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A relational perspective on athlete 
attachment and group cohesion: The 

moderating role of basic needs satisfaction 
Anna Svahn 

The aim of the present study was twofold; Firstly to examine direct 
relationships between coach-athlete attachment styles (i.e., Secure, avoidant 
and anxiety) and group cohesion and secondly to examine the moderating role 
of basic psychological need satisfaction between coach athlete attachment and 
group cohesion. Data were collected through self-report measures of group 
cohesion, coach- athlete attachment, and basic psychological need satisfaction 
from 180 Swedish athletes (females = 145, males = 34, other = 1) representing 
team sports. Multiple regression analysis showed a direct relationship between 
athletes anxious coach-athlete attachment and group cohesion. No other 
significant direct relationships were found. Hierarchical moderation analysis 
showed no effect of basic psychological need satisfaction as a moderating factor. 
The findings from the present study indicate that coach-athlete attachment can 
partially explain group cohesion, although further research within this field is 
required. 

Denna studie hade två syften: Till att börja med, att undersöka direkta samband 
mellan tränare- atlet anknytningsmönster (dvs, trygg, undvikande och ängslig) 
och gruppsammanhållning för att sedan undersöka huruvida tillfredsställelse 
av grundläggande psykologiska behov kan agera som en modererande faktor 
mellan tränare-atlet anknytning och gruppsammanhållning. Data samlades in 
genom självskattningsformulär avseende gruppsammanhållning, anknytning 
tränare-atlet och tillfredställelse av grundläggande psykologiska behov från 
180 svenska atleter (kvinnor = 145, män = 34, Annat = 1) från olika lagidrotter. 
Multipel regressionsanalys visade ett direkt samband mellan ängslig 
anknytning och gruppsammanhållning. Hierarkisk moderationsanalys visade 
ingen effekt av tillfredställelse av grundläggande psykologiska behov som en 
moderande faktor.  Denna studies resultat indikerar att anknytningen mellan 
tränare och atlet delvis kan förklara gruppsammanhållning. Framtida 
forskning inom detta område efterfrågas dock. 

Group cohesion has repeatedly been shown to be an important factor for success within team 
sports (Carron & Brawley, 2000; Carron, Brawley & Widmeyer, 1998; Carron, Bray & Eyes, 
2002; Carron, Coleman, Wheeler & Stevens, 2002; Mullen & Copper, 1994). Even though 
studies examining the antecedents of group cohesion have been done (see Carron et al., 1998 
for review), there is still a need to add knowledge to this specific field. An area that has been 
overlooked is the antecedent of individual differences in social relationships (Carron, 1982; 
Rom & Mikulincer, 2003; Tiryaki & Cepikkurt, 2007) and the current study aims to expand 
this line of research.  

Attachment theory theorize that humans will interpret every new interpersonal 
experience in line with previous interpersonal experiences (Bowlby, 1973). Hence, this could 
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lead to the assumption that an individual’s attachment style may affect an individual’s 
perception of group cohesion. Several studies highlight that attachment affect people’s 
cognitive, behavioral and psychological functioning in close relationships (Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007) aswell as in group settings (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003; Tiryaki & Cepikkurt, 
2007). People with a secure attachment usually experience less conflicts (Simpson, Rholes 
& Philips, 1996), have more satisfying relationships where they report more positive 
emotions (Collins & Read, 1990) and they tend to seek support and display ones needs in a 
higher degree (Florian, Mikulincer & Bucholtz, 1995; Shaver & Hazan, 1993) than their 
insecure counterparts.  

Within the context of sport, the coach- athlete relationship is a factor that has been found 
to be essential for satisfaction and success within organized sports (Chelladurai, 1990; 
Jowett, 2005; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995) as well as for group 
cohesion (Carron, 1982). Furthermore, coaches interpersonal style has been found to 
influence the coach- athlete relationship and has been reported to affect basic psychological 
needs satisfaction (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). Moreover, coaches with a basic 
psychological need supporting interpersonal style have been shown to have positive effects 
on athletes´ well-being, motivation and performance (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007). 

Felton and Jowett (2013a) investigated athletes from a range of sports and found that the 
integration of the athletes’ coach-athlete attachment relationship and basic psychological 
needs can advocate the understanding of relational factors in sports. For example, Felton 
and Jowett (2013a) found that athletes with insecure attachment were less likely to perceive 
their basic psychological needs as satisfied. These results are in line with non-sport research 
conducted by La Guarida, Ryan, Couchman and Deci (2000), who similarly found that an 
individual with a secure attachment to a greater extent than an individual with an insecure 
attachment experienced basic psychological need satisfaction. Thus, having athletes with a 
secure attachment would possibly be beneficial for group cohesion in a sport setting and in 
the long run performance. Since the coach-athlete relationship have been found to be a 
significant factor for success as well as group cohesion within a team context, the present 
study aimed to (1) explore direct links between the coach-athlete relationship from an 
attachment theory perspective and (2) the moderating role of basic psychological need 
satisfaction between athletes attachment relationships with the coach and group cohesion 
within team sports.   

Group Cohesion  

As mentioned above group cohesion has repeatedly been shown to be an important factor 
for success within team sports (Carron & Brawley, 2000; Carron et al., 1998; Carron et al., 
2002a; Carron et al.,2002b; Mullen & Copper, 1994). Carron et al. (1998) defines group 
cohesion as “a dynamic process that is reflected in the tendency of 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). This definition highlights the multidimensional and 
dynamic properties of group cohesion and easily leads to the question what makes great 
group cohesion? Alongside this definition, Carron (1982) developed a conceptual model 
consisting of four major antecedents of group cohesion in sport settings; personal, 
environmental, leadership and team factors.  Personal factors underline the importance of 
individual satisfaction, which comes out of a good relationship to team mates and the coach 
and also a sense of improving oneself. The environmental factors regard physical proximity 
where team mates that spend more time with each other tend to form a closer bond which 
foster group cohesion. Leaderships factors include decision making, leadership style and the 
relationship between coach and athletes and finally, team factors concern group task 
characteristics, group roles, norms and team stability. The conceptual model was created to 
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act as a framework to guide the systematic study of group cohesion within sport settings 
(Carron, 1982). In addition to the conceptual model, the Group Environment Questionnarie 
(GEQ), was developed by Carron, Widmeyer and Brawley (1985) to assess group cohesion. 
The model that the development of the GEQ was based on consists of a group component 
(i.e., the individual’s perception of the similarity, bonding and closeness within the group) 
and an individual component (i.e., the individual’s perception of its personal motivations 
that is acting to retain the individual in the group). These components are then divided into 
a social subcomponent (i.e., the individual’s view of the social relationships within the 
group) and a task subcomponent (i.e., the individual’s view of the group task) which together 
form four primary aspects of group cohesion, namely: Group integration- social, Group 
integration- task, Individual attractions to the group– social and Individual attraction to 
the group- task. Group integration- social concern the player’s perception of the extent to 
which the group as a whole stick together as a social unit, while Group integration- task 
concern the player’s perception of the extent the group as a whole have a similar view of its 
tasks and objectives. Individual attraction to the group- social regard the player’s feelings 
around his or her personal social interaction with the group. Finally, Individual attraction 
to the group- task pay attention to the player’s perception of its personal involvement with 
the group task. 
 
