experience playing hockey, position played, if they have ever received leadership training in the 

past, and their leadership role on their current team (see Appendix A). 
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analyses provided support for the factorial validity of the YSEQ with an acceptable model fit: 

CFI = .90 and SRMR = .068 (Eys et al., 2009).  

Collective efficacy. Players’ perceptions of their team’s collective efficacy were assessed 

using the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS; Short, Sullivan, & Feltz, 2005; 

see Appendix E). The CEQS is a 20-item questionnaire that measures the five dimensions of 

collective efficacy: ability (four items; e.g., “Your team’s ability to outplay the opposing team”), 

effort (four items; “Your team’s ability to demonstrate a strong work ethic”), persistence (four 

items; “Your team’s ability to perform under pressure”), preparation (four items; “Your team’s 

ability to be ready”), and unity (four items; “Your team’s ability to resolve conflicts”). All items 

are scored on an 11-point Likert scale, ranging from (0) not at all confident to (10) extremely 

confident, with higher values representing a greater rating of the team’s confidence in their 

ability to successfully achieve a goal. A CFA revealed a good model fit: CFI= .92, NNFI= .90, 

SRMR= .06, and RMSEA= .10 (Short et al., 2005). Cronbach’s alphas were as follows: ability (α 

= .91), effort (α = .87), persistence (α = .81), preparation (α = .87), and unity (α = .85) (Short et 

al., 2005).  

Procedure  

 Prior to data collection, ethics approval was obtained from the University of Windsor’s 

Research Ethics Board. Data collection occurred at two-time points during the study. The first 

data collection, baseline, occurred prior to the leadership development intervention. For baseline, 

athletes were asked to read a letter of information for consent to participate in research (see 

Appendix F), and sign a consent to participate in research form (see Appendix G). Once consent 

was obtained, pre-intervention questionnaires were administered measuring demographics, 

athlete leadership behaviours (i.e., LSS, DTLI), cohesion (i.e., YSEQ), and collective efficacy 
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(i.e., CEQS). Following baseline testing, athletes participated in six leadership development 

workshops over the course of the season. Each workshop lasted approximately 45-60 minutes. 

Following the final workshops, participants completed all of the questionnaires post-intervention. 

An outline of the leadership behaviours covered in each workshop is provided in Table 1. 

Following post-intervention data collection, a focus-group interview was conducted to evaluate 

the effectiveness of the athlete leadership development program.  

Athlete Leadership Intervention 

 The intervention included six workshops. Similar to Duguay et al. (2016), each workshop 

was designed using the recommendations of Whetten and Cameron (1995) for leadership 

development. For each workshop, participants were given 1) a presentation of the leadership 

behaviours to be learned, 2) a demonstration of the leadership behaviours in action, and 3) the 

opportunity to practice these leadership behaviours.   

 Each workshop featured a set of athlete leadership behaviours that were targeted for 

development. During the workshop, participant worked either individually or in small groups to 

complete activities designed to reinforce and practice the leadership behaviours covered within 

each workshop. All activities finished with a group discussion highlighting how these leadership 

behaviours benefit the participants themselves and the team as a whole (i.e., cohesion and 

collective efficacy). To encourage maximum participation from the participants, workshops were 

delivered prior to the team’s practices. Consequently, nearly every participant was present for 

each workshop. The few absences were due to work conflict or illness.  

 In addition to the workshops, participants were given a leadership workbook to support, 

reinforce, and expand on the material presented in the workshops (Duguay et al., 2016). The 
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workbook included an introduction to the program, important definitions, activities to 

accompany the targeted leadership behaviours, and a reflection section.  

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Means and standard deviations for the leadership behaviours are presented in Table 2, 

while cohesion and collective efficacy are presented in Table 3. For the athlete leadership 

behaviours, the means for social support, positive feedback, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, acceptance of group goals, high performance expectations, appropriate role model, 

and contingent reward appeared to trend downward from pre- to post-intervention, while 

democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, and individual consideration appeared to trend 

upward. Training and instruction remained the same from pre- to post-intervention.  

As for cohesion and collective efficacy, both the means of task and social cohesion 

appeared to trend upward from pre- to post-intervention, while the means for the five dimensions 

of collective efficacy trended downward.  

Quantitative Analysis  

The data were screened for missing values, outliers, skewness, and kurtosis. The data 

were deemed to be normally distributed, therefore no transformations to the data were necessary. 

To determine whether there were differences in leadership behaviours, cohesion, and collective 

efficacy pre- and post-intervention, a series of paired-samples t test were carried out to determine 

the effect of the intervention. Specifically, separate Frequentist and Bayesian paired-samples t 

tests were carried out for athlete leadership behaviours, cohesion, and collective efficacy. These 

two types of paired-samples t tests were calculated to assess if Bayesian analyses would yield 

different results than the Frequentist analyses.  
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more autocratic behaviours at the end of the season than at the beginning. These findings are 

consistent with the Frequentist t tests results suggesting no significant changes from pre- to post-

intervention. See Figure 1 for the athlete leadership behaviour Sequential Analysis graphs. 

