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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measure of peer leader self-

efficacy in collegiate athletes.  The second purpose was to advance the understanding of 

self-efficacy in peer leaders in order to develop stronger leadership training programs that 

can enhance weaknesses in peer leader self-efficacy.  Participants were male and female 

U.S. college varsity athletes over the age of 18 from both independent and interdependent 

teams who had been a member of their current college team for a minimum of three 

months.  Participants completed a demographic questionnaire, as well as the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory (APLSEI), a 57-item measure created by the author to 

assess peer leader self-efficacy among collegiate athletes.  Following data screening, a 

principal axis exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with promax rotation was conducted to 

analyze the APLSEI.  The finished solution resulted in a factor structure similar to the 

initial structure that was developed, comprised of eight subscales that retained 41 of the 

original items.  Cronbach’s alphas were calculated for each subscale to assess reliability.  

Scores on seven of the eight subscales had good internal consistency; however one 

subscale was omitted from subsequent analyses due to the low internal consistency (i.e., 

Cronbach’s Alpha below .70).  Finally, construct validity was evaluated by conducting a 

correlational analysis to determine the relationship between scores on the APLSEI and 

the Leadership Self-Efficacy Scale (LSE) and leader performance, as measured by the 

Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory (PSBLI) and Peer Sport Leadership Behavior 

Inventory – Revised (PSBLIR).  There was no significant relationship between any of the 

APLSEI subscales and PSLBIR subscales.  However, there was a significant relationship 
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between the APLSEI subscales and the three LSE subscales, and also between the 

APLSEI subscales and the majority of PSLBI subscales, suggesting the APLSEI does 

have validity.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

“Most people assume that leadership is the responsibility of the head coach. The 

coach is, without a doubt, a leader, but leadership doesn’t stop with the coach. Athletes 

themselves play a big part in leading a team.” (Smith & Kays, 2010, p. 213). 

There are over 450,000 student-athletes competing in 23 different sports in the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA; NCAA, 2012).  Another 60,000 

student-athletes compete in 13 different sports within the National Association of 

Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA; NAIA, 2012).  Researchers have compared athlete 

populations with non-athlete populations and found that participation in sports is 

frequently correlated with higher levels of life skills, including leadership ability (Bailey, 

2006; Dobosz & Beaty, 1999).  However, more recent studies indicate that simply 

participating in sports does not ensure the development of these skills (Extejt & Smith, 

2009; Gould & Voelker, 2010).  Athletes in leadership positions, such as team captains, 

develop leadership skills much more extensively than their teammates; however, athletes 

in leadership positions would further improve their leadership skills through leadership 

training (Grandzol, Perlis, & Draina, 2010).  Thus, a theory-based leadership training 

program for athletes could aid in the development of athletes’ leadership skills and 

abilities that could then be transferred to domains outside of sport as well.  

In the sport and exercise psychology literature, leadership has been identified as a 

crucial construct that is necessary to the cohesive functioning of a group or team (Gill & 

Williams, 2008; Meissen, 2009).  Cohesion in sport and exercise has been defined as “a 
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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” (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213).  Developing team 

cohesion is a process that involves numerous factors.  The most frequently used 

conceptual framework of team cohesion in sport was developed by Carron (1982).  He 

identified the following factors as antecedents contributing to cohesion: environmental, 

personal, leadership and group (Carron, 1982).  In particular, leadership factors 

composed of both leader behavior and the leadership style.  A positive relationship 

between positive coaching behaviors and leadership style and both task and social 

cohesion has been found (Loughead & Hardy, 2006).  More recently, a study by 

Shipherd, Basevitch, Barcza Renner, and Siwatu (2013) found that a lack of strong 

leadership was a significant weakness affecting team cohesion in a collegiate club rugby 

team.   

Athlete peer leadership has been found to influence team performance and 

cohesion as well.  A study by Zacharatos, Barling, and Kelloway (2000) found that after 

controlling for skill level, those athlete peer leaders high in transformational behaviors, as 

rated by teammates and coaches, were regarded as enhancing team satisfaction and 

eliciting more effort from their teammates.  Shields, Gardner, Bredemeier, and Bostro 

(1997) studied the relationship between leader behaviors and team cohesion in high 

school and community college baseball and softball players in California.  They 

discovered a relationship between high task cohesion and the leader behaviors of training 

and instruction, social support, democratic behavior, and positive feedback.  
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Additionally, Shields and colleagues (1997) found the leader behaviors of social support 

may support social cohesion.  Price and Weiss (2011) examined adolescent female soccer 

players and found that those athletes who had been rated high on instrumental and 

prosocial leader behaviors by their teammates reported higher social cohesion and 

confidence in their team.  More recently, Price and Weiss (2013) found that both coach 

and athlete leader behaviors were important contributors to team outcomes, although 

coach leadership behaviors contributed significantly more than athlete peer leader 

behaviors in regard to individual outcomes.  However, they noted that this result was not 

surprising since it was unlikely the athlete peer leaders had undergone formal training.   

Studies have also found that athlete peer leaders display certain important leader 

behaviors that coaches do not (e.g., Dupuis, Bloom, & Loughead, 2006; Glenn & Horn, 

1993; Todd & Kent, 2004).  For example, Glenn and Horn (1993) found that amongst 

high school female soccer players, peer leaders provided significantly more motivation 

and direction to their teammates.  Loughead and Hardy (2005) studied male and female 

Canadian athletes and found that peer leaders demonstrated social support and 

democratic decision-making.  In another study, Dupuis et al. (2006) interviewed six male 

former Canadian university hockey team captains, and identified problem-solving, or 

conflict management, and setting a good example, as some of the key themes.  Todd and 

Kent (2004) conducted a study on 179 adolescent athletes in the southeastern United 

States using the Player Leadership Scale, an assessment of athletes’ leader behavior, 

developed by Kozub (1993) and containing 12 items modified from Chelladurai and 

Saleh’s (1980) Leadership Scale for Sports. They found that athletes rated the item 
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“works hard in practice and games” as the most important quality of a peer leader.  

External behaviors, such as representing the team at functions, have also been recognized 

as behaviors exhibited by athlete peer leaders (Loughead, Hardy, & Eys, 2006).  In a 

more recent study, Price and Weiss (2011) also identified that athlete peer leaders 

demonstrated the following behaviors: motivating their teammates, helping teammates 

engage in problem-solving, and acknowledging the needs of their teammates by 

providing social support.  Athlete peer leaders specifically demonstrate higher levels of 

social support, positive feedback, and more democratic behavior than coaches do 

(Loughead & Hardy, 2005).  

Coaches are often frustrated by the lack of leadership, or poor leadership quality, 

from the athletes on their teams, but few take action to change this (Gould & Voelker, 

2010).  Those coaches that do typically give athlete leaders opportunities to practice 

leading the team, rather than any formal leader development program (Bucci et al. 2012).  

Gould, Smith, White, and Chung (2006) studied high school coaches’ perceptions of their 

student-athletes, and found that, out of 28 problems among high school athletes, poor 

leadership was the sixth most frequently cited problem.  A multitude of leader 

development programs are available for coaches, but significantly fewer exist for the 

athletes.  Studies have found self-efficacy to be a key predictor of performance in the 

sport and physical activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Moritz, Feltz, Fahrbach, & 

Mack, 2000) and leadership performance potential in other domains, such as the military 

(e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001). Consequently, developing a leadership training program 
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aimed at increasing athlete peer leader self-efficacy would be an effective way to increase 

the quality of athlete peer leaders.   

Statement of the Problem 

While a wealth of leader development programs exist for coaches (e.g., the 

Program for Athletic Coaching Education; Seefeldt & Brown, 1990, as cited in Feltz, 

Short, & Sullivan, 2008), there are significantly fewer leader development opportunities 

for athlete peer leaders.  Several universities have, in recent years, begun implementing 

Jeff Janssen’s leadership curricula (Janssen, 2007; Meissen, 2009).  However, Janssen’s 

curriculum does not focus on increasing athlete peer leader self-efficacy, rather the 

curriculum focuses on confidence more as a general trait that can influence one’s specific 

self-efficacy (Meissen, 2009).  Despite self-efficacy being a key predictor of performance 

in the sport and physical activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Moritz et al., 2000) 

and leadership performance potential in other domains, such as the military (e.g., Chan & 

Drasgow, 2001), current leader development programs do not target the improvement of 

leader self-efficacy.  Given the literature support of the importance and necessity of 

leader self-efficacy in effective leader performance, there is a need to incorporate leader 

self-efficacy into leadership training programs (Feltz et al., 2008; McCormick, 2001).  