 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of group cohesion for the GEQ. 

Numerous studies have used the GEQ successfully in the research of group cohesion in 
sport settings (see Carron et al., 1998 for a review). By using the GEQ researchers have for 
instance reported that the perception of group cohesion is related to team performance 
(Carron & Brawley, 2000, group size (Mullen & Cooper, 1994), increased adherence (Carron 
& Hausenblas, 1998), member satisfaction (Widmeyer & Williams, 1991), level of 
competition (Granito & Rainey, 1988) and coach-athlete relationship (Jowett & Chaundy, 
2004). As previously stated many researchers have requested more studies examining the 
antecedents of group cohesion (Carron et al., 2002a: Mullen & Copper, 1994). Tiryaki and 
Cepikkurt (2007) findings provides one factor that can be essential for group cohesion that 
this study will continue to investigate, namely attachment.  

Attachment theory  

Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982) describes the forming of bonds in close 
relationships. Through observations of infants and their primary caregiver Bowlby (1973) 
found that these bonds start to take form early in life. The attachment experiences that a 
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child receives from their primary caregiver (ie., mother, father) in the form of availability 
and responsiveness will form a foundation of internal working models. These working 
models, albeit positive (e.g. I am worthy of love, people support me) or negative (e.g. I am 
not loveable, others are not interested in me) affect what the child expects from its caregivers 
during times of need and continues later in life in other significant close relationships 
(Bowlby, 1973). Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters and Wall (1978) conducted observations of 
infants attachments behavior and their primary caregiver, and formed a classification of 
three attachment styles; secure, anxious and avoidant. People with a secure attachment style 
display confidence in the availability of their close other. They trust that person will support 
and comfort them in times of need and they feel worthy of such assistance. After being 
separated from its caregiver a securely attached person display reduced stress in the 
proximity of its caregiver. A person with an anxious attachment style has a need of close 
proximity to its caregiver even in non-stressful situations. They do not know what assistance 
to expect, since it has been inconsistent. During distressing conditions an anxious attached 
person display excessive distress and even if the caregivers offers support they might 
withdraw in anger. Lastly a person with an avoidant attachment style is likely to expect no 
assistance at all in times of need. When separated from their close other they show little 
distress and they make few attempts to maintain contact (Ainsworth et al., 1978). 

Research has found that during adolescence and adulthood significant others, other than 
parents may come to be equally important and fulfil the role of an attachment figure 
(Bowlby, 1969/1982). These significant others have been found to include friends, 
colleagues, other relatives, romantic partners, therapists, leaders and more recently sport 
coaches, (Davidovitz, Mikulincer, Shaver, Izsak, & Popper, 2007; Davis & Jowett, 2010; 
Granot & Mayseless, 2001; Hazan & Shaver, (1987); Parish & Eagle, 2003). Specifically, 
Hazan and Shaver (1987) considered romantic relationships and were first to apply the 
concept of attachment to adult relationships. This was enhanced by hundreds of studies 
within this field (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998; Collins & Read, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Since then others have continued to investigate attachment theory in adult settings 
such as; friendship (Granot & Mayseless, 2001), educational (Riley, 2011), organizational 
(Davidovitz et al., 2007) and therapeutic relationships (Parish & Eagle, 2003). However all 
adult relationships are not attachments, they could be but it is not necessarily so (Weiss, 
1991). As reported by many attachment researchers (Ainsworth, 1989: Hazan & Shaver, 
1987: Parish & Eagle, 2003) an attachment relationship occurs if an attachment figure fulfils 
three specific functions: (1) safe haven, (2) secure base, and (3) proximity maintenance. Safe 
haven is fulfilled if an attachment figure provides the attached person with security and 
comfort in times of need. Secure base is fulfilled if the attachment figure allows the attached 
person to be autonomous and explore a life outside of their relationship. Lastly, if the 
attached person feels the need to be in close proximity to its attachment figure, proximity 
maintenance is fulfilled. Within Sport psychology, in an attempt to study coach-athlete 
attachment, Davis and Jowett’s (2010) examined the coach as a potential attachment figure 
and demonstrated that athletes viewed their coach as an attachment figure fulfilling all three 
functions of an attachment, namely; safe haven, secure base and proximity maintenance.  

Studies that have examined attachment styles and group processes to date (Rom & 
Mikulincer, 2003; Smith, Murphy & Coats, 1999) suggest that avoidantly attached persons 
show little interested in spending time with the group while anxiously attached persons 
communicate a feeling of not being worthy of being a part of the group and hence withdraw 
from it (Smith et. al., 1999). Rom and Mikulincer (2003) examined attachment style 
differences in cognitions and behaviors in group settings. They report in their study that 
participants with insecure attachment styles had negative group-related emotions and 
cognitions; meaning that they tend to act in ways that might hinder the group to achieve its 
goals and stick together as a group. In addition, avoidant attachment was associated with a 
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pursuit of distance goals and a lack of instrumental and socioemotional performance, while 
anxious attachment was associated with the pursuit of closeness goals and defective 
instrumental performance in group task. In the same study group cohesion was found to be 
a moderator of the effects of anxious attachment (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003). Furthermore, 
Davis and Jowett (2014) found that team players with a secure coach- athlete attachment 
experienced less interpersonal conflict and that their coaches provided support when 
needed. These athletes also reported that they valued the importance of the coach-athlete 
relationship (Davis & Jowett, 2014) which is another factor that have been found to impact 
a team’s success (Jowett, 2005). 