Cohesion. The results showed no significant change from pre- to post-intervention for 

task cohesion (t(13) = -.186, p = .855) and social cohesion (t(13) = -.024, p = .340). Similarly, 

Bayesian paired t-test showed moderate evidence in favour of the null hypothesis for both task 

cohesion (BF10 = .311) and social cohesion (BF10 = .275). These findings are consistent with the 

Frequentist t tests results suggesting no significant changes from pre- to post-intervention. See 

Figure 2 for the cohesion Sequential Analysis graphs. 

Collective efficacy. Frequentist paired samples t-test indicated that ability (t(13) = .540, 

p = .599), effort (t(13) = 1.868, p = .084), persistence (t(13) = .712, p = .489), preparation (t(13) 

= .752, p = .466), and unity (t(13) = .289, p = .777) showed no significant mean increases from 

pre-intervention to post-intervention. Bayesian paired t-test showed moderate evidence in favour 

of the null hypothesis for ability (BF10 = .191), effort (BF10 = .112), persistence (BF10 =.174), 

preparation (BF10 = .170), and unity (BF10 = .221). These findings are consistent with the 

Frequentist t tests results suggesting no significant changes from pre-intervention to post-

intervention. See Figure 3 for the collective efficacy Sequential Analysis graphs.  

Qualitative Analysis 

Following the athlete leadership development intervention, a focus group interview was 

conducted with four players from the team’s leadership core (i.e., 1 captain and 3 assistant 

captains). The players selected to participate in this qualitative piece were chosen with the help 

of the team’s head coach who felt these players would be able to speak about the program in an 

articulate and comprehensive manner. It’s possible, however, that interviewing only athletes 
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[The athlete leadership development program] taught me how to motivate my teammates, 

get them to be on the same page, be more open minded. It also taught me how to take 

other people’s opinion and work it in with my own ideas and form one single plan that 

would work for everyone. (HP1) 

The participants also noted how their own leadership behaviours impacted their teammates: 

“[The athlete leadership development program] taught you how to make everyone around you a 

leader as well and teach everyone else how to lead the team” (HP3).  

In terms of team benefits, participants discussed how the skills they learned during the 

athlete leadership development program impacted the way the team played. Following the end of 

the program, the team played in a tournament and players credited the way the team played to 

what they learned throughout the workshops. Specifically, players mentioned playing more 

cohesively: “It [the program] inspired everyone to work together … we all worked together and 

were all on the same page” (HP3).   

Lastly, the participants noted a few suggestions in terms of enhancing the leadership 

program. These recommendations included starting the workshops in the preseason, including 

more workshops during the season, and incorporating more team-building activities.  

Discussion 

The purpose of the current study was to implement and evaluate an athlete leadership 

development program that targeted the enhancement of athlete leadership behaviours, cohesion, 

and collective efficacy with older male youth hockey players. It was hypothesized that the athlete 

leadership development program would positively impact athlete leadership behaviours, 

cohesion, and collective efficacy. In general, the results partially support this hypothesis. On the 

one hand, the results from the paired-samples t test (Frequentist and Bayesian) indicated that the 
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Table 1  

 

Workshop Behaviours and Sample Activities  

 

Behaviours and Sample Activities  

Leadership Behaviours 

• Training and Instruction  

- Emphasize and facilitate hard and strenuous training by instructing teammates in 

the skills, techniques, and tactics of your sport 

- Reflection Activity: athletes reflect on their technical, tactical, physical, and mental 

skills 

• Democratic Behaviour 

- Allow teammates to participate in decision-making, when appropriate 

- Reflection Activity: athletes reflect on how they could encourage inclusive decision 

making on their team  

• Social Support 

- Show concern for teammates’ welfare by establishing warm interpersonal 

relationships 

- Scenarios: athletes given three cases and explore options for providing social 

support 

• Positive Feedback 

- Reinforce teammates by recognizing and rewarding good performance 

- Reflection Activity: athletes share influential positive feedback they have received 

and explain what made it effective 

• Individual Consideration  

- Pay attention to and show respect for each teammate 

- Reflection Activity: athletes reflect on how they could pay more attention and show 

respect for each teammate  

• Inspirational Motivation  

- Motivate and inspire teammates by viewing the future with optimism, projecting a 

vision, and communicating that the team's vision is achievable 
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Table 3   

 

Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Variables of Cohesion and Collective Efficacy 

 

 Pre-Intervention  Post-Intervention 

Variable M SD α  M SD α 

Cohesion         

     Task 6.46 1.09 .85  6.54 1.55 .93 

     Social 6.97 1.98 .96  6.98 1.73 .94 

Collective Efficacy         

     Ability 6.95 1.94 .85  6.77 1.61 .86 

     Effort 7.73 1.35 .77  7.02 1.75 .83 

     Persistence 7.27 1.65 .82  6.99 1.71 .90 

     Preparation  7.57 1.69 .90  7.23 2.03 .92 

     Unity 7.61 1.36 .88  7.52 1.37 .75 

Note. Scores for cohesion range from 1-9. Scores for the collective efficacy can range from 1-10.  
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Training and Instruction Democratic Behaviour 

 
 

 

Autocratic Behaviour Social Support 

 
 

Positive Feedback Individual Consideration 
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Inspirational Motivation Intellectual Stimulation 

  
Acceptance of Group Goals High Performance Expectations 

  
Appropriate Role Model Contingent Reward 

 
 

 

Figure 1. Sequential Analysis for Athlete Leadership Behaviours. 
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Task Cohesion Social Cohesion 

 
 

 

 

Figure 2. Sequential Analysis for Cohesion.  
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Ability Effort 

 
 

Persistence Preparation 

  
Unity  

 
 

 

Figure 3. Sequential Analysis for Collective Efficacy.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research in the field of sport leadership has highlighted the impact athlete leaders can 

have on a team. The review of the literature will be divided into three parts: a) leadership, b) 

cohesion, and c) collective efficacy. 