Leader self-efficacy can be thought of as a leaders’ “belief in their perceived capabilities 

to organize the positive psychological capabilities, motivation, means, collective 

resources, and course of action required to attain effective, sustainable performance 

across their various leadership roles, demands, and contexts” (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, 

& Harms, 2008, p. 670).   
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Given the relationship between athlete peer leadership and team performance and 

cohesion, coaches should encourage the development of peer leaders to achieve optimal 

team functioning (Loughead & Hardy, 2005).  While a variety of coaching education and 

apprenticeship programs for coaches have been found to enhance coach self-efficacy, 

most programs do not specifically aim to increase coach self-efficacy (Feltz et al., 2008).  

Wiersma and Sherman (2005) conducted a study in which they interviewed youth sport 

coaches and discovered that coaches noted they wanted more hands-on experiences in 

their coaching education programs.  Feltz et al. (2008) agree that these types of 

experiences, along with adding more time for mastery experiences, such as role plays, 

would strengthen coaching programs by increasing coach self-efficacy.  

Although many studies have examined leader self-efficacy in coaches (e.g. Chase, 

Feltz, Hayashi, & Hepler, 2005; Feltz, Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999; Feltz, et al., 

2008; Harwood, 2008; Kavussanu, Boardley, Jutkiewicz, Vinent, & Ring, 2008; Malete 

& Feltz, 2000; Myers, Vargas-Tonsing, & Feltz, 2005) to date athlete peer leader self-

efficacy has not been studied.  Given the importance of peer leaders on a team, and that 

peer leaders often do not receive formal leader training, more research in athlete peer 

leadership is necessary.  In particular, since training and experience significantly 

influence coach leader self-efficacy, and those peer leader training programs that do exist 

do not incorporate self-efficacy, advancing the understanding of self-efficacy in peer 

leaders is crucial.  However, given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-

specific, a valid and reliable measure of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes is 

first necessary to conduct research in this area.   
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Purpose of the Study 

There are multiple purposes for conducting this research, based on Newman, 

Ridenour, Newman, and DeMarco’s (2003) typology of research purposes.  The first aim 

was to gain a better understanding of the complex phenomena of athlete peer leader self-

efficacy.  This purpose was accomplished by identifying the tasks and behaviors that 

make up the components of athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  This was achieved by 

conducting a thorough literature review, conducting focus groups with college athletes, 

and consulting with experts to generate items that reflect the construct of athlete peer 

leader self-efficacy.  There is currently no measure of athlete leader self-efficacy that 

exists, and given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, measures of 

related constructs or different populations are not acceptable to measure leader self-

efficacy in athletes.  Creating an inventory of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate 

athletes, and exploring the psychometric properties of the subscales of the inventory will 

allow researchers to accurately measure peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes, 

and continue to further research and explore this construct.   

The final purpose was to add to the knowledge base of self-efficacy and athlete 

leadership to develop stronger, theoretically based, leadership training programs that can 

enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  This purpose was accomplished 

by examining the relationship between scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy 

Instrument (APLSEI; Shipherd & Siwatu, 2013) with self-reported ratings of leader 

behavior performance on the Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory (PSLBI; Glenn 

& Horn, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2011) and peer ratings of leader behavior performance 
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from the Peer Sport Leader Behavior Inventory – Revised (PSLBIR; Shipherd & Siwatu, 

2012).  Solidifying the components that make up athlete peer leadership, establishing a 

measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy, and identifying the relationship between 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy and leader performance will provide valuable information 

that can be used to guide the development of athlete leadership programs.  For example, a 

team of athletes complete the APLSEI and results reveal that the athletes are low in the 

motivation component of the APLSEI.  The athletes could then undergo a leadership 

training program that focuses on increasing the athletes’ leader self-efficacy in regards to 

motivation.   

Research Questions 

This following research questions guide this study:  

1) What is the underlying factor structure of the items in the Athlete Peer Leader 

Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

2) How many factors are needed to summarize the pattern of correlations in the 

correlation matrices for the scales that make up the Athlete Peer Leader Self-

Efficacy Inventory? 

3) How much variance is accounted for by each scale of the Athlete Peer Leader 

Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

4) Are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory reliable and 

valid? 

Definitions of Key Terms 
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 The following is a list of the operational definitions of the key terms used in this 

study: 

Self-Efficacy  

Self-efficacy is “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses 

of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3).  

Leadership 

Leadership is, “a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals 

to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2001, p. 3).  Northouse’s (2001) definition of 

leadership also takes into account four main components of leadership that he identified: 

leadership is a process, it involves influence, occurs within a group context, and involves 

goal attainment.   

Leader Self-Efficacy 

Leader self-efficacy can be defined as leaders’ “belief in their perceived 

capabilities to organize the positive psychological capabilities, motivation, means, 

collective resources, and course of action required to attain effective, sustainable 

performance across their various leadership roles, demands, and contexts” (Hannah et al., 

2008, p. 670).   

Peer Leader 

In this study, the term peer leader is used to refer to both team leaders and peer 

leaders.  For this study, a peer leader is an individual who influences at least two other 

team members (Loughead, et al., 2006).   

Delimitations and Limitations  
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The following delimitations and limitations describe the potential weaknesses of 

the study and how the study could be considered to be narrowed in scope (Creswell, 

2003).   

Delimitations: 

1) Only current varsity student-athletes from four year NCAA and NAIA 

colleges and universities within the United States were invited to 

participate in the study.   

2) Student-athletes from two year colleges and universities were excluded 

from the present study.  

3) Student-athletes under the age of 18 were excluded from the study.  

4) Student-athletes participating in club sports at their colleges or 

universities were excluded from this study.  

Limitations: 

1) This study utilized a cross-sectional design, so data was only collected 

at one point in time, which permitted the authors from examining the 

stability of athlete peer leader self-efficacy over the course of the 

season.  Enactive mastery experiences contribute significantly to self-

efficacy, so it’s possible that severe declines or increases in team 

cohesion, a losing or winning streak, or other incidents could 

drastically affect a peer leader’s self-efficacy over the course of the 

season.   
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2) The APLSEI is a self-report measure of one’s own beliefs, therefore, it 

was assumed that participants will respond honestly to all the items.  

However, it is possible that participants lied or inaccurately respond to 

the items. 

3) The majority of participants completed the measures online.  Online 

data collection presents several limitations, including the possibility 

that some participants may have completed the measures more than 

once and that some non-eligible participants may have completed the 

measures as well.  

4) Only a small sample of participants completed the measures face-to-

face and complete peer- and self-ratings of leader behaviors.  This may 

prevent conclusions from being made about leader behavior 

performance and athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  

5) The Peer Sport Leader Behavior Inventory (PSLBI) was modified and 

shortened, so that athletes could rate multiple teammates’ leader 

behaviors.  While reliability was found between the PSLBI and 

PSLBIR in a pilot study, the complete psychometric properties of the 

PSBLIR were not examined.  

Significance of Study 

This study contributes valuable information to the existing literature on athlete 

peer leadership.  While several studies on athlete peer leadership have examined the 

behaviors exhibited by athlete peer leaders (e.g. Dupuis et al., 2006; Loughead & Hardy, 
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2005; Price & Weiss, 2011; Todd & Kent, 2004), to date there have been no studies 

examining athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  Numerous studies in self-efficacy in sport 

and leader self-efficacy have examined coach self-efficacy (e.g., Chase et al., 2005; Feltz 

et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2008; Harwood, 2008; Kavussanu et al., 2008; Malete & Feltz, 

2000; Myers et al., 2005), but athlete leader self-efficacy has been overlooked.  

Therefore, this study also extends the literature on self-efficacy in sport and leader self-

efficacy by examining leader self-efficacy in athlete peer leaders.   

Given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, measures of 

related constructs or with different populations are not acceptable for measuring leader 

self-efficacy in athletes.  This study provides the first measure of self-efficacy in athlete 

peer leaders and advances the understanding of self-efficacy in peer leaders in sport.  

This measure can be used to develop stronger, theoretically based, leadership training 

programs that can enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  Solidifying 

the components that make up athlete peer leadership and establishing a measure of athlete 

peer leader self-efficacy provides valuable information that can be used to guide the 

development of athlete leadership programs.   

With self-efficacy as a key predictor of performance in the sport and physical 

activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Moritz et al., 2000) and leadership performance 

potential in other domains, such as the military (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001), 

developing a leader training program aimed at increasing athlete peer leader self-efficacy 

could likely increase athlete peer leader performance as well.  While some leadership 

training programs incorporate improving one’s general confidence (e.g., Janssen, 2007), 
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most leadership training programs do not specifically focus on enhancing leader self-

efficacy.  However, with the literature supporting the importance and necessity of leader 

self-efficacy in effective leader performance, there is a need to incorporate leader self-

efficacy into leadership training programs (Feltz et al., 2008; McCormick, 2001).   