Tiryaki and Cepikkurt (2007) investigated the relationship between volleyball players’ 
attachment style and group cohesion. They found a negative association between anxious 
attachment and group integration- task while there were positive associations between 
anxious and secure attachment and group integration- social. Furthermore, a negative 
association between avoidant attachment and individual attraction to the group- social was 
found. The varying results of the relationships between the attachment styles and the four 
subcomponents of group cohesion was understood by Tiryaki and Cepikkurt (2007) in the 
way that attachment do affect group cohesion. This seems to be the only study that has 
investigated the relationship between attachment and group cohesion and the authors 
request further studies within the same area.  

Furthermore, attachment theorists stipulate that an individuals’ initial attachment style 
can change if the social surrounding provides new experiences (Davis & Jowett, 2010; Felton 
& Jowett, 2013b; Weinfield, Whaley & Egeland, 2004). Felton and Jowett (2013b) describes 
how the satisfaction of the basic psychological needs seems to be a foundation of how 
attachment styles take form. The basic psychological needs are important all through life; 
the older you get the more likely it is that you look for support in other people than your 
caregivers (Felton & Jowett, 2013b). If you meet new experiences, unlike your inner working 
models, it is possible to start to relate in a different way. For instance, it seems like if a person 
with an avoidant attachment style meets another person who consistently acts in a manner 
that support the basic psychological needs of the avoidantly attached person, he or she can 
modify his/her inner working models (Felton & Jowett, 2013b).  Furthermore, Davis and 
Jowett (2014) suggest that time often is an essential factor for individuals to be able to 
reconstruct their inner working models. This is particularly important for those persons with 
an anxious or avoidant attachment style who have repeatedly experienced relationships 
where they have not had their basic psychological needs met (Davis & Jowett, 2014). 

Basic psychological needs and links to attachment 

Basic psychological needs theory (BPNT; Deci & Ryan, 2000) describes that there are three 
basic needs that has to be satisfied in order for a person to experience well-being, be 
motivated in an optimal way and to perform successfully within different areas in life. The 
three basic needs are; the need for autonomy, competence and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 
2000). Autonomy refers to the need to feel that one’s actions are voluntary and to be the one 
who decides what actions to take (Deci & Vansteenkiste, 2004). The need for competence 
refers to the need to produce desirable outcomes and to interact efficaciously with the 
environment (Stone, Deci & Ryan, 2009) and the need for relatedness refers to needing to 
feel understood by and connected to others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, Deci & 
Vansteenkiste, 2004). What type of attachment style an individual develop is to a great 
degree based on the satisfaction of these needs (Deci & Ryan, 2000). When explaining what 
basic psychological need supporting behaviors a potential attachment figure can engage in, 
it is about providing a relationship based on autonomy support, structure and involvement 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). In sport settings, Mageau and Vallerand 
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(2003) reported that athletes´motivation and basic psychological need satisfaction were 
strongly influenced by their coaches´ interpersonal style. A controlling interpersonal style 
has been associated with destructive outcomes on athletes´, such as eating disorders 
depression and burnout (Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, Bosch & Thøgersen- Ntoumani, 
2011) while a basic psychological need supporting interpersonal style have been shown to 
have positive effects on athletes´ well-being, motivation and performance (Hagger & 
Chatzisarantis, 2007). 

Felton and Jowett (2013b) investigated the mediating role of social factors in the 
associations between basic psychological need satisfaction and attachment. They looked at 
both parental and coach-athlete attachment and the findings suggest that social factors are 
essential in both types of relationships in explaining the associations between basic 
psychological need satisfaction and attachment. More specifically, in regards of the coach-
athlete relationship they reported that social support and autonomy related behaviors from 
the coach acted as a mediating factor between avoidant attachment and basic psychological 
need satisfaction. Moreover, Felton and Jowett (2013b) concluded that an avoidant and 
anxious attachment within the coach- athlete relationship, were associated negatively with 
basic psychological need satisfaction of the athletes’. Felton and Jowett (2013c) findings 
emphasizes that athlete’s basic psychological need satisfaction and optimal functioning are 
dependent on their perception of what their coaches do, and how they relate.  

The present study   

Accordingly, the findings presented in this introduction can be seen as an indication that 
coach-athlete attachment maybe associated to group cohesion and that basic psychological 
need satisfaction can act as a moderating factor.  Specifically, a coach that support an 
athletes’ basic psychological needs will possibly foster securely attached athletes’ (Davis & 
Jowett, 2010; Felton & Jowett, 2013b; Weinfield, Whaley & Egeland, 2004) and a team with 
great group cohesion (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003; Smith et al., 1999; Tiryaki & Cepikkurt, 
2007. To date and to my knowledge, within the context of sport, there has been no previous 
research that has investigated whether the coach athlete relationship from an attachment 
theory perspective is associated with team cohesion and if basic psychological needs can act 
as a moderator of this relationship. Therefore, the aim of the present study was twofold; 
Firstly to examine direct relationships between coach-athlete attachment styles (i.e., Secure, 
avoidant and anxiety) and group cohesion (i.e., Group integration- social, group 
integration- task, individual attraction to the group– social and individual attraction to 
the group- task) and secondly to examine the moderating role of basic psychological need 
satisfaction between coach athlete attachment and group cohesion among Swedish team 
players. Specifically, the hypothesis’ of the study are:		

Hypothesis 1: There is a direct relationship between attachment styles and group 
cohesion.  

Hypothesis 2: Basic psychological needs will act as a moderating factor between coach– 
athlete attachment and group cohesion. 
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Figure 2. Schematic model of objectives and research questions. Drawned line equals direct 
relationships and striped line equals moderating effects. 

Method 

Participants 

The final sample of participants included 180 Swedish athletes representing a variety of team 
sports (e.g., floorball, European football, handball, rugby, basketball, wheelchair basketball, 
boccia, sledge hockey, roller derby and ice hockey). The sample was comprised of 145 (80.6 
%) females, 34 (18.9%) males and 1 (0.6%) other. The athletes age ranged from 16 to 41 years 
(M = 21.2 years, SD = 4.9). The athletes competed at different levels of performance from 
club level (39.4%) to regional (5%), national (52.8%), international (2.8%) and reportedly 
had between 1 and 8 team practises per week (M = 3.0, SD = 1.1). Athletes reported their 
coach-athlete relationship duration between 0 months to 18 years (M = 1.9 years, SD = 2.2). 