Leadership 

 The review of the leadership literature will begin by defining leadership in sport, 

followed by athlete leadership. Next, two models developed for the study of leadership in sport 

will be explained, followed by a description of three questionnaires used to measure athlete 

leadership. Next, a review of the research on athlete leadership will be covered. Finally, the 

section will conclude with a review of the literature on athlete leadership development 

interventions.  

Definition of Leadership  

Effective leadership has been identified as a crucial factor in achieving team success 

(Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2002). Given the importance of leadership, many theoretical 

frameworks utilizing different definitions have been used to study leadership. Some 

classifications view leadership as a group process, some as a behaviour, some as an instrument of 

goal attainment, and others consider leadership from a personality perspective (Bass, 1990). 

Although leadership has been conceptualized in many ways, Northouse (2001) identified the 

similarities amongst the various conceptualizations and defined leadership as “a process where 

the individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 3). Based on this 

definition, Northouse outlined four key characteristics of leadership. First, leadership is a 

process, meaning it is not a trait possessed by leaders, but rather an interactive event whereby the 

leader affects and is affected by followers. Second, leadership involves influence, referring to 
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how leaders affect their followers. According to Northouse, there would be no leadership without 

influence. Next, leadership occurs in a group context. That is, leadership involves influencing a 

group towards achieving common goals. Finally, leadership involves leaders attending to and 

guiding individuals towards the common goals of the group.  

Athlete Leadership in Sport  

Gould, Hodge, Peterson, and Petlichoff (1987) stated that coaches consider athlete 

leadership as an important component for effective team performance. Although understudied, 

the importance of athlete leadership in sports teams has received some attention (Loughead, 

Hardy, & Eys, 2006). To encourage research in the area of athlete leadership, Loughead et al. 

(2006) defined athlete leadership as “an athlete occupying a formal or informal role within a 

team who influences team members to achieve a common goal” (p. 144). Formal athlete leaders 

are those who are assigned to their leadership role by the coach or through team selection (e.g., 

captain, assistant captain), whereas informal athlete leaders (e.g., veteran athlete) emerge through 

their interactions with other teammates. 

Models of Leadership in Sport   

 Frameworks used to study athlete leadership have largely been based on organizational 

psychology and sport coaching research. One of the most widely used models is Chelladurai’s 

(2007) Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML). The MML (see Figure 4) is a linear 

model comprised of three components: a) antecedents, b) leader behaviours, and c) 

consequences. Antecedents consist of situational (i.e., team norms and goals), leader (i.e., 

leaders’ personal characteristics), and member characteristics (i.e., members’ personality, 

experience, and ability). The second component, leader behaviours, consists of three behaviour 

types: a) required, b) preferred, and c) actual. Required behaviours refer to the kind of 
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behaviours the leader is expected to display. Preferred behaviours refer to the preferences of 

team members for certain leadership behaviours. The preferences for certain behaviours from the 

leader are determined by the team’s situation and the nature of the group. Lastly, actual 

behaviours refer to how the athlete leader behaves, and are largely dependent on the leader’s 

personal characteristics, such as personality, expertise, and experience. Finally, the consequences 

in the model refer to outcomes, such as performance and satisfaction.  

An additional framework used to assess athlete leadership is Avolio’s (1999) Full Range 

Model of Leadership (FRML). The FRML (see Figure 5) focuses on three types of leadership: a) 

transformational, b) transactional, and c) laissez-faire. According to Bass and Riggio (2006), 

transformational leaders inspire their followers to commit to the team’s common goal and vision, 

challenge them to solve problems, and help them grow and develop into leaders themselves. The 

FRML highlights four different transformational leadership behaviours: a) idealized influence 

(i.e., leader sets a good example and instils pride), b) inspirational motivation (i.e., leader 

outlines a vision that is inspiring to followers), c) intellectual stimulation (i.e., leader challenges 

assumptions and encourages creativity), and d) individualized consideration (i.e., leader attends 

to individual follower’s needs and concerns).  

Transactional leadership occurs when the leader either rewards or disciplines their 

followers based on their performance, and involves two main types of contingent reinforcement: 

a) contingent reward (i.e., leader recognizes and rewards followers for good performance) and b) 

management-by-exception (i.e., leader punishes followers’ mistakes) (Avolio, 1999; Hoption, 

Phelan, & Barling, 2014).  

Finally, laissez-faire leadership represents the avoidance of leadership and is the most 

ineffective leadership style (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Leaders employing a laissez-faire leadership 
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style delay their actions, refuse to make decisions, and ignore responsibilities (Hoption et al., 

2014).  