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter has covered the background and rationale for this study, research 

questions to be addressed, and importance of the study.  Leadership is an important 

component of sports teams that contributes to the team cohesion and overall team 

performance.  Effective leadership comes from both the coach and the athletes as well.  

There are few leadership training programs aimed at enhancing athlete leadership, and 

programs that do exist for athletes generally lack a strong theoretical support.  An 

abundance of literature exists to support the relationship between self-efficacy and 

performance, including literature from the sport domain.  There is a need for theoretically 

based athlete leadership training programs targeting peer leader self-efficacy, but a 

measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy is first necessary.  Existing measures of coach 

self-efficacy or leader behavior are not acceptable to use, given the context-, task-, and 

domain-specificity of self-efficacy beliefs.  Therefore, this study aimed to develop a valid 

and reliable inventory of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes.  This allows 

researchers to accurately measure peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes, and 

continue to further research and explore this construct.   
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 This focus of this study was on the development of a valid and reliable inventory 

of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes.  Therefore, this chapter provides the 

context and framework utilized in this study to address peer leader self-efficacy in 

collegiate athletes.  Social cognitive theory, and especially self-efficacy, has been 

examined in the sport context, but to-date has not been used to study peer leadership in 

sport.  Given the vast amount of literature examining the coach as the leader in sport, 

significantly fewer studies have explored peer athlete leadership.  This chapter begins 

with an introduction to social cognitive theory and self-efficacy, contains an overview of 

how self-efficacy is measured and existing self-efficacy measures in sport, and then 

addresses the literature on leadership.  This chapter addresses leadership from the broad 

construct of leadership and the social cognitive model of leadership, to types of leaders 

and leadership styles, and then ends with peer leaders in sport and leadership 

development training programs.  

Social Cognitive Theory 

 Social cognitive theory is a hybrid between behaviorism and cognitive theories 

(Schunk, 2012).  There are several important elements of social cognitive theory that 

differentiate it from these other theories: enactive learning, that we learn by doing 

through trial and error; vicarious learning, that we learn through observation; and human 

agency, the idea that people can exercise control or influence over what they do 
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(Bandura, 1997).  According to social cognitive theory, learning is a change in cognitive 

frameworks that creates the capacity to demonstrate behavior (Schunk, 2012).  In social 

cognitive theory, learning and performance are two very distinct processes, in that 

learning can occur without the demonstration of learning.  Bandura (1997) considered 

observational learning to be consisted of four processes, occurring in two stages.  The 

first stage is the acquisition stage, where we acquire some new knowledge through 

observation.  The first step in the acquisition stage is attention; we must pay attention to 

the model and to any relevant information or cues.  The second step is retention, where it 

is crucial that we remember what the model did, in order to demonstrate the behavior or 

action ourselves during the next stage, called the performance stage.  Within the 

performance stage is the motor production and motivation processes.  In the motor 

production step, we must be capable of demonstrating the behavior we observed the 

model engage in.  Finally, in order to demonstrate the modeled behavior we must be 

motivated to engage in that particular behavior.  

Bandura’s social cognitive theory contributed to numerous fields by 

demonstrating how learning could occur through modeling (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 

2012).  We now know that students or novices can learn new skills or behaviors by 

observing someone else perform those skills or learn how to perform those skills, but 

students can also learn appropriate and inappropriate behaviors to engage in through 

observation as well.  Modeling can influence the frequency of previously learned 

behaviors via response facilitation, response inhibition, or response disinhibition 

(Schunk, 2012).  In response facilitation, an athlete will be more likely to increase a given 
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behavior when they see other athletes reinforced for that behavior.  For example, if an 

athlete, Josh, sees his teammates receiving social praise for running quickly towards the 

coach when a whistle blows, Josh will likely increase the frequency that he runs to his 

coach when a whistle blows.  In response inhibition, an athlete will be more likely to 

decrease their behavior when they see other athletes punished for that behavior. For 

example, if Sara sees her teammates punished for talking back to her coach, she will most 

likely reduce the frequency that she talks back to her coach.  Finally, in response 

disinhibition, an athlete sees another athlete not being punished for engaging in a 

behavior that was previously punished, the athlete’s behavior will likely increase.  For 

example, if Sara then begins to see her teammates not punished for talking back to her 

coach, she will likely increase the frequency that she talks back to her coach.  

While punishment and reinforcement are also important components of 

behaviorism, behaviorism explains learning and behaviors in terms of environmental 

influences from outside of the individual and largely dismisses cognitive influences 

(Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 2012). Albert Bandura believed that in ignoring the cognitive 

influences, behaviorism presented an incomplete picture of learning and performance 

(Schunk, 2012).  Information processing theory, one of the major cognitive theories that 

social cognitive theory stems from, focuses on the internal processes, but like 

behaviorism, does not include the notion of human agency.   

In social cognitive theory, individuals are simultaneously producers and products 

of their environment.  Bandura believed that humans are agents and make intentional 

choices that guide behavior (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 2012). There are two key features 
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of human agency: thought and action (Bandura, 1997). The first step is intention, where 

we begin by having an intention to do something. Intention is then followed by 

forethought, when we begin to plan, think about our goals, and strategies to reach those 

goals. In the action stage, we begin with self-regulation, where we actually engage in a 

behavior or action. Self-regulation is then followed by self-reflection, where we then 

examine and reflect back on our behaviors and performance.  

Human agency, or the capability of individuals to make intentional choices that 

guide behaviors in the environment, is a primary factor that contributes to behavior in 

Bandura’s triadic reciprocal causation model. Social cognitive theory allows human 

behavior to be examined through a framework of triadic reciprocal causation, comprised 

of interactions between behaviors, the environment, and personal factors (Bandura, 1997; 

Schunk, 2012).  Behaviors can be goal setting behavior, studying behavior, or exercising.  

Environmental factors are available resources, peers, models, or the instruction that an 

individual is provided.  Personal factors can take the form of cognitive, affective, and 

biological events, such as: an individual’s beliefs, expectations, prior knowledge, or 

motivation.  In the triadic reciprocal causation model, these behavioral, environmental, 

and personal factors interact and influence one another in a bidirectional manner 

(Bandura, 1997).  Individuals are able to exert self-regulatory control over their lives 

through their thoughts, beliefs, and actions through personal agency by influencing one’s 

own actions and environment.  For example, an athlete who expects to succeed in their 

sport (personal factor) and who has a supportive family (environmental factor) may in 

turn set high sport-related goals and put forth a high level of effort into their sport 
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(behaviors).  Motivation also has a reciprocal relation to learning and performance 

because motivation influences learning and performance and what students or athletes do 

and learn in turn influences their motivation.  Within this triadic reciprocality framework, 

the most central and important mechanism of personal agency is our self-efficacy beliefs.  

Self-Efficacy 

Overview.  A driving force of human behavior in social cognitive theory is the 

individual’s beliefs of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  Self-efficacy is “beliefs in one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given 

attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3).  Self-efficacy operates within the framework of 

triadic reciprocality by influencing all the aspects; behaviors, the environment, and 

personal factors.  Self-efficacy beliefs affect the tasks an individual chooses to pursue, 

the amount of effort they put into those tasks, and how long they will persist when facing 

obstacles and challenges (Bandura, 1997). Individuals who have high self-efficacy in a 

task are likely to be more motivated to perform that task, will set higher goals related to 

that task, put forth a greater amount of effort into that task, and will persist in the face of 

setbacks or obstacles.   

While self-efficacy is similar to other constructs, such as self-concept or self-

esteem, there are key differences between self-efficacy and these related constructs.  Self-

concept refers to an individual’s perceptions or view of oneself, or one’s strengths and 

weaknesses, formed from both experience and evaluations and feedback from others 

(Bandura, 1997; Feltz et al., 2008; Schunk, 2012).  Self-esteem is the most global or 

general, and is concerned with general feelings of worth (Bandura, 1997).  In sport, the 
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terms “self-confidence” or “sport-confidence” are often defined as an individual’s 

judgments about their capabilities to perform a particular task or accomplish a specific 

goal in sport or physical activity (Feltz et al., 2008; Vealey, 1986; Vealey, Hayashi, 

Garner-Holman, & Giacobbi, 1998).  Sport-confidence has been identified as having both 

trait and state components, but the definition aligns well with Bandura’s (1997) definition 

of self-efficacy, and research using these terms in sport and the research on self-efficacy 

in sport and in other domains have resulted in similar findings (Martin & Gill, 1991).   