Measures 

The study used a multi-section questionnaire approach that included: 
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Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS; Davis & Jowett, 2013). The CAAS (Davis & 
Jowett, 2013) was utilised to assess athletes’ attachment to their primary sports coach. The 
CAAS contains 19 items of which five items represent athlete’s secure attachment style 
towards their coach (e.g., I know I can rely on my coach), seven items represent athletes 
anxious attachment style towards their coach (e.g., I worry that I won’t fulfil my coaches’ 
expectations), and finally seven items represent athletes avoidant attachment style towards 
their coach (e.g., I do not turn to my coach for reassurance). Athletes were asked to indicate 
the extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) through to 7 (strongly agree) and relevant to how they feel towards their 
principal sports coach. Recent studies have provided sound psychometric properties of 
validity and reliability for the 3-dimension construct (Davis & Jowett, 2013; Davis & Jowett, 
2014; Felton & Jowett 2015). For the purpose of the current study, the CAAS was translated 
into Swedish. The translation of the questionnaire was conducted by former psychology 
students at Umeå Universitet and double checked by the investigator of this study. 

Interpersonal Supportiveness Scale – Coach (ISS-C; Wilson, Gregson & Mack, 2009). 
The ISS-C; (Wilson et al., 2009) was used to measure the three basic psychological needs of 
autonomy, structure and involvement. ISS-C consist of 19 items in total, seven of which 
assess athletes’ perceptions of autonomy (e.g., I feel that my coach provides me with choices 
and options), six items reflect structure (e.g., My coach provides clear feedback about my 
progress) and six reflect involvement (e.g., My coach finds time to talk with me). Athletes 
were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) through to 7 (strongly agree). ISS-C has good validity and 
reliability (Wilson et al., 2009). For the purpose of the current study, the ISS-C was 
translated into the Swedish language. The translation of the questionnaire was conducted by 
former psychology students at Umeå Universitet and double checked by the investigator of 
this study.  

Group Environment Questionaire (GEQ; Carron et al., 1985). The GEQ (Carron et al. 
1985) was used to assess athletes’ perceptions of team cohesion. The GEQ consist of 18 items 
in total that measure four dimensions, Specifically five items represent athletes individual 
attraction to the group–social (e.g., I enjoy other parties rather than team parties), four 
items represent individual attraction to the group-task (e.g., this team does not give me 
enough opportunities to improve my personal performance), four items represent group 
integration-social (e.g., our team would like to spend time together in the off season) and 
five items represent group integration-task (e.g., we all take responsibility for any loss or 
poor performance by our team). Athletes were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed or disagreed with each statement on a 9-point likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). The GEQ has a good content validity and is internally 
consistent (Carron et al., 1985; Whitton & Fletcher, 2013). For the purpose of the current 
study, the ISS-C was translated into Swedish. The translation of the questionnaire was 
conducted by former psychology students at Umeå Universitet and double-checked by the 
investigator of this study.  

Procedure 

The present study followed ethical procedures stipulated by Umeå University, given that the 
study was considered ethical appropriate for the sample and design of the study. Upon data 
collection coaches and/or athletes within the required target group were contacted via email 
where they were informed about the aims and objectives of the study and participation were 
sought. Athletes were provided with the opportunity to take part in an online survey. Upon 
consent to participate, athletes were provided with a link to the online multi-section survey. 
The web survey had been developed using Texttalk Websurvey 
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(http://websurvey.texttalk.se). Before giving their written informed consent, athletes were 
informed about the voluntary nature of the study and reassured of the confidentiality and 
anonymity of their responses. Athletes were also asked to ensure that they did not answer 
the survey questions in front of their coach or together with other athletes. This was to enable 
the participants to answer honestly and without anxiety of their coaches and fellow team 
mates seeing their answers. On completion of the survey, participants were thanked for their 
time and provided with the opportunity to receive feedback about the study by providing 
their e-mail address.  

Data analysis 

The data was analysed in IBM SPSS statistics version 22. Basic descriptive statistics were 
conducted including means (M), standard deviations (SD) and alpha reliability coefficients 
(α) were calculated for the main study variables. Pearson correlation coefficients were then 
conducted to examine the relationships of the main variables within the study. Additionally, 
inferential statistics were performed using multiple regression analysis to examine 
hypothesis 1 and hierarchical moderation analysis was conducted to examine hypothesis 2, 
using the ad-on PROCESS for SPSS v.2.13 (Hayes, 2013). 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics  
 
Descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, Cronbach’s alpha and bivariate 
correlations for all variables in the study are displayed in table 1. The mean scores show that 
the athletes reported moderate levels of security and avoidance and low levels on anxiety on 
the CAAS scale. Athletes reported moderate to high levels of group cohesion across all 
subdimensions, whilst also reporting moderate levels of basic psychological need 
satisfaction. Bivariate correlations highlight that athletes’ secure attachment styles are 
positive significantly and anxious and avoidant attachments styles are negative significantly 
associated with Individual attraction to group- task. Athletes’ secure and avoidant 
attachment styles were also found to be significantly associated with group integration-task, 
where secure attachments had a positive association and avoidant attachments a negative 
association. No other significant correlations were found between the attachment and group 
cohesion variables. Furthermore, the three variables measuring basic psychological needs 
(i.e. autonomy, structure and engagement) was found to have strong significant 
relationships with one another. Markland and Tobin (2010), Niemiec et al. (2006) and Ryan 
(1991) findings suggest that when autonomy, structure, and involvement are highly 
correlated, they can be considered from a global perspective, in order to measure the 
construct of basic psychological need satisfaction.  Therefore, this provides to suggest that 
these variables can be considered assessing the same construct. Hence, the present study 
merged autonomy, structure and involvement into on variable in further calculations.  

Hypothesis 1: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate hypothesis 1: There is a direct 
relationship between attachment styles and group cohesion. The results highlight partial 
support for the relationship between attachment styles (avoidant, anxious and secure) and 
group cohesion (see table 2). Specifically, the group cohesion variables individual attraction 
to the group- social, individual attraction to the group- task, group integration- social, and 
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group integration-task was used as dependent variables and separate analysis was 
conducted for each variable with secure, anxious and avoidant attachment as independent 
variables. The results show a statistical significant relationship between anxious attachment 
and individual attraction to group-task; R2=.42, F (3, 166)= 11.49, p <.00, b= -.30, p < .00. 
No other statistical significant relationships were found. Please see table 2.   

Hypothesis 2: Moderating Role of Basic Psychological Needs Satisfaction  

Simple moderation analysis was performed to test hypothesis 2, that basic psychological 
need satisfaction would act as a moderating factor between coach – athlete attachment and 
group cohesion (see table 3). The attachment and group cohesion variables that had 
statistical significant correlated relationships (see table 1) was performed in five separate 
moderating analysis. Individual attraction to group- task and group integration- task were 
used as dependent variables. Athletes secure, anxious and avoidant attachment were 
independent variables and a global perspective of basic psychological need satisfaction acted 
as the moderating variable. No significant moderating effect was found for basic 
psychological need satisfaction. Please see table 3. 
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Table 1. Means (M), Standard deviations (SD), Alpha coefficients and bivariate correlations for all variables. 
 