Measurement of Athlete Leadership  

The Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; see Appendix B, 

originally developed to measure coach leadership, is one of the most widely used leadership 

measures in sport. Loughead and Hardy (2005) were among the first to use the LSS to measure 

athlete leadership behaviours. The LSS is a 40-item questionnaire that assesses five leadership 

behaviours: training and instruction, positive feedback, social support, democratic behaviour, and 

autocratic behaviour. The first dimension, training and instruction (13 items), examines leader 

behaviours aimed at improving the athlete’s performance through physical and skill 

development. The second dimension, democratic behaviour (9 items), examines the extent to 

which the leader involves his/her teammates in the decision-making process. The third 

dimension, autocratic behaviour (5 items), measures the athlete leader’s independence in 

decision-making. The fourth dimension, social support (8 items), assesses the leader’s concern 

for his/her teammates’ welfare. Finally, the fifth dimension, positive feedback (5 items), reflects 

leaders recognizing and rewarding their followers for good performance. All responses on the 

LSS are scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) never to (5) always with higher scores 

reflecting higher occurrences of the leadership behaviours. The only modification made to the 

LSS to measure athlete leadership, as noted by Loughead and Hardy, concerned the stem that 

preceded the items. In the original version, the stem reads “My coach” whereas in the athlete 

leader version the stem reads “The athlete leader(s) on my team.” Research has shown that the 

five-factor model has reasonably good fit: CFI = .99, TLI = .98, and RMSEA = .05 (Vincer & 

Loughead, 2010). Loughead and Hardy (2005) reported acceptable Cronbach’s alpha: training 
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and instruction (α = .87), democratic behaviour (α = .81), autocratic behaviour (α = .75), social 

support (α = .86), and positive feedback (α = .85).  

Another questionnaire used to measure athlete leadership behaviours is the Differentiated 

Transformational Leadership Inventory for Sport (DTLI; Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur, & 

Hardy, 2009; see Appendix C). The DTLI is a 31-item questionnaire that measures six 

transformational behaviours and one transactional behaviour. The first behaviour, inspirational 

motivation (four items), refers to leaders developing, articulating, and inspiring others with their 

vision for the future. The second behaviour, appropriate role modeling (5 items), refers to leaders 

setting examples for their followers to follow. The third behaviour, individual consideration (4 

items), refers to the leaders being empathetic, supportive, and attending to individual follower’s 

needs and concerns. The fourth behaviour, intellectual stimulation (4 items), refers to the degree 

to which the leaders challenge assumptions, encourage their followers to be creative, and are 

open to new ways to solve problems. The fifth behaviour, high performance expectations (5 

items), refers to leaders showing that they have high standards for the team. The sixth behaviour, 

fostering acceptance of group goals (3 items), refers to leader behaviours that promote teamwork 

to achieve team goals. Finally, contingent reward (6 items) refers to leaders recognizing and 

rewarding their followers for good performance. Each item from the inventory is scored on a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from (1) not at all to (5) all the time. The DTLI has acceptable internal 

consistency and factorial validity: CFI = .98 and RMSEA = .05 (Callow et al., 2009).  

Cronbach’s alpha’s were as follows: individual consideration (α = .66), fostering acceptance of 

group goals (α = .73), high performance expectations (α = .86), appropriate role model (α = .81), 

intellectual stimulation (α = .82), inspirational motivation (α = .75), and contingent reward (α = 

.82) (Callow et al., 2009). 
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 Finally, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X; Bass & Avolio, 1995) is a 

36-item questionnaire that measures five transformational, three transactional, and one laissez-

faire leadership behaviours. Each item from the inventory is scored on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from (0) not at all to (4) frequently, if not always. The first transformational behaviour, 

idealized influence (8 items), refers to the leader acting like a role model. The second behaviour, 

inspirational motivation (4 items), refers to the leader motivating and inspiring others. The third 

behaviour, intellectual stimulation (4 items), refers to the leader encouraging others to challenge 

assumptions. The fourth behaviour, individual consideration (4 items), refers to the leader paying 

attention to individual needs. The first transactional behaviour, contingent reward (4 items), 

refers to the leader rewarding followers for their performance. The second behaviour, 

management-by-exception active (4 items), refers to the leader taking action to avoid mistakes 

made by the follower. The third behaviour, management-by-exception passive (4 items), refers to 

the leader intervening after mistakes. Finally, the laissez-faire leadership behaviour (4 items) 

refers to an absence of leadership behaviours. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) conducted 

by Price and Weiss (2013) found a poor model fit with high correlations between leadership 

factors.  

Research on Athlete Leadership  

The review of the research on athlete leadership in this section will focus on three main 

areas: 1) characteristics of athlete leaders, 2) number of athlete leaders within teams, and 3) the 

types of leadership behaviours exhibited by athlete leaders.   

Characteristics of athlete leadership. Research on athlete leadership has examined 

some of the key characteristics of athlete leaders (Bucci et al., 2012; Dupuis, Bloom, & 

Loughead, 2006; Fransen, Vanbeselaere, De Cuyper, Vande Broek, & Boen, 2016; Loughead et 
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al., 2006). Loughead et al. (2006) examined 258 varsity student-athletes from two Canadian 

universities examining the characteristics (i.e., formal vs. informal role, starting status, and 

tenure) of athlete leaders serving task, social, and external leadership roles. Leadership comes 

from athletes who occupy both formal and informal leadership roles. Specifically, formal athlete 

leaders were more likely to be identified as team leaders, whereas informal leaders were viewed 

as peer leaders. Furthermore, athletes who held either a formal or informal leadership role were 

more likely to be starters, supporting the notion that higher athletic ability plays a role in being 

regarded as an athlete leader.  