In sport, Chase (2001) exposed children to a scenario about repeated failure to 

perform a physical education or sport skill and then asked to complete questionnaires on 

choice, intended effort, persistence, attributions, and future self-efficacy.  She found that 

children with higher self-efficacy chose to participate in their sport more frequently than 

children with lower self-efficacy.  Biddle (1986) also conducted a review and found that 

positive self-efficacy beliefs increased both effort and persistence on strength and 

muscular endurance tasks.  Weinberg, Gould, Yukelson, and Jackson (1981) also found, 

even when provided bogus failure feedback, a group of students with higher self-efficacy 

responded to the perceived failure with greater persistence and effort, as compared to a 

group with lower self-efficacy.  

Sources of self-efficacy information.  Bandura (1997) describes four sources for 

developing self-efficacy: enactive mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal 

persuasion, or through physiological or affective states.  While Bandura considered 

physiological and affective or emotional states together as a source of self-efficacy 

information, Feltz, Short, and Sullivan (2005; as cited by Feltz & Magyar, 2006) 
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separated them because in sport, they pertain to different facets of performance.  Bandura 

also considers imagery to be a subset of vicarious experiences; however, researchers in 

sport and exercise consider imagery to be a separate source (Feltz et al., 2008).  Thus, 

research on self-efficacy in sport considers six separate sources for developing self-

efficacy: enactive mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, 

physiological states, affective states, and imagery.  

Enactive mastery experiences.  Enactive mastery experiences, or learning by 

doing, are the most influential in developing one’s self-efficacy because they provide the 

most accurate evidence of whether or not one is capable of succeeding at a given task and 

serve as valuable indicators of our capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 2012).  Given the 

physical nature of sport, athletes’ past performance accomplishments serve as the most 

powerful source of self-efficacy information.  In sport, numerous studies have found 

athletic performance to be a significant predictor of both future performance and of self-

efficacy (e.g., Chase, 1998; Feltz, 1982; McAuley, 1985).  Chase (1998) interviewed 

children between the ages of 8 and 14 about their sources of self-efficacy, and found their 

appraisal of successful past performances to be an important source of self-efficacy 

information.  In particular, Chase found subjective past performance success to be the 

primary source of self-efficacy information for the 8- to 9-year-old children.  Feltz (1982) 

conducted a study in which 80 female college students, who had no previous diving 

experience, were asked to perform four trials of a dive.  She found that quality of 

performance impacted participants’ self-efficacy on subsequent dives more than their 

self-efficacy influenced their performance.  In another study, McAuley (1985), assigned 
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female undergraduate students to one of three different conditions to learn a gymnastics 

skill.  One group of participants received verbal instructions, observed a physical 

demonstration of the skill, and received physical assistance from the model during four 

practice trials. The second group received the same verbal instructions and physical 

demonstration of the skill, but received no physical assistance from the model during the 

four practice trials.  The final group of participants served as the control and watched a 

short instructional film on other gymnastics skills before receiving four practice trials 

with no assistance.  Results revealed in both groups with the live models, participants 

reported higher self-efficacy expectations and rated their performance on the gymnastics 

skill higher than participants in the control group.  Craft, Magyar, Becker, and Feltz 

(2003) conducted a meta-analysis to examine the relationship between anxiety, self-

confidence, and performance.  They found an effect size of .25 between self-confidence 

and sport performance for the 29 studies included in the meta-analysis.   

Past performances have also been found to be a significant source of self-efficacy 

for coaches (Feltz et al., 2008).  Feltz, Chase, Moritz, and Sullivan (1999) examined high 

school coaches in a variety of sports and found coaches’ previous success and years of 

coaching experience to both be significant sources of coaching efficacy.  In a more recent 

study, Feltz, Hepler, Roman, and Paiement (2009) examined sources of coaching efficacy 

in volunteer youth sport coaches and found years of coaching experience to be a 

significant source of coaching efficacy as well.   

However, in sport, phase of motor skill development can also mediate the 

performance and self-efficacy relationship.  During skill execution, doubt or uncertainty 
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can inhibit performance, but during skill development, doubt or uncertainty about one’s 

capability can motivate an individual.  In a study by Eyal, Bar-Eli, Tenenbaum, and Pie 

(1995), 90 adult males’ self-efficacy beliefs were manipulated and participants were 

asked to perform against confederates on motor tasks of varying levels of difficulty.  The 

group in the moderate self-efficacy expectation condition had the highest performance 

scores across all the tasks, indicating that a moderate degree of uncertainty could produce 

higher effort.   

Vicarious experiences.  In vicarious experiences, one learns by observing 

someone else perform a task.  Vicarious experiences can also be influential in developing 

self-efficacy because individuals often will appraise their capabilities by comparison to 

others capabilities and performance (Bandura, 1997).  Observing another individual 

succeed or fail at a task will affect individual’s beliefs in their capabilities to perform that 

particular task.  Observing another individual model a behavior can teach individuals new 

behaviors or influence the frequency that individuals engage in a previously learned 

behavior.  Modeling can also serve as a source of motivation; if someone sees a model 

being rewarded for a given behavior, they become more motivated to engage in that 

behavior.  

In order for a model to be the most effective, the model should be viewed as being 

competent, similar to the learner, and engaging in relevant behaviors. In sport, Lirgg and 

Feltz (1991) assigned female sixth-graders to one of five different treatment groups to 

complete the Bachman ladder climbing task, which involves balancing on the ladder 

while climbing as many rungs on the ladder as possible.  The treatment groups were: 
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skilled teacher model, skilled peer model, unskilled teacher model, unskilled peer model, 

and no model.  Results revealed that all participants assigned to a group with a model 

performed better than the control group, but participants who observed a skilled model 

both performed better and had higher self-efficacy than participants who observed an 

unskilled model.  The participants likely perceived the skilled models to be competent.  

Bandura noted that especially in novel tasks, model similarity becomes an important 

component of model effectiveness (Bandura, 1997).  In another study, Gould and Weiss 

(1981) had sedentary female participants observe either a nonathletic-looking female or 

an athletic-looking male complete a physical task.  They found that those participants 

who observed the similar-looking model had higher self-efficacy and better performance 

than those participants who observed the dissimilar model.  Feltz et al. (2008) notes that 

when individuals are uncertain of their capabilities for a given task, model similarity 

plays a large influence.  Gould and Weiss’ (1981) participants were likely unsure of their 

capabilities for performing the task, so the model similarity had a greater effect on their 

self-efficacy for the task.  

Coping models, or models that fail, persist in the task, and then succeed have also 

been shown to have a greater impact on self-efficacy than mastery models, models that 

perform well and without error.  Bandura (1997) notes that individuals who are unsure of 

their abilities on a task may also view a coping model as being more similar to 

themselves.  Additionally, coping models impact self-efficacy by conveying that 

perseverance can bring success and reducing the negative effect of failure at a given task.  

Weiss, McCullagh, Smith, and Berlant (1998) assigned children who were fearful of the 
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water to one of three groups: control, peer mastery model, or peer coping model.  Results 

revealed that the coping models had a greater impact on the children’s self-efficacy than 

mastery models.  

Verbal persuasion.  The third source that affects our self-efficacy is verbal 

persuasion.  Verbal persuasion is when an individual, for example a coach or teammate, 

attempts to influence an individual’s perception of self-efficacy.  Verbal persuasion has 

been found to either undermine or enhance self-efficacy in sport (Bandura, 1997; Feltz et 

al., 2008).  As with modeling, verbal persuasion is most effective when the individual 

doing the persuading is viewed as having prestige and competence (Schunk, 2012).   

In sport, a coach can influence their athlete’s self-efficacy by providing 

inspirational messages or evaluative feedback.  Vargas-Tonsing found that even coaches’ 

pregame speeches increased athlete’s self-efficacy beliefs before a game (2004, as cited 

by Feltz et al., 2008).  Vargas-Tonsing and Bartholomew (2006) examined the effect of 

coaches’ verbal persuasion on soccer players’ self-efficacy and found similar results.  

After listening to a pre-game speech with confidence-building phrases, male and female 

soccer players predicted larger margins of victory for a hypothetical soccer match than 

athletes who had listened to pre-game speeches that were strategy information based or 

instructions about uniforms and staying hydrated.   