 

M SD Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1.   Secure C-A 5.31 1.26 .88           

2.   Anxious C-A 1.93 0.89 .80 -.34**          

3.   Avoidant C-A 4.38 1.55 .91 -.59** -.22**         

4.   IAGS 7.27 1.45 .64 .09 .02 -.07        

5.   IAGT 7.00 1.50 .53 .26** -.36** -.27** .30**       

6.   GIS 6.37 1.63 .73 -0.2 .06 -.02 .31** .27**      

7.   GIT 6.31 1.37 .62 .15* -.12 -.16* .32** .48** .53**     

8.   Autonomy 4.77 1.33 .90 .77** -.34** -.68** .15 .33** -.10 .18*    

9.   Structure 4.83 1.38 .90 .70** -.24** -.61** .18* .41** -.06 .26** .89**   

10. Involvement 4.99 1.13 .80 .75** -.35 -.69 .16* .35** -.11 .15 .86** .82**  

11. BPNS 4.86 1.22 .95 .78** -.33** -.69** .17* .38** -.09 .21** .97** .95** .93** 

Note.** p< .01, * p< .05, C-A= Coach- Athlete, IAGS= Individual attraction to the group- social, IAGT= Individual attraction to the group- task, GIS= Group 
integration- social, GIT= Group integration-task, BPNS= Basic psychological needs satisfaction (merged scale).
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Table 2. Direct relationships between athlete attachment to coach and group cohesion. CI 
refers to 95% confidence interval for B. 

Note. *p < .05, DV= dependent variable, IAGS= Individual attraction to the group- social, 
IAGT= Individual attraction to the group- task, GIS= Group integration- social, GIT= Group 
integration- task, C-A= Coach- athlete. 
 

          CI  

  B  Beta   p  Lower  Upper 

DV= IAGS            

            

Secure C-A  .11  .10   .32  -.11  .34 

Anxious C-A  .09  .06   .48  -.17  .35 

Avoidant C-A  -.02  -.02   .82  -.20  .15 

R2= .01 

 

           

DV= IAGT            

            

Secure C-A  .07  .06   .51  -.14  .29 

Anxious C-A  -.51  -.30   .00*  -.76  -.26 

Avoidant C-A  -.16  -.17   .06  -.33  .00 

R2= .17 

 

           

DV= GIS            

            

Secure C-A  -.05  -.04   .71  -.30  .20 

Anxious C-A  .11  .06   .45  -.18  .40 

Avoidant C-A  -.06  -.05   .57  -.25  .14 

R2= .01 

 

           

DV= GIT            

            

Secure C-A  .07  .06   .51  -.14  .28 

Anxious C-A  -.13  -.08   .31  -.37  .12 

Avoidant C-A 

R2= .04 

 -.09  -.10   .27  -.25  .07 
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Table 3. The moderating effect of basic psychological needs satisfaction on the attachment 
and group cohesion variables that correlated. 

Note. BPNS= Basic psychological needs satisfaction, C-A= Coach- athlete, IAGT= Individual 
attraction to the group, GIT= Group integration- task. 

Discussion 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the moderating role of psychological needs 
satisfaction on the relationships between coach athlete attachment styles and group 
cohesion. Two hypotheses were tested. First, it was hypothesized that there would be a direct 
relationship between athletes’ attachment styles and their perceptions of group cohesion. 
The findings partially support the hypothesis since there was a significant relationship 
between athletes’ anxious attachment style and individual attraction to the group- task. 
Unfortunately, this was the only significant relationship found for hypothesis one. Second, 
it was hypothesized that basic psychological need satisfaction would have a moderating 
effect between athlete attachment styles towards their coach and group cohesion. The 
findings from the present study found no support for the moderating role of basic 
psychological need satisfaction. These findings will be further discussed in the paragraphs 
to follow. 

X= Dependent variable      CI  
Y= Independent 
variable 
M= Moderating factor 

b SE B t p Lower  Upper 

X= IAGT 
Y= Secure C-A 
M= BPNS 

.05 .08 .64 .53 -.10  .20 

R2= .15 
 

       

X= IAGT 
Y= Anxious C-A 
M= BPNS 

-.12 .11 -1.04 .30 -.35  .11 

R2= .21 
 

       

X= IAGT 
Y= Avoidant C-A 
M= BPNS 

-.07 .05 -1.27 .21 -.17  .04 

R2= .15 
 

       

X= GIT 
Y= Secure C-A 
M= BPNS  

.07 .06 1.24 .21 -.04  .19 

R2= .06 
 

       

X= GIT 
Y= Avoidant C-A 
M= BPNS 
R2= .05 

-.05 .06 -.88 .38 -.17  .07 
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The relationship between attachment and group cohesion 

The regression analysis indicated that an anxious coach- athlete attachment had a 
significant yet negative relationship with individual attraction to group-task. This finding 
is in line with the previous research of Tiryaki and Cepikkurt (2007) who also found that the 
athletes´ reported lower individual attraction to the group task the more anxious the coach- 
athlete attachment was rated. The nature of the anxious attachment style could be a plausible 
explanation of these findings. For example, Davis and Jowett (2010) discussed the fact that 
athletes with an anxious attachment style towards their coach tend to be occupied with social 
matters at the expense of focusing on the task. Rom and Mikulincers (2003) work on 
attachment styles and group behavior, showing that anxious attachment was associated with 
the pursuit of closeness goals and defective instrumental performance in group task also 
supports this finding. Moreover, in contrast to the current study, Tiryaki and Cepikkurt 
(2007) showed further relationship between the different attachment styles and the group 
cohesion variables. They found that secure and anxious attachment were positively 
associated with group integration-social and that there was a negative relationship between 
avoidant attachment and individual attraction to the group- social (Tiryaki & Cepikkurt, 
2007). Based on Tiryaki and Cepikkurts (2007) findings and the inner working models of a 
person with secure attachment (Bowlby, 1973), where persons with a secure attachment for 
instance been found to seek support and express ones needs in a higher degree (Florian et 
al., 1995; Shaver & Hazan, 1993), have less conflicts (Simpson, Rholes & Philips, 1996) and 
more satisfying relationships (Collins & Read, 1990) our study anticipated to find a 
significant positive relationship between athletes’ secure attachment and group cohesion. 
Interestingly enough the current findings could not support such hypothesis. The relatively 
high measures of the group cohesion components in the current study indicates that the 
athletes are fairly satisfied with the group cohesion. It is possible that the results can be 
interpreted as that group cohesion only can be explained by coach-athlete attachment to a 
small degree. Possibly, other factors explained in Carron (1982) conceptual model of group 
cohesion such as athletes’ physical proximity, group norms, team stability or other can 
explain the variance in group cohesion better.  