Dupuis, Bloom, and Loughead (2006) conducted semi-structured interviews with six 

former varsity male hockey captains examining, among other things, the characteristics of these 

athlete leaders. The characteristics that emerged as important for team leaders to display were 

being effective communicators, remaining positive, controlling their emotions, and remaining 

respectful to their teammates and coaches. Bucci et al. (2012), using a similar protocol as Dupuis 

et al., interviewed six elite level hockey coaches to identify characteristics of successful athlete 

leaders. Coaches mentioned a strong work ethic, leading by example, and following coach’s 

instructions as being essential. Additionally, coaches mentioned generosity, honesty, and taking 

care of teammates as being important qualities in their athlete leaders.  

Finally, Fransen et al. (2016) surveyed 4,451 athletes from a variety of team sports across 

Belgium to examine the characteristics of athlete leaders across task, motivational, social, and 

external leadership roles. Results indicated that task leaders were typically more talented, 

experienced, and saw more playing time. Task leaders were all starters compared to only 50% of 

social leaders having a starting position. Additionally, task leaders were perceived as being 

involved in tactical communication, helping the team turnaround bad performances. Motivational 
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leaders were perceived as being strong interpersonal communicators. These leaders were 

characterized by a positive body language, optimistic attitude, being enthusiastic, and having a 

strong work ethic. These findings support previous research indicating that work ethic is an 

important characteristic in athlete leaders (Bucci et al., 2012). Furthermore, motivational leaders 

were perceived as having the highest impact on team confidence. Finally, social leaders tended to 

be the most socially accepted within their team, and external leaders were typically older and had 

more tenure on their respective teams.  

Number of athlete leaders. Another approach to studying athlete leadership has been to 

examine the number of athlete leaders within a team (Crozier, Loughead, & Munroe-Chandler, 

2013; Eys, Loughead, & Hardy, 2007; Hardy, Eys, & Loughead, 2008; Loughead et al., 2006). 

Loughead et al. (2006) examined the amount of athlete leaders present on interactive sport teams. 

To do this, the authors calculated the dispersion, or percentage of athlete leaders, for both team 

and peer leaders. The number of team and peer leaders was dependent on the role they played. 

Specifically, for peer athlete leaders, 35% held a task leadership role (i.e., directing the team 

towards achieving a goal), 47% a social leadership role (i.e., solving interpersonal conflicts), and 

31% an external leadership role (i.e., carrying out duties outside the team environment). For 

athletes considered team leaders, 15% held a task leadership role, 11% a social leadership role, 

and 8% an external leadership role. Building on these results, Eys et al.  (2007) surveyed athletes 

from a variety of interactive sport teams to examine athlete leadership dispersion and athlete 

satisfaction. Athletes who perceived an equal number of leaders across the three leadership roles 

(task, social, external) indicated having greater satisfaction than those with an unequal number of 

leaders.  
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Finally, Crozier et al. (2013) sampled 104 varsity athletes using an open-ended 

questionnaire to discover what constitutes the ideal number of formal and informal athlete 

leaders on a team and the benefits of having these leaders. Eighty-five percent of a team’s roster 

should be comprised of athlete leaders, with 19% occupying a formal role and 66% occupying an 

informal role. These results reinforce the notion that athlete leadership is a shared construct, and 

that numerous members of a team can hold a leadership role. The benefits attributed to the 

presence of athlete leaders included an increase in team attributes (e.g., resources), team 

structure (e.g., role clarity), cohesion, team processes (e.g., communication), team outcomes 

(e.g., increased performance), individual outcomes (e.g., satisfaction), and leadership behaviours.  

Behaviours of athlete leaders. Several studies have investigated the impact of athlete 

leadership behaviours on certain team constructs, such as team cohesion. Dupuis et al. (2006) 

qualitatively examined the leadership behaviours of six formal athlete leaders (i.e., team 

captains) and found the leadership behaviours of training and instruction and social support were 

positively related to both task and social cohesion. From a quantitative research perspective, 

Vincer and Loughead (2010) found that training and instruction and social support were 

positively related to social and task cohesion. However, democratic behaviour was positively 

associated with task cohesion only, while autocratic behaviour was negatively related to both 

task and social cohesion. Finally, Burkett, Blom, Razon, and Johnson (2014) examined the 

relationship of formal and informal athlete leadership behaviours on team cohesion and found 

that informal leaders were perceived as showing more social support than formal leaders, 

supporting previous research suggesting that informal leaders are more involved in interpersonal 

matters (Loughead et al., 2006). However, no differences were found between formal and 

informal leaders in relation to the leadership behaviours of training and instruction, democratic, 
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autocratic, and positive feedback. The authors suggest that a lack of role clarity may have 

resulted in informal leaders fulfilling these duties alongside formal leaders. In terms of their 

impact on cohesion, training and instruction, democratic behaviours, social support, and positive 

feedback were positively related to task and social cohesion, while autocratic behaviours were 

negatively related to task and social cohesion. Finally, a perceived increase in training and 

instruction led to an increase in task and social cohesion.   