In order for verbal persuasion to be effective, the information communicated must 

be realistic.  Several studies in sport utilizing bogus feedback in an attempt to effect self-

efficacy were ineffective in altering performance (e.g., Wells, Collins, & Hale, 1993; Yan 

Lan & Gill, 1984).  Feltz et al. (2008) suggested that one of the reasons the bogus 
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feedback was ineffective could have been because the feedback was not believable to the 

participants.  In one study, Yan Lan and Gill (1994) asked undergraduate females to 

complete easy and difficult computer game tasks and gave half of the participants a bogus 

cognitive feedback manipulation.  However, they found the manipulation did not enhance 

participants’ self-efficacy as was predicted.  Feltz et al. point out that in this study, a 

manipulation check was not utilized to verify that participants believed the information 

they were given.   

Generally the verbal persuasion comes from another individual, but can also come 

from our own self-talk (Feltz et al., 2008).  Self-talk can be defined as a “dialogue [in 

which] the individual interprets feelings and perceptions, regulates and changes 

evaluations and convictions, and gives him/herself instructions and reinforcement” 

(Hackfort & Schwenkmezger, 1993, p. 355).  Hardy, Gammage, and Hall (2001), 

classified numerous functions of self-talk, and identified one function was to build an 

athlete’s self-efficacy.  Another study by Thelwell and Greenlees (2003) qualitatively 

examined self-talk in triathletes and found self-talk positively impacted the athletes’ 

confidence.   

Physiological states.  Particularly in sport and exercise, physiological information 

is an important source of self-efficacy information (Feltz et al., 2008).  Although Bandura 

considered physiological and affective or emotional states together as a source of self-

efficacy information, Feltz, Short, and Sullivan (2005; as cited by Feltz & Magyar, 2006) 

separated them because in sport, they pertain to different facets of performance.  
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Physiological information includes pain, fatigue, and level of fitness or degree of 

strength.   

Rudolph and Butki (1998) examined the minimum amount of exercise required to 

produce psychological benefits in moderately active female university students.  Their 

findings suggest that even 10 minutes of aerobic exercise is enough to increase exercise-

related self-efficacy and reduce psychological distress.  Additionally, Rudolph and Butki 

(1998) found that in their study, self-efficacy was inversely related to fatigue.  Rudolph 

and McAuley (1996) conducted a study with undergraduate exercisers and found that, 

compared to participants reporting lower self-efficacy, participants reporting higher self-

efficacy reported lower perceptions of effort and physical strain during exercise.  This is 

an important finding, as results from this study indicate that belief of exercise capability 

impact an individual’s perception of effort during exercise, irrespective of actual exercise 

ability.  Therefore, it may behoove personal trainers, physical educators, or other health 

practitioners to increase their clients’ or students’ exercise self-efficacy as a motivator to 

increase exercise quality or intensity.   

Affective states.  Affective or emotional information relates to arousal, anxiety, or 

pleasure.  Research in sport has typically focused on either mood or emotional arousal.  

In one study examining mood in sport, Prapavessis and Grove (1994) found that 

competitive rifle shooters higher in sport confidence exhibited more vigor and lower 

tension and confusion prior to a competition than those participants found to be lower in 

sport confidence.  In other words, a relationship was found between the rifle shooters’ 

belief about their capabilities and their mood and feelings before a competition.  In 
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another study, Treasure, Monson, and Lox (1998) investigated the relationship between 

wrestling performance, self-efficacy, and affect prior to competition in male high school 

wrestlers.  They found self-efficacy to be positively correlated with positive affect and 

negatively correlated with negative affect.  Both of these studies point to the positive 

relationship between self-efficacy and mood in sport. 

The number of studies examining the effect of anxiety on self-efficacy in sport 

has been steadily increasing (Feltz et al., 2008).  In sport, anxiety is usually defined as, 

“an unpleasant emotion, characterized by feelings of worry, apprehension, nervousness, 

or tension (or some combination of these) associated with physiological activation or 

arousal,” (Feltz et al., 2008, p. 106).  Mellalieu, Hanton, and Fletcher (2006) conducted a 

review of the anxiety in sport literature and determined that among all individual 

difference variables, self-confidence was observed to be the most significant factor for 

how athletes manage and interpret stressful situations.  

Imagery.  Finally, imagery has been shown to also be a valuable source of self-

efficacy information.  Bandura considers imagery to be a subset of vicarious experiences, 

however, researchers in sport and exercise consider imagery to be a separate source (Feltz 

et al., 2008).  In sport, imagery is “a form of simulation. It can be similar to a real sensory 

experience (e.g., seeing, feeling or hearing), but the entire experience occurs in the 

mind,” (Weinberg & Gould, 2007, p. 296).  For example, before a competition, an athlete 

might imagine him or herself winning the competition or performing very well, which 

can increase self-efficacy beliefs (Feltz & Riessinger, 1990).  An abundance of studies in 

sport have found a link between imagery and self-efficacy (e.g., Feltz & Riessinger, 
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1990; Munroe, Giacobbi, Hall, & Weinberg, 2000).  The general finding seems to be that 

there are numerous types of images that can be used, but in order to enhance self-

efficacy, the image must be considered positive (Feltz et al., 2008).  A study by Short and 

colleagues (2002) found that when athletes used images involving a poor performance, 

their later performance was negatively affected.   

Processing experiences.  There are various social, personal, and situational 

factors that impact how information received from these various sources of self-efficacy 

are cognitively interpreted (Bandura, 1997).  Bandura describes two processing functions 

of self-efficacy information.  The first is the type of information individuals attend to and 

use to establish their self-efficacy beliefs.  The second is the guidelines individuals “use 

to weight and integrate efficacy information from different sources in constructing beliefs 

about their personal efficacy” (Bandura, 1997, p. 79).   

  Although enactive mastery experiences are the most influential in developing 

one’s self-efficacy, a successful performance does not always raise one’s self-efficacy, 

nor does a poor performance always lower one’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  The 

impact of enactive mastery experiences on self-efficacy also depends on such factors as 

the perceived task difficulty, amount of assistance received, amount of effort put forth, 

and the temporal pattern of success and failure (Bandura, 1997; Feltz et al., 2008).  

Additionally, Bandura (1997) notes that the impact of performance attainments on an 

individual’s self-efficacy will also be affected by how individuals weight and interpret 

numerous other factors.  In some athletes with resilient self-efficacy beliefs, failures can 

actually motivate an individual to exert more effort (Feltz et al., 2008).  For example, 
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Weinberg and colleagues (1981) conducted a study in which they assigned participants to 

either a high or low manipulated self-efficacy condition and had them perform a 

muscular endurance task.  They found that the high self-efficacy group responded to 

perceived failure with greater persistence and effort than the low self-efficacy group.  In 

contrast, Bandura (1997) states that a small performance success could also provide the 

motivation to motivate an individual to exert more effort and persist.  

In addition to performance feedback, the attributions an individual makes 

regarding his or her performances can also affect self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Feltz et 

al., 2008).  Orbach, Singer, and Price (1990) randomly assigned beginning tennis players 

to groups based on the three dimensions of attributions: locus of control, stability, and 

controllability.  Their results showed that participants who were instructed to attribute 

failures to unstable and controllable causes developed higher self-efficacy than other 

participants.  In another study, Kitsantas and Zimmerman (1998) examined how goal 

setting affected dart-throwing self-efficacy beliefs in high school females.  They also 

collected attribution data in their study, and found that self-efficacy was negatively 

correlated with attributions of lack of ability or lack of effort.  Therefore, in addition to 

performance feedback, the attributions individuals make regarding performance success 

or failure can also affect self-efficacy.  

Outcome Expectations 

Outcome expectations can help explain why an individual may have high self-

efficacy in a task but may not be motivated to perform or engage in that task.  Outcome 

expectations are our beliefs about the expected or predicted outcomes of a behavior or 
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action (Schunk, 2012).  According to social cognitive theory, we form outcome 

expectations from our own personal experiences and vicarious experiences.  Our outcome 

expectations impact our decisions to engage in particular behaviors.  If we have high self-

efficacy in a task, and expect to succeed in the task, then we are more likely to choose to 

engage in that task.  On the other hand, even if we have high self-efficacy in a task, if we 

do not expect to succeed in that task then we will likely not choose to engage in the task.   

A study by Shell, Murphy, and Bruning (1989) examined the role of outcome 

expectations in college students.  Participants were asked to complete an instrument 

assessing their self-efficacy on various reading and writing tasks, and to evaluate the 

importance of such tasks for achieving particular goals in life.  They found that both self-

efficacy and outcome expectancies were related to the participants’ academic 

achievement in reading and writing.  In sport, Feltz et al. (2008) differentiate outcome 

expectations from performance expectations.  A performance expectation might be 

winning a game, but the outcome expectation could be receiving a trophy or prize, or 

gaining approval from a coach, parents, or teammates.   