On the other hand, one explanation to the lack of significant relationships in general, may 
be related to the relationship length of the athlete and coach. Specifically within this study, 
the average coach-athlete relationship duration was 1.9 years. The athletes ranged between 
0 months to 18 years in their ratings, meaning that most of the participants have had a 
relatively short relationship with their coach. It is likely that the coaches and athletes haven´t 
had enough time together in order for an attachment relationship to develop nor enough 
time for the coaches to affect the basic psychological needs of their athletes. Davis and Jowett 
(2014) discussed that time is an important factor to be able to up-date and reconstruct one’s 
inner working models especially for persons with anxious or avoidant attachments whom 
repeatedly had experiences of not getting their basic psychological needs met. Also, the 
interpersonal problems related to insecure attachments usually comes about in close 
relationships (Broberg, Granqvist, Ivarsson & Risholm- Mothander, 2006), therefore it can 
be easier to function well in a group initially before relationships have started to grow and 
become significant. Another factor that might explain the few significant findings is that all 
relationships are not attachments relationships (Bowlby, 1973). The present study did not 
investigate whether the athletes perceived their coach fulfilling all three of the attachment 
related functions; secure base, safe haven and proximity maintenance, it could be that this 
sample of participants are not attached to their coach. Hence it might be that the current 
study hasn’t measured coach-athlete attachment as intended. Instead the athletes might 
have answered the questions based on their general attachment and inner working models 
and not their actual coach-athlete attachment. Future research would be wise to perform 
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longitudinal studies and bring in measurements that considers whether the three basic 
functions of an attachment relationship (i.e., secure base, safe haven and proximity 
maintenance) between the coach and athlete is fulfilled. 

Davis and Jowett (2013) offers a possible explanation to why the regression and bivariate 
correlations only showed significant relationships between the task variables (i.e. Individual 
attraction to the group-task and group integration- task). Davis and Jowett (2013) suggest 
that the coach-athlete relationship itself is a more task-oriented relationship. Working 
towards a competitive goal, having the coach as a person of expertise and the coach being 
the one deciding about the athlete´s position and time on the court are factors that 
contributes to a task-oriented relationship, that might set attachment related behaviors 
aside and hinder the development of a closer relationship (Davis & Jowett, 2013). Further 
on if attachment related behaviors sets aside it will most likely be more difficult for the coach 
to support the basic psychological needs of the athletes which in the current study where 
thought to be a moderating factor of attachment and group cohesion. 

Basic psychological needs as a moderating factor of attachment and group 
cohesion 

The current study was the first to investigate if basic psychological need satisfaction could 
moderate the relationship between athletes’ attachment and group cohesion. No moderation 
effect was found, even though previous research (Davis & Jowett, 2010; Felton & Jowett, 
2013a; Felton & Jowett, 2013b, Felton & Jowett 2013c; La Guarida et. al., 2000; Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003) together suggests that this may be a possible direction. Davis and Jowett 
(2010) demonstrated that athletes´ viewed their coach as an attachment figure, which can 
lead to the assumption that the coach is a person that has impact on the athlete. Several 
studies have shown that there is a relationship between basic psychological need satisfaction 
and attachment styles (Felton & Jowett, 2013a; Felton & Jowett, 2013b; La Guarida et al., 
2000; Leak & Cooney, 2001). These studies revealed that securely attached individuals 
experienced basic psychological need satisfaction to a greater extent than individuals with 
avoidant or anxious attachment.  Felton and Jowett (2013b) described how the satisfaction 
of the basic psychological needs seems to be a foundation of how attachment styles take 
form, which can be understood in the way that when a person either support or neglect an 
individual’s basic psychological needs, the individual get an experience that either adds to or 
adjusts its existing inner working models and hence forms the attachment style. Athletes 
with an insecure attachment in Felton and Jowetts (2013b) study was seen to have a greater 
satisfaction of basic psychological needs when coaches provided social and autonomy 
supportive behaviors. Felton and Jowett (2013c) and Mageau and Vallerand (2003) also 
reported that coaches interpersonal style had a strong influence of the athletes’ basic 
psychological need satisfaction, but yet no moderating effects was found in this study.  

The explanation described above regarding the participants of the study’s relatively short 
coach-athlete relationship duration is also applicable here. There is a risk that the coaches 
haven’t had enough time to affect their athletes´ basic psychological needs and that the 
participants in the study have answered the questions based on their general attachment and 
beliefs based on their inner working models. A longitudinal study would have provided 
valuable information in this matter and is suggested as further research.  

The present study showed moderate levels of basic psychological need satisfaction (M= 
4.86) with a standard deviation of 1.22, meaning that the variance between the coaches was 
not very big. A lot of effort might be required from the coaches to provide their athletes with 
basic psychological need supporting behavior. One can hypothesis that there are several 
possible factors that might affect the coach’s ability for instance; the coach personality and 
own attachment style, the coach knowledge of the importance of basic psychological need 
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satisfaction, how much time the coach and athlete spend together on a regular basis and the 
teams aim and level. The present study did not allow to measure for these factors. It is 
possible that basic psychological need satisfaction is a poor measurement of group cohesion 
but it is also possible that coaches need to be educated in this matter to be able to make the 
effort and provide the right support for each athlete. A longitudinal study investigating group 
differences between coaches that been educated in the matter and coaches who has not, 
would be interesting for future research.  