Numerous studies have used transformational leadership theory as a framework to study 

athlete leadership because peer leadership in sport emphasises the leader-follower relationship 

(Price & Weiss, 2011). For example, Callow et al. (2009) examined the relationship between 

transformational leadership behaviours and team cohesion. Transformational leadership 

behaviours of individual consideration (i.e., leaders attending to individual follower’s needs and 

concerns), fostering acceptance of group goals (i.e., leader behaviours that promote teamwork to 

achieve team goals), and high-performance expectations (i.e., leaders showing that he/she 

expects high standards from the team) were positively related to task cohesion. Additionally, 

fostering acceptance of group goals predicted social cohesion. Furthermore, Price and Weiss 

(2011) found that effective peer transformational leadership was associated with players who 

reported greater task and social cohesion. Specifically, athletes who rated themselves higher in 

pro-social leadership behaviours reported greater task and social cohesiveness within their teams. 

Furthermore, athletes who rated themselves higher in peer transformational leadership 

behaviours reported greater task and social cohesion, and those rated higher by teammates on 

instrumental and pro-social behaviours reported greater social cohesion. Building on these 

results, Price and Weiss (2013) found that coach transformational leadership behaviours were 

positively related to athletes' perceived competence, enjoyment, task cohesion, and collective 
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efficacy, whereas, peer transformational leadership was positively related to task and social 

cohesion. That is, athletes who perceived their coaches as engaging in more frequent 

motivational and inspirational behaviours enjoyed playing more, felt more confident in their 

abilities, and felt more prepared to be successful in future team performances. Furthermore, 

athletes who rated their peer leaders as more inspiring and motivating also viewed their teams as 

working well together to accomplish tasks. Overall, coach and peer transformational leadership 

behaviours led athletes to see their teams as more supportive, confident, and efficient in 

achieving goals. 

Athlete Leadership Development  

This section will cover athlete leadership development. The section will start by defining 

leadership development in sport. The section will end by covering research examining the topic. 

Definition of Leadership Development   

The term leadership development can be an ambiguous term. The reason for this is 

related to the fact that the definition of leadership development has been defined as “leadership 

development” and as “leader development” (Day, 2001). To clarify, leader development has the 

goal of enhancing human capital by putting an emphasis on individual knowledge, skills, and 

abilities associated with formal leadership roles. In contrast, leadership development enhances 

social capital by expanding the collective capacity of team members to engage effectively in 

leadership roles and processes (Day, 2001).  

Athlete Leadership Development Research in Sport  

 The amount of research focusing on athlete leadership development programs is limited. 

Among the few articles, Gould and Voelker (2010) described a captain’s leadership training 

program developed to teach high school captains how to be effective leaders. The program was 
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administered in one day and involved three breakout sessions: (a) what you need to know as a 

leader, (b) handling common team problems, and (c) getting your questions answered. Overall, 

these high school captains reported the workshops to be helpful and enjoyable. Seeking to 

expand Gould and Voelker’s one-day workshop format, Blanton, Sturges, and Gould (2014) 

described a two-year long high school youth leadership club. Specifically, the program was 

designed to help student-athletes develop their leadership skills enabling these high school 

athletes to deliver a leadership program to middle school students.  

Voight (2012) conducted a season-long athlete leadership development program with two 

NCAA Division I volleyball teams. The program consisted of 15 stages (e.g., leadership 

assessment, leadership roles and responsibilities, captain platform) and was developed to help 

improve team communication and functioning, assist the team on a daily basis, and foster the 

personal leadership development of team leaders. The results of individual interview with the 

team captains at the end of the season revealed a positive response to the leadership development 

program. The captains reported the program had a positive impact on their personal leadership 

skills, team cohesion, and team and teammate performance.  

Finally, Duguay, Loughead, and Munroe-Chandler (2016) developed and administered a 

season-long athlete leadership development program. A unique feature was that the program was 

designed to target both human and social capital and included every team member. A total of 27 

female varsity athletes participated in four 1 hour-long leadership workshops throughout the 

season. Human capital was operationalized as the athlete leadership behaviours. The program 

positively influenced training and instruction, democratic behaviour, social support, positive 

feedback, appropriate role model, inspirational motivation, high performance expectations, and 

fostering acceptance of group goals and promoting team work. Social capital was operationalized 
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as cohesion, communication, peer motivational climate, and athlete satisfaction. Based on the 

quantitative analyses, both athlete satisfaction and peer motivational climate levels significantly 

increased following the intervention. However, cohesion and communication levels were not 

significantly different pre/post intervention. It is worth noting however that both cohesion and 

communication had increased following the intervention, indicating that the findings were 

trending in the right direction.   

Cohesion 

 The review of the sport cohesion literature will begin by defining this construct. Next, a 

conceptual model and framework developed to study cohesion in sport will be explained, 

followed by the description two questionnaires used to measure cohesion.  

Definition of Cohesion 

 Cohesion has been one of the most studied constructs across many disciplines such as 

business, military, and sport psychology (Carron & Brawley, 2000). Given its pervasiveness, the 

concept of cohesion is considered to be one of the most important small group variables (Lott & 

Lott, 1965). Carron (1982) defined cohesion as “a dynamic process which is reflected in the 

tendency for the group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its goals and 

objectives” (p. 259). This definition was revised by Carron, Brawley, and Widmeyer (1998) to 

include an affective component. The revised definition viewed cohesion as “a dynamic process 

that is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of 

its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (p. 213). At the 

core of this definition are four characteristics of cohesion. First, cohesion is considered 

multidimensional, meaning there are multiple reasons why a group sticks together. Next, 

cohesion is considered dynamic, inferring cohesion is not a trait, and can be fostered over time. 
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The third characteristic states that cohesion serves an instrumental purpose, where the group’s 

goals and objectives serve as the driving force to bring the group together. Finally, cohesion has 

an affective component, meaning the interpersonal interactions within the group can create 

positive or negative affect in certain group members.  