Measuring Self-Efficacy 

Although the research on self-efficacy in sport has consistently confirmed a 

positive relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and performance, the measurement of 

self-efficacy beliefs has not always been consistent (Feltz et al., 2008).  In sport, and 

other domains as well, the measurement of self-efficacy has sometimes not been 

appropriate, especially given the context-, task-, and domain-specificity of self-efficacy 

(Feltz et al., 2008).  Therefore, it’s important to review Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for 
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constructing self-efficacy measures.  Bandura’s (2006) recommendations include: the 

scale items are domain specific, items accurately reflect the construct of self-efficacy, 

items reflect gradations of difficulty, the response scale range from zero to 100 with 

anchors at either end, and response bias is minimized. 

One key way in which self-efficacy differs from similar constructs such as self-

esteem or self-concept, is that self-efficacy is the most specific.  Self-efficacy is context-, 

task-, and domain-specific, so measures that assess an individual’s self-efficacy in a more 

global domain, such as sport in general, lack the ability to predict specific behavior 

(Bandura, 1997; Feltz et al., 2008).  Therefore, Bandura (2006) recommends that 

measures should evaluate self-efficacy beliefs for a particular behavior or performance 

under a specific set of situations (Feltz et al., 2008).  For example, for the measure of 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy in this study, it is important that items address an 

athlete’s self-efficacy beliefs for performing various different leader behaviors (e.g., 

motivating teammates, providing social support) under various different conditions, such 

as: when the athlete is facing an easy opponent or when the athlete is facing a difficult 

opponent.       

In addition to constructing items that are domain specific, Bandura (2006) also 

recommends that items are phrased as “can do” rather than “will do” to correctly assess 

self-efficacy by having the participants make a judgment of their capability.  Phrasing the 

items as “can do” also ensures that the construct of self-efficacy is correctly measured, 

rather than other similar constructs, such as self-esteem or self-concept.  The Physical 

Self-Efficacy Scale (PSES: Ryckman, Robbins, Thornton, & Cantrell, 1982) is one 
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measure in the sport and exercise domain that has been cited as having numerous items 

that are more representative of self-esteem rather than self-efficacy (Feltz & Chase, 1998; 

Hu, McAuley, & Elavsky, 2005).  One PSES item that is not phrased as “can do” is 

labeled as, “I have a strong grip.” Feltz and colleagues (2008) suggest that such an item 

referencing strength could be phrased as, “I can hang in a flexed-arm position for 20 

seconds.”  

Bandura (2006) then suggests that items are constructed to measure tasks 

differing in level of difficulty to avoid floor or ceiling effects.  Bandura (2006) 

recommended that items reflect varying levels of task difficulty, because if a given task 

was only assessed under an easy condition, then nearly all participants would report high 

levels of self-efficacy in the task.  In contrast, if a given task was only assessed under a 

very challenging condition, then participants would be more likely to report having low 

self-efficacy for the task. For example, for the measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy 

in this study, an item assessing athlete’s self-efficacy beliefs for performing a behavior 

when the athlete is facing an easy opponent was considered to be an easier condition.  In 

contrast, an item assessing athlete’s self-efficacy beliefs for performing a behavior when 

the athlete is facing a difficult opponent was considered to be a more challenging 

condition.  

Bandura (2006) also includes guidelines for a measure’s response scale and also 

administration of a self-efficacy measure.  Bandura (2006) advises the response scale be 

constructed to range from zero to 100 with concrete anchors at either end, to be a better 

predictor of performance.  However, this is one guideline that has sparked some debate.  
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Myers and Feltz (2007) argued that a self-efficacy measure should contain fewer 

response categories on a scale to increase stability and accuracy.  Several studies in sport 

(e.g., Myers, Feltz, & Wolfe, 2008; Myers, Wolfe, & Feltz, 2005) have reported that 

participants had not understood the rating scale in the same manner the researchers had 

intended.  However, there does not appear to be any current research comparing the 

different types of response scales psychometrically (McAuley, White, Mailey, & 

Wojcicki, 2012).   

In regards to measure administration, Bandura (2006) recommends self-efficacy 

measures are self-administered to minimize response bias by having self-efficacy 

judgments measured privately.  For example, it is unlikely that team captains who were 

asked to publically assess their self-efficacy beliefs to perform various leader behaviors 

or tasks would rate themselves as having low self-efficacy.  The self-efficacy measure 

should also not contain the words “self-efficacy” to reduce response bias as well.  Finally, 

Bandura (2006) also suggests including a practice item to assist participants in becoming 

familiar with the response scale.  

Coaching Efficacy Scale.  The Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES: Feltz, Chase, 

Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999) was developed to assess the self-efficacy beliefs of high school 

coaches to affect the learning and performance of the athletes they coached.  The CES is 

currently the only instrument to assess coaching efficacy from a social cognitive theory 

approach (Feltz et al., 2008).   The CES contains four dimensions, which were all 

supported by a confirmatory factor analysis: game strategy, motivation, teaching 

technique, and character building (Feltz et al., 1999).  Additionally, all factor loadings in 
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the confirmatory factor analysis were significant at the p < .05 level (Feltz et al., 2008).  

The Coaching Efficacy Scale has been found to have good convergent validity, a high 

coefficient alpha for the total CES scale (.95), and high test retest reliability (α = .82).  

Several additional studies (e.g., Myers et al., 2005; Sullivan & Kent, 2003) examined the 

internal structure of the CES using high school and collegiate coaches, and found similar 

results.   

Although the CES was initially developed before Bandura (2006) published his 

guidelines for creating self-efficacy measures, the vast majority of those guidelines were 

followed in the development of the CES.  The CES appears to be domain specific, with 

items assessing self-efficacy beliefs for various specific coaching behaviors under 

specific conditions (Feltz et al., 2008).  Items on the CES are correctly phrased as “can 

do” and begin with the stem, “How confident in your ability to...” to correctly assess self-

efficacy by having the coaches make a judgment of their capability.  Finally, response 

bias is minimized by including the phrase, “your answers will be kept completely 

confidential” at the top of the CES and also by using the name “Coaching Confidence 

Scale” during the administration of the measure (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2008).    

Despite the overall strength of the CES, there are several aspects of the instrument 

that could be improved.  Bandura (2006) suggests including a practice item to allow 

participants to become familiar with the type of scale, but the CES does not contain any 

practice items.  Bandura (2006) also recommends the response scale range from 0 to 100, 

but the response scale on the CES ranges from 0 to 9 with the anchors not at all confident 

and extremely confident.  Myers and colleagues (2005) evaluated the internal structure of 
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the CES and reported that high school and collegiate coaches did not perceive the rating 

scale in the same manner that Feltz and colleagues (1999) had intended.  Somewhat of a 

ceiling effect was found, in that most coaches seemed to report at least a moderate degree 

of self-efficacy.  Although Bandura (2006) recommended a response scale ranging from 

0 to 100, Myers and colleagues (2005) suggested the CES could be improved by reducing 

the number of response categories from 10 to 4 using low, moderate, high, and complete 

confidence.  

Leadership in Sport 

Defining the Construct of Leadership 

 High levels of self-efficacy are necessary for leaders to have to mobilize and 

guide groups (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008).  An individual’s leader self-

efficacy plays a role in the development of the team’s collective leadership efficacy.  

However, it is first important to note the distinction between leader and leadership.  

Leading is defined as behaviors of individual leaders, whereas leadership is the “positive 

influences occurring in a group of which the leader is a part” (Hannah et al., 2008, p. 

669).  Leadership is a complex social process that involves the leader and the entire group 

or team.  Therefore, leadership self-efficacy is more person-specific, and is considered to 

be, “a specific form of efficacy associated with the level of confidence in the knowledge, 

skills, and abilities associated with leading others” (Hannah et al., 2008, p. 670).  

Whereas leader self-efficacy is more context-specific and concerned with the individual 

leaders’ “beliefs in their perceived capabilities to organize the positive psychological 

capabilities, motivation, means, collective resources, and course of action required to 
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attain effective, sustainable performance across their various leadership roles, demands, 

and contexts” (Hannah et al., 2008, p. 670).  Although there are multiple definitions of 

leadership and leaders, literature on peer leaders in sport utilize definitions similar to the 

one above because it does not restrict the role of the leader to only a formal leader on the 

team, such as a coach.  Although the literature on peer leaders in sport typically defines 

the construct of leadership rather than the leader, definitions in sport generally take into 

account context, and seem to be more aligned with Hannah et al.’s (2008) definition of 

leader self-efficacy.  Therefore, the focus of this study is on leaders and leader self-

efficacy.   