Limitations and further research  

While the current study has added to the existing research, it is not without its limitations. 
An equal amount of male and female athletes´ were offered to participate in the study, it 

showed that females were more forthcoming in participating in the survey. This study did 
not aim to investigate any gender effects, but there maybe be some differences between the 
genders and therefore the results’ generalizability can be limited. For example, did Maccoby 
(2002) present results showing different type of interaction in same-sex groups, where boys 
generally had more competitive and risk taking play involving the strive to reach or maintain 
dominance while girls displayed a group behavior consisting of collaborative discourse. Even 
though girls group behavior is not free of conflict Maccoby (2002) states that there is a 
gender difference where girls rather go after their individual goals in the context of, at the 
same time, attempting to maintain group harmony. This could indicate that there might be 
gender differences in the perception of group cohesion, thus it could be a value of bringing 
the gender question to the table in future research. Moreover, this study has a cross-sectional 
design, therefore casual conclusions about the direction of the effects between basic 
psychological need satisfaction, attachment style and group cohesion can’t be drawn 
(Morgan & Winship, 2015). Longitudinal studies could offer useful information about the 
extent to which basic psychological need satisfaction within the coach-athlete relationship 
can influence athletes´ attachment styles and perception of group cohesion. Also, the 
present study utilized self-report questionnaires which brings the risks of response bias 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012) and social desirability (Ones, Viswesvaran & 
Reiss, 1996). Felton and Jowett (2013b) suggests that employing interviews or similar 
methods in addition to quantative methods, could help lessen some of the risks associated 
with self-report measures, hence this is suggested for future research. Furthermore, the 
cronbach’s alphas in the present study were below the recommended cut off (Nunnally, 
1978). Since previous studies have found consistent psychometric properties to support the 
validity and reliability of the scales utilized in the study, the low reliability scores could be 
explained in relation to the potential translation of the questionnaires. The questionnaires 
used in the study were validated in the English language and translated into Swedish for the 
Swedish population for this study. In the translation into Swedish, some of the questions 
might have translated into a different meaning than originally intended due to cultural- and 
language differences, hence Swedish researchers should test the translation and factor 
structure of both the CAAS, ISS-C and GEQ before employing the survey in future studies. 

Theoretical and practical implications 

The current study aimed to investigate antecedents of group cohesion with the idea that a 
strong cohesive group would increase their performance. In light that there are no previous 
research studies that have investigated the hypothesis in the study, the study extends the 
theoretical literature. Further research that replicates and expands these findings would be 
necessary before highlighting any definitive conclusions. With that being said, from a 
practical perspective one could argue that coaches interested in supporting the basic 
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psychological needs of its athletes´ would do fine doing so, in spite of the few significant 
relationships that were found in the current study. Widmeyer, Brawley, and Carron (1992) 
suggested that the indivdual attraction to group- task subcomponent of group cohesion 
would have the strongest relationship to team performance and many studies implies that 
individuals with an anxious attachment might be the ones struggling the most with a task-
oriented environment (Davis & Jowett, 2010; Rom & Mikulincers, 2003). This finding, 
together with previous research supports coaches basic psychological needs behavior for 
athletes´motivation, well-being and performance (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007) and thus 
recommendations for engaging in basic psychological needs supporting behaviours are 
relevant. To enable qualified help to support coach education classes in the future, further 
research concerning coach-athlete attachment, basic psychological need satisfaction and 
group cohesion should be done. 

In summary, no previous research in the sport psychology field has investigated the 
moderating effect of basic psychological need satisfaction within the coach-athlete 
relationship and in examining group cohesion. The findings show that attachment and basic 
psychological need satisfaction doesn’t seem to have a big explanatory value of group 
cohesion, with the exception of anxious attachment and individual attraction to group-task. 
Future research is encouraged to replicate this study and also expand the research by using 
other methods and designs. 
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Forskningsstudie om idrottares relationsmönster
 Personlig kod

Genom att välja en valfri fyrsiffrig kod och fylla i den här, så ger du ditt informerade samtycke om att du läst och
godkänt studiens syfte och villkor.

 Hur gammal är du (fyll i med siffror: t.ex. 19)?

 Vilket kön identifierar du dig med?
Man   Kvinna   Annat

 Vilken lagidrott tävlar du i (ex. fotboll, innebandy, hockey)?

 Vilket lag spelar du i (ex. Björklöven J-18, Djurgården) ?

 Vilken är den högsta nivå du spelar i?

Om du spelar i fler lag, välj det lag som har högst nivå
Juniorlag   Seniorlag   Regionslag   Landslag

Annan 

 Vilken position spelar du på i laget (ex. center, forward, målvakt, etc.)?

 Hur många säsonger har du spelat i laget (ex. 1 eller 0.5 om du spelat en halv säsong)?

 Hur många säsonger har du haft din nuvarande huvudtränare?

 Av vilket kön är din huvudtränare?
Man   Kvinna   Annat

Hur många timmar spenderar du i genomsnitt med din tränare per vecka?

 Hur många träningar har ditt lag i snitt tillsammans per vecka?

 Hur många matcher har ditt lag i snitt tillsammans per vecka?

Appendix 1.

annasvahn

annasvahn

annasvahn
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 Hur länge har du spelat organiserad / i ett klubblag?

 Erfarenhet av nära relationer

Nedan finner du påståenden som berör nära relationer i allmänhet. Var vänlig och ange hur väl varje påstående stämmer in
på dina upplevelser genom att ringa in en siffra på den sjugradiga skalan. Det finns inga korrekta eller felaktiga svar, så
fundera inte för mycket på varje påstående. Svara på alla påståenden och svara ärligt.

 1
Stämmer
inte alls 2 3

4
Stämmer

delvis 5 6

7
Stämmer
mycket

bra
Det hjälper att vända sig till andra människor när jag
behöver det
Jag diskuterar vanligtvis mina bekymmer och
angelägenheter med andra människor
Jag pratar igenom saker med andra människor.

Jag tycker att det är lätt att känna tillit till andra
människor.
Jag känner mig obekväm med att öppna upp mig inför
andra människor.
Jag föredrar att inte visa för andra människor hur jag
känner mig innerst inne.
Jag oroar mig ofta för att andra människor inte bryr sig
om mig.
Jag rädd för att andra människor kommer att överge mig.

Jag oroar mig mycket för att andra människor inte bryr
sig om mig, lika mycket som jag bryr mig om dem.
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 Relation till min huvudtränare

Följande påståenden handlar om din relation till din huvudtränare (om du har fler; välj én). 

Var vänlig och ange hur väl varje påstående stämmer in på dina upplevelser genom att ringa in en siffra på den sjugradiga
skalan.

Det finns inga korrekta eller felaktiga svar, så fundera inte för mycket på varje påstående. Svara på alla påståenden och
svara ärligt.