Conceptual Model of Cohesion  

 Based on the definition of cohesion, Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley (1985) advanced a 

conceptual model of cohesion. The model is divided into two main categories: 1) group 

integration (i.e., closeness and bond within the group), and 2) individual attractions (i.e., 

individual’s personal feelings about the group and motivations to remain in the group). These 

two categories are further broken down into task (i.e., motivation toward achieving the group’s 

goals) and social components (i.e., motivation to develop and maintain social relationships 

within the group) (Carron et al., 1998). The combination of these categories resulted in Carron et 

al. identifying four dimensions of cohesion. Individual Attractions to the Group-Task (ATG-T), 

refers to individual team member’s feelings about his/her own contribution to the group’s task, 

productivity, and goals. Individual Attractions to the Group-Social (ATG-S), represents 

individual team member’s feelings about his/her personal acceptance, and how socially 

integrated he/she feels with the group. Group Integration-Task (GI-T), describes individual team 

member’s feelings concerning the closeness and unity of the group towards achieving the team’s 

goals and objectives. Lastly, Group Integration-Social (GI-S) denotes an individual team 

member’s perception of unity and bonding within the group in social situations.  

Framework to Study Cohesion in Sport 

Carron (1982) developed a linear framework of cohesion to conduct research in sport. 

This framework is comprised of inputs (i.e., the antecedents of group cohesiveness), throughputs 
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(i.e., task and social cohesion), and outputs (i.e., outcomes). The throughputs in Carron’s (1982) 

linear framework refer to the four dimensions of cohesion (i.e., ATG-T, ATG-S, GI-T, GI-S) 

described earlier. According to Carron, the antecedents are the factors that contribute to the 

development of cohesion in sport teams, and fall into four categories: environmental, personal, 

group, and leadership factors. Environmental factors refer to general influences such as player 

eligibility and/or transfer rules, athletes’ contractual obligations, and team goals. Personal factors 

refer to individual characteristic such as motivations, age, and gender. Group factors refer to 

characteristics such as team member behaviours and the duration of time team members have 

remained together. Finally, leadership factors refer to characteristics of the leader such as 

leadership behaviours. The outcomes of cohesion include, but are not limited to, performance 

and the intention to return.  

Measurements of Cohesion 

To measure cohesion, Carron et al. (1985) developed the Group Environment 

Questionnaire (GEQ). The GEQ is an 18-item questionnaire that assesses the four dimensions of 

cohesion. All items are scored on a 9-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (9) 

strongly agree. The first dimension, ATG-T (α = .65), contains four items and examines an 

individual team member’s feeling about his/her own contribution to the group’s task, 

productivity, and goals (Carron et al., 1998). The second dimension, ATG-S (α = .60), contains 

five items and examines an individual team member’s feeling about his/her personal acceptance, 

and how socially integrated he/she feels with the group. The third dimension, GI-T (α = .71), 

contains five items and examines an individual team member’s feeling of closeness and unity of 

the group towards their goals and objectives. The fourth dimension, GI-S (α = .72), contains four 

items and examines individual team member’s perceptions of unity and bonding within the group 
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in social situations.  

With a growing number of studies examining cohesion in youth sports, the Youth Sport 

Environment Questionnaire (YSEQ; Eys, Loughead, Bray, & Carron, 2009; see appendix D) was 

developed to appropriately measure adolescent athletes aged 13-17 years. The YSEQ is an 18-

item questionnaire measuring task and social cohesion. All items are scored on a 9-point Likert 

scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (9) strongly agree, with higher scores reflecting 

greater perceptions of cohesion. Task cohesion (α = .89) contains eight items and social cohesion 

(α = .94), contains eight items. There are also two negatively scored items included to detect 

invalidating responses. 

Collective Efficacy 

 The section of the literature review will begin by defining collective efficacy, followed 

by a description of the characteristics of collective efficacy and the questionnaires used to study 

collective efficacy. The section will conclude by reviewing the research on collective efficacy in 

sport.  

Definition of Collective Efficacy 

Collective efficacy is different from self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is an individual level 

phenomenon, whereas collective efficacy is a team-level attribute (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, 

athletes can hold beliefs about their own abilities (i.e., self-efficacy) that differ from the beliefs 

in their team’s ability (i.e., collective efficacy). However, Bandura posited that collective 

efficacy is rooted in self-efficacy, in that both constructs are potential cognitive mediators of 

performance that operate in a similar manner (Myers & Feltz, 2007).  

In sport, there are two main definitions used to study collective efficacy. The first from 

Bandura (1997) defined collective efficacy as a “group’s shared belief in its conjoint capability 
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to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainment” (p. 

477). According to Bandura, a team’s collective efficacy contributes to optimal team 

functioning, motivation, and perseverance, and influences individual team members’ behaviour, 

effort, and persistence in the face of adversity. Teams with higher collective efficacy should 

outperform and be more persistent in the face of adversity than teams lower in collective efficacy 

(Bandura, 1997). This definition has guided the majority of research on collective efficacy in 

sport.  