Northouse (2001) defined leadership as, “a process whereby an individual 

influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 3).  His definition 

encapsulates the four components of leadership that he identified: leadership is a process, 

it involves influence, occurs within a group context, and involves goal attainment.  His 

four components of leadership have been incorporated into others’ definitions of 

leadership in sport as well.  Vealey (2005) defines leadership as, “the behavioral, 

psychological, and social processes of influencing individuals to move toward the 

achievement of specific objectives” (p. 76).  Weinberg and Gould (2011) also describe, 

“a leader knows where the group or team is going and provides the direction and 

resources to help get it there” (p. 203).   

Social Cognitive Model of Leadership.  Numerous studies and reviews of 

leadership, in both sport and other domains, describe self-confidence as a characteristic 

that is necessary for effective leadership of a group or team (Hannah et al., 2008; 
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McCormick, 2001).  While self-confidence is not the same as self-efficacy, the two 

variables are related and sometimes used interchangeably.  Self-confidence refers to and 

individual’s judgment of their own capabilities and skill to respond successfully to 

situational demands (McCormick, 2001).  Thus, self-confidence is a more general trait 

that can influence an individual’s specific self-efficacy (McCormick, 2001).  However, 

confidence is generally viewed as a trait, and is not a construct that is not embedded in a 

theory, so oftentimes research relies on Bandura’s social cognitive theory to explain how 

self-confidence influences behavior or performance (McCormick, 2001).  For example, in 

sport, the terms self-confidence and sport-confidence have often been used 

interchangeably with self-efficacy, although the terms have generally been defined a little 

more broadly than self-efficacy (Feltz et al., 2008).  There are even measures that are also 

used to measure self-efficacy in sport that use the terms either self-confidence or sport-

confidence, such as the Sport Confidence Inventory (Vealey, 1986).   

 

Leader Cognitions &  

other personal factors 
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Figure 2.1. Application of social cognitive theory to leadership. From “Self-Efficacy and 

Leadership Effectiveness: Applying Social Cognitive Theory to Leadership,” by M. J. 
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McCormick, 2001, Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 8, p. 25. Copyright 

2001 by Baker College. Reprinted with permission.   

Given the literature supporting the importance of self-efficacy in leadership, 

McCormick (2001) argued it was a natural fit to apply Bandura’s social cognitive theory 

to leadership (see Figure 2.1).  He postulates that applying social cognitive theory to 

leadership can tell us that leader self-efficacy is a critical factor contributing to leader 

effectiveness.  Chan and Drasgow (2001) conducted a study and found that amongst 

Singapore male military recruits, leader self-efficacy was associated with higher ratings 

of leadership potential. Additionally, leader cognitions such as leader self-efficacy beliefs 

and goals effect behaviors the leaders choose to engage in and the leader’s performance 

of those behaviors.  Applying social cognitive theory to leadership also has numerous 

practical applications as well.  Social cognitive theory can be used to guide leadership 

training.  Leadership training programs typically do not focus on enhancing leader self-

efficacy at all, yet with the literature supporting the importance and necessity of leader 

self-efficacy in effective leader performance, leader self-efficacy should be incorporated 

into leadership training programs (Feltz et al., 2008; McCormick, 2001).   

Leadership Models in Sport.  There have been a variety of approaches used over 

the years to examine leadership, but in more recent times, and in the sport literature, the 

interactional approach has dominated (Weinberg & Gould, 2007).  Interactional 

approaches to leadership reject the notion that leaders can be predicted exclusively by 

their personality traits, but propose that great leaders likely share some personality traits.  

Interactional approaches also suggest that effective leaders can change or modify their 
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style or behaviors to best fit the situation.  Interactional approaches to leadership take into 

consideration personal factors, as well as the interactions between people and the 

environment, or the specific situations (Weinberg & Gould, 2007).  In this way, the 

interactional approach shares some similarities with Bandura’s triadic reciprocality 

framework.    

Mediational Model of Leadership.  There are several sport-specific interactional 

approaches to leadership, and the mediational model of leadership (Smoll & Smith, 1989) 

is frequently cited in the sport literature.  The mediational model has typically been 

applied to coaches, and much of the research using the mediational model has focused on 

youth sport (Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).  Smoll and Smith (1989) note that, “a truly 

comprehensive model of leadership requires that consideration be given not only to 

situational factors, but also the cognitive processes and individual difference variables 

which mediate relationships between antecedents, leader behaviors, and outcomes” (p. 

1532).  The mediational model consists of coach behaviors, player perceptions, players’ 

reactions.  These key elements are then influenced by situational factors and personal 

characteristics (Chelladurai, 2007, 2012; Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).   

Multidimensional Model of Sport Leadership.  The multidimensional model of 

sport leadership (Chelladurai, 1990, 2007, 2012) is another frequently cited sport-specific 

approach to leadership.  In this multidimensional model of leadership (see Figure 2.2), an 

athlete’s performance and satisfaction depend on three types of leader behaviors, 

determined by the characteristics of the athletes and the specifics of the situation 

(Chelladurai, 2007; Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).  The degree of congruence among 
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the three types of leader behaviors is what influences athlete satisfaction and performance 

(Chelladurai, 2007, 2012; Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).   

There are three categories of antecedents that ultimately direct the leader’s 

behavior: situational characteristics, leader characteristics, and the member 

characteristics.  Situational characteristics refer to the team goals, type of task (e.g., open 

versus closed), type of sport (e.g., individual versus team), and other social or cultural 

context of the team (Chelladurai, 2007).   Age, experience, leadership style, confidence, 

and personality make up the leader characteristics (Chelladurai, 2007; Weinberg & 

Gould, 2007, 2011).  Finally, member characteristics refer to task-related ability and 

personality (Chelladurai, 2007).  The three types of leader behavior in the 

multidimensional model of leadership are: required behavior, actual behavior, and 

preferred behavior (Chelladurai, 2007; Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).  The actual 

behavior are the behaviors the leader exhibits, the required behaviors are those behaviors 

dictated by the organizational system or that are largely influenced by the situational 

characteristics, and the preferred behaviors are those that are members’ preferences, 

oftentimes influenced by the member’s own individual characteristics (Chelladurai, 2007, 

2012; Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).    
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Figure 2.2. Chelladurai’s multidimensional model of leadership. From “Models and 

Measurement of Leadership in Sport” (p. 441), by P. Chelladurai. In G. Tenenbaum, R. 

C. Eklund, & A. Kamata (Eds.), Measurement in Sport and Exercise Psychology, 2012, 

Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. Copyright 2012 by Human Kinetics. Reprinted with 

permission.   

Paths to Becoming a Leader 

 There are two different pathways to becoming a leader in sport.  Prescribed 

leaders are appointed by someone in authority to serve in a formal leadership role on the 

team (Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).  A formal leader, typically a team captain, is 

someone who has come into that position by either the coach, or via a team election.  
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Prescribed leaders have usually been placed in a formal leadership position because of 

their experience or demonstrated capability (Morales-Negron, Basevitch, & Eccles, 

2008).  However, sometimes leaders emerge from the group and take charge, despite not 

having a formal leadership role on the team.  These leaders are called emergent leaders, 

and are often believed to be more effective leaders than those who are appointed formal 

positions (Weinberg & Gould, 2007, 2011).  An informal leader is a team member who 

does not carry a formal role, but emerges as a leader nonetheless, perhaps the veteran 

player on the team whom other players’ go to for advice (Loughead et al., 2006).  Often, 

athletes will turn to informal leaders on the team during critical times for guidance and 

direction.  Emergent leaders generally rise to the leadership position due to their 

chemistry or cohesion with teammates, and generally have gained the trust and respect of 

their teammates (Morales-Negron et al., 2008).  

Leadership Styles 

 There are two major leadership styles discussed in the sport literature: 

transactional leadership and transformational leadership.  Leaders with the transactional 

style generally influence their followers by rewarding their followers for performing well, 

and punishing their followers for not performing well (Bass, 1990).  In sport, rewards 

could translate to more playing time, a starting position, or perhaps a pay increase.  

Transactional leaders also employ threats to bring followers’ performance up to a level 

the leader deems necessary (Bass, 1990). Transactional leaders also typically have 

subordinates, and have been given their leadership position or role, rather than earning 

their role through an election or vote (Vealey, 2005; Weinberg & Gould, 2011).  
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Generally, transactional leaders have power and influence over their group members’ 

merely because they have a formal title or position (Vealey, 2005).  Finally, Bass (1990) 

found that transactional leaders usually took a more hands-off approach to leading their 

group, and only intervened when the group was underperforming.  Vealey (2005) 

describes transactional leadership as focusing on single-loop learning, or concentrating 

on providing and aiding the development of group members’ behavioral strategies in 

order to improve performance.   

 In contrast, transformational leadership focuses on the relationship between 

leaders and followers, and is considered triple-loop learning (Vealey, 2005; Weinberg & 

Gould, 2011).  This focus on the relationship between leaders and followers makes it an 

excellent framework to examine peer leadership.  In triple-loop learning (see Figure 2.3), 

transformational leaders lead by altering group members’ ways of thinking in order to 

produce shifts in group members’ perceptions and actions (Vealey, 2005; Weinberg & 

Gould, 2011).  More specifically, transformational leaders work to enhance the self-

efficacy and self-esteem of the members’ in their group, and provide opportunities for 

members’ to shift their context or point of view about themselves and their environment 

(Arnold, Barling, Kelloway, 2001; Vealey, 2005).  Within triple-loop learning, the focus 

is no longer on behaviors and outcomes, but the leader also considers the individual 

group members, the context, group members’ cognitive frameworks, and group 

members’ behaviors.  Transformational leaders create a compelling vision for the group 

to follow and produce awareness and acceptance of the vision amongst group members 

(Bass, 1990; Murray & Mann, 2001; Weinberg & Gould, 2011).  Transformational 
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leaders do this by inspiring and motivating their group members, and communicating 

effectively with the group.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3. Triple-loop learning. From Coaching for the Inner Edge (p. 78), by R. S. 

Vealey, 2005, Morgantown, WV: Fitness Information Technology. Copyright 2005 by 

Fitness Information Technology. Reprinted with permission.   

Transformational leaders inspire and motivate their group members to exceed 

performance expectations by changing their group members’ beliefs and attitudes, and by 

creating a situation or environment to support the group’s goals.  Additionally, 

transformational leaders take risks in order to achieve great success, and challenge their 

group members’ to push their limits as well (Weinberg & Gould, 2011).   

Leadership Functions 
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Functional leadership is a view that is centered on the leader’s relationship to the 

group or team (Zaccaro, Rittman & Marks, 2001).  The functional leadership perspective 

views the leader as being responsible for identifying any potential barriers that could 

derail the team’s progress toward the team goal, generating possible solutions to the 

problem, and then implementing the solution to solve the problem (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  

Zaccaro et al. (2001) propose that there are several key leadership processes and 

functions linked to team effectiveness.  The first function is that of information search 

and structuring.  Leaders must carefully and systematically search for and evaluate 

information relating to the team goals and functioning (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  This 

requires the leader must translate the team vision and goals, and ensure the team has the 

resources required to achieve the vision.  The second function of the leader is to apply 

information for use in solving problems that interfere with the team’s goals.  It is 

important that the leader communicates plans to solve problems with their teammates.  

The last two functions pertain to the leader’s ability to manage personnel and material 

resources (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  In this way, leaders are not only responsible for 

motivating their team, but also for training and developing skills of the team members.   

 Zaccaro et al. (2001) offers that the four key leadership processes and functions 

affect the team processes, which in turn leads to team effectiveness (see Figure 2.4).  

Team cognitive processes refer to shared mental models, collective information 

processing, and team metacognition.  Mental models characterize key information and 

comprehension about, “the purpose of the team and its characteristics, the connections 

and linkages among team purposes, characteristics, and collective actions, and the various 
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roles/behavior patterns required of individual members to successfully enact collective 

action” (Zaccaro et al., 2001, p. 459).  Teams with superior shared mental models are 

able to anticipate teammates’ actions and are able to perform at a high level with less 

communication (Fiore & Salas, 2006; Zaccaro et al., 2001).  Teams that have collective 

information processing and that are metacognitive develop shared knowledge and 

understanding of the team’s goals and limits, engage in collective problem-solving, 

implement solutions to problems, and continue to monitor and evaluate the outcomes that 

occur from their problem-solving solutions (Zaccaro et al., 2001).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.4. Zaccaro’s model of leader performance functions contributing to team 

effectiveness. From “Team Leadership,” by S. J. Zaccaro, A. L. Rittman, and M. A. 

Marks, 2001, The Leadership Quarterly, 12, p. 458.  Copyright 2001 by Elsevier. 

Reprinted with permission.   

 Team motivational processes refer to the team’s cohesion and sense of collective 

efficacy (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  In sport, cohesion is defined as: “a dynamic process that 



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

47 
 

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” (Carron, 

Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213).  The sport literature typically focuses on two types 

of cohesion: task cohesion and social cohesion. Task cohesion is having a common goal 

or task that the group is striving for, while social cohesion is the degree to which a group 

of individuals are motivated to maintain and develop social relationships among each 

other (Razafimbola, 2009).  Collective efficacy is similar to self-efficacy, but it is the 

team’s beliefs in their ability to achieve tasks necessary for the team to be successful 

(Bandura, 1997; Zaccaro et al., 2001).  Teams with high levels of cohesion and collective 

efficacy will persist in the face of difficulty and function as a collaborative unit. 

 Team affective processes focus on team emotions (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  Most 

teams will encounter problems or stressful situations at some point, and successful teams 

will utilize effective coping mechanisms in order to persist through those stressful 

situations.  Finally, team coordination processes pertain to the team’s ability to 

effectively utilize the resources at their disposal to coordinate their actions to optimize 

performance (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  Teams that can effectively pool their resources 

together, time their actions correctly, and detect and eliminate errors, can function very 

automatically as a unit.   

 There are specific leader processes that Zaccaro et al. (2001) have identified as 

affecting the four domains of team processes.  Leaders facilitate the team’s shared mental 

models, metacognition, and collective information processing by: identifying the problem 

needs and requirements, planning, prompting teammate’s metacognition, developing 



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

48 
 

teammates and motivating teammates.  The key leader processes associated with team 

motivational processes are: planning and goal setting, planning and organizing 

performance strategies, providing timely feedback, and developing and motivating 

teammates (Zaccaro et al., 2001).  That is, leaders set goals and create plans and then 

ensure that their teammates work hard to achieve the goals according to the plans set 

forth by the leaders.  Leaders moderate the team’s overall affect through the personnel or 

member selection and development, providing feedback, and utilizing and continuously 

monitoring teammates and their current resources.  Finally, leaders affect the 

development and maintenance of team coordination by matching teammates’ abilities to 

various role requirements and monitoring any changes in the team environment (Zaccaro 

et al., 2001).  All of these leadership processes and functions affect the team processes, 

which ultimately contributes to the overall team effectiveness (Zaccaro et al., 2001).    

Leadership Functions in Sport.  While the literature on functional leadership 

and the model Zaccaro et al. (2001) proposes focus on the business world, Loehr (2005) 

outlines several functions of leadership in sport.  Loehr’s four functions of leadership in 

sport stem from both the leadership literature in other domains, and also Chelladurai’s 

(1990, 2007, 2012) multidimensional model of leadership.  Loehr delineates four themes, 

or functions, or leaders.  The first theme is that of spiritual leadership.  It is the leader’s 

responsibility to define the vision and goals of the team, gain teammates’ commitment 

and to the team vision, and enforce norms and ethical standards to guide behavior (Loehr, 

2005).  The theme of mental leadership encompasses the leader behaviors of: focusing 

teammates’ attention under pressure, mentally prepare team for potential challenges they 
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may encounter, manage time, act decisively, and exhibit self-awareness.  Loehr’s next 

theme is emotional leadership.  He describes the core competencies of emotional leaders 

as: the ability to communicate effectively with teammates and others, instill confidence 

and hope in teammates, display empathy and compassion toward others, and to inspire a 

sense of challenge and eagerness in teammates in the face of adversity.  Finally, Loehr’s 

last theme is that of physical leadership.  A physical leader is one who holds themselves 

and their teammates accountable to behaviors in line with the team’s values and ethics.    

Peer Leaders in Sport 

 Leadership is often viewed as an important component of sports teams.  Despite 

this importance, research on leadership in sport has focused on the coach; however, there 

is another important source of leadership within teams that is often overlooked, the 

athletes (Loughead et al., 2006; Price & Weiss, 2011).  Loughead et al. (2006) 

differentiated between the team leader, who influences at least 50% of the team members 

and a peer leader, who influences at least two other team members.  Although there is a 

different between a team leader and a peer leader, the term peer leader will be used to 

encapsulate those team leaders as well.  Peer leaders have been found to be both formal 

and informal leaders; however, formal leaders tend to be more frequently identified as 

team leaders, while informal leaders can be either team leaders or peer leaders (Carron & 

Hausenblas, 1998; Loughead & Hardy, 2005).   

Studies have found that athlete peer leaders typically hold starting positions on the 

team, are more likely to be third year, or veteran, players, and tend to remain stable over 

the course of a season (Loughead et al., 2006).  Research has also found athletes