 1
Stämmer
inte alls 2 3

4
Stämmer

delvis 5 6

7
Stämmer
mycket

bra
Jag diskuterar vanligtvis inte mina problem eller
bekymmer med min huvudtränare.
Jag vänder mig inte till min huvudtränare för att få stöd
och uppmuntran.
Jag undviker att diskutera personliga problem med min
huvudtränare.
Jag förlitar mig inte på min huvudtränare när jag har
problem som behöver lösas.
Jag vänder mig inte till min huvudtränare när jag behöver
lätta mitt hjärta
Jag frågar inte min huvudtränare om råd och hjälp.

Jag söker inte upp min huvudtränare när saker går fel.

Jag undrar ofta om min huvudtränare bryr sig om mig
som atlet.
Jag oroar mig ofta för att min huvudtränare inte värderar
mig lika högt som jag värderar honom/henne.
Jag oroar mig ibland för att min huvudtränare ska lämna
mig för att träna ett annat lag.
Jag oroar mig för att min huvudtränare kommer att hitta
en annan atlet som hon/han föredrar.
Jag oroar mig ofta för att min huvudtränare inte vill träna
mig mer.
Jag oroar mig ibland för att min huvudtränare inte är lika
engagerad i mig som jag är i honom/henne.
Jag oroar mig för att min huvudtränare inte respekterar
mig lika mycket som jag respekterar honom/henne.
Jag vet att min huvudtränare är lojal gentemot mig.

Jag känner mig säker på att vår huvudtränare-atlet-
relation kommer bestå.
Jag tycker att det är lätt att samspela med min
huvudtränare.
Jag vet att min huvudtränare tycker om mig.

Jag vet att jag kan lita på min huvudtränare.

Jag tycker mycket om att vara med min tränare.

Jag ser framemot att träffa min tränare.

Efter att vi inte setts på ett tag känner jag mig motiverad
att träffa min tränare igen.
Jag vänder mig till min tränare för tröst och stöd.

Jag känner mig väldigt trygg med min tränare.
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När jag känner mig upprörd över någonting vill jag prata
med min tränare om det.
Min tränare hjälper mig att utveckla nya färdigheter inom
min sport.
Sedan jag träffade min tränare känner jag mig mer
kapabel att testa nya saker inom min sport.
Att ha min tränare i mitt liv hjälper mig att träna hårdare
och vara mer självsäker.
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 Upplevelsen av min huvudtränare

Dessa påståenden handlar om hur du upplever din huvudtränare (om du har fler; välj én). 

Tränare har olika stilar i sina interaktioner med idrottare och vi vill veta mer om hur du upplever din huvudtränare. Var vänlig
och ange hur väl varje påstående stämmer in på dina upplevelser genom att ringa in en siffra på den sjugradiga skalan.

Det finns inga korrekta eller felaktiga svar, så fundera inte för mycket på varje påstående. Svara på alla påståenden och
svara ärligt.

 1
Stämmer
inte alls 2 3

4
Stämmer

delvis 5 6

7
Stämmer
mycket

bra
Jag känner att min tränare ger mig valmöjligheter och
förslag.
Min tränare är tydlig med vad jag behöver träna på för att
lära mig och utvecklas i mitt spel.
Min tränare tar sig tid att prata med mig.

Jag känner att min tränare förstår mig.

Min tränare låter mig träna på en nivå som är lämplig för
mig.
Min tränare verkar inte tänka på mig så ofta.

Min tränare uppmuntrar mig att ställa frågor.

Min tränare är tydlig med vad jag kan förvänta mig av
min träning.
Min tränare ägnar mycket tid åt mig.

Min tränare lyssnar på hur jag vill göra saker.

Min tränare hjälper mig att tro på min förmåga att lära
mig och utvecklas i min idrott.
Min tränare ogillar ofta och har svårt att acceptera det
jag gör.
Min tränare försöker förstå mig innan han/hon föreslår
något nytt sätt att utföra saker på.
Min tränare är noga med att jag förstår hur jag bäst ska
kunna lära mig och utvecklas i min idrott.
Min tränare lägger tid och energi på att hjälpa mig.

Min tränare visar att han/hon har förtroende för min
förmåga att lyckas i idrott.
Min tränare ger mig tydlig feedback om min utveckling.

Min tränare är inte särskilt engagerad i det som upptar
mina tankar.
Min tränare är noga med att jag förstår målen med mitt
idrottande och vad jag behöver göra för att uppnå dem.
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 Laget 1

Följande påståenden handlar om din relation till ditt lag. Var vänlig och ange hur väl varje påstående stämmer in på dina
upplevelser genom att ringa in en siffra på den niogradiga skalan.

Det finns inga korrekta eller felaktiga svar, så fundera inte för mycket på varje påstående. Svara på alla påståenden och
svara ärligt.

 1
Stämmer
inte alls 2 3 4

5
Stämmer

delvis 6 7 8

9
Stämmer
mycket

bra
Jag tycker inte om att delta i lagets
sociala aktiviteter.
Jag är missnöjd med den speltid jag
får.
Jag kommer inte att sakna
lagkamraterna när säsongen är slut.
Jag tycker inte att lagets vilja att vinna
är tillräckligt stark.
Några av mina allra bästa vänner
spelar i laget.
Detta lag ger mig inte tillräckligt med
möjligheter att förbättra min
prestationsförmåga.
Jag föredrar att gå på andra fester än
fester med laget.
Jag gillar inte lagets spelstil.

Laget är en av de viktigaste sociala
grupper jag tillhör.

 Laget 2

Följande påstående bedömer hur du uppfattar ditt lag som helhet. Vänligen ringa in siffran som bäst stämmer överens med
din åsikt.

Det finns inga korrekta eller felaktiga svar, så fundera inte för mycket på varje påstående. Svara på alla påståenden och
svara ärligt.

 1
Stämmer
inte alls 2 3 4

5
Stämmer

delvis 6 7 8

9
Stämmer
mycket

bra
Vårt lag strävar gemensamt efter att
nå de uppsatta målen.
Lagets medlemmar går hellre ut på
egen hand än tillsammans med laget.
Om laget förlorar eller gör en dålig
insats känner alla i laget sig
ansvariga.
Det är sällan som lagets medlemmar
festar tillsammans.
Lagets medlemmar har motstridiga
ambitioner beträffande lagets
prestation.
Lagets medlemmar skulle gärna
umgås efter säsongens slut.
Om några av lagkamraterna har svårt
att hänga med på träningen är alla
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andra angelägna om att hjälpa dem
för att inte splittra laget.

Lagets medlemmar håller inte ihop i
andra sammanhang än träning och
match.
Lagets medlemmar diskuterar inte fritt
varje spelares ansvar under match
eller träning.