The second definition from Zaccaro, Blair, Paterson, and Zazanis (1995) defined 

collective efficacy as “a sense of collective competence shared among individuals when 

allocating, coordinating, and integrating their resources in a successful concerted response to 

specific situational demands” (p. 309). Even though these two definitions are similar, Zaccaro et 

al. were more explicit than Bandura in putting emphasis on the interactive factors (i.e., 

allocating, coordinating, integrating) and suggesting that they should be directly measured 

(Myers & Feltz, 2007). 

Characteristics of Collective Efficacy 

Bandura conceptualized collective efficacy as a state rather than a trait, stating that 

collective efficacy is more than the sum of individual team members’ efficacy beliefs. Collective 

efficacy represents a shared belief among teammates. That is, beliefs are considered shared when 

there is a high degree of agreement among members (Chow & Feltz, 2014). Collective efficacy 

also serves as a stronger predictor of team performance than self-efficacy because it includes 

team members’ beliefs about the level of interaction and coordination within the team (Bandura, 

1997). Finally, the extent to which a task requires interdependence among team members will 

influence a team’s collective efficacy. Specifically, low interdependent sports (e.g., tennis) rely 
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on the sum of individual performances (Bandura, 1997). In contrast, highly interdependent sports 

(e.g., hockey) rely on the coordination and interaction among team members to perform 

(Bandura, 1997).  

Measurement of Collective Efficacy  

This section will review two questionnaires used to measure collective efficacy in sport. 

Although both questionnaires were constructed based on Bandura’s guidelines for constructing 

efficacy scales, the first questionnaire was developed in a way that can be applied across a 

variety of sports, while the second questionnaire was designed specifically for hockey.  

To assess athletes’ perceptions of their team’s collective efficacy, Short, Sullivan, and 

Feltz (2005) developed the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS; see Appendix 

E). The CEQS is a 20-item questionnaire that measures the five major dimensions of group 

efficacy: ability (four items; e.g., “Your team’s ability to outplay the opposing team”), effort 

(four items; “Your team’s ability to demonstrate a strong work ethic”), persistence (four items; 

“Your team’s ability to perform under pressure”), preparation (four items; “Your team’s ability 

to be ready”), and unity (four items; “Your team’s ability to resolve conflicts”). All items are 

scored on an 11-point Likert scale, ranging from (0) not at all confident to (10) extremely 

confident, with higher values representing a greater rating of the team’s confidence in their 

ability to successfully achieve a goal. A CFA revealed a good model fit: CFI= .92, NNFI= .90, 

SRMR= .06, and RMSEA= .10. Cronbach’s alphas were as follows: ability (α = .91), effort (α = 

.87), persistence (α = .81), preparation (α = .87), and unity (α = .85) (Short et al., 2005). 

In an effort to accurately assess the collective efficacy of hockey teams, Feltz and Lirgg 

(1998) developed a measure specifically for hockey. The measure was constructed following 

Bandura’s (1986) recommendations for constructing efficacy measures. The measure includes 
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Figure 4. Adapted from “Leadership in Sports,” by P. Chelladurai, 2007. In G. Tenenbaum & R. 

C. Eklund (Eds), Handbook of sport psychology (pp. 113-135). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & 

Sons, Inc.  
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Figure 5. Adapted from “Full leadership development: Building the vital forces in 

organizations,” by B. J. Avolio, 1999. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Demographics 

Name: ________________________  Age: ______ yrs.     

How many years have you been playing hockey? __________ yrs. 

What position do you play on your team? (i.e., goalie, defenseman, etc.): ____________ 

Have you ever received any type of leadership training? Yes No 

If you answered yes to the above question, please explain the type of training you have received:  

 

 

 

 

 

This section deals with the leadership YOU provide. Please read the descriptions below and 

select one ONLY if it applies to you. If it does not apply to you, please proceed to the next page.  

 

 

Formal Leader    

 

(An athlete that is selected by the team or 

coach to be in a leadership position. Such as 

captain or assistant-captain) 

 

If you have selected this option, please 

circle the option below that applies to your 

formal leadership position. 

 

Captain            Assistant Captain 

 

 

Informal Leader  

 

(Established through interactions with team 

members, not formally appointed by coach or 

team selection). 
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Appendix E 

Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS) 

Please rate your team’s confidence, in terms of the next game, that your team has the ability to 

… 

 

                                                                                          

                                                                                       Not at all                                                            Extremely 

                                                                                       Confident                                                           Confident 

  

1. Outplay the opposing team.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

2. Resolve conflicts. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. Perform under pressure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

4. Be ready. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. Show more ability than the other team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

6. Be united. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. Persist when obstacles are present. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

8. Demonstrate a strong work ethic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. Stay in the game when it seems like your team isn’t 

getting any breaks. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

10.  Play to its capabilities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. Play well without your best player. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

12. Mentally prepare for this competition. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13. Keep a positive attitude. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

14. Play more skillfully than the opponent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15. Perform better than the opposing team(s).  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

16. Show enthusiasm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17. Overcome distractions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

18. Physically prepare for this competition.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

19. Devise a successful strategy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 

20. Maintain effective communication.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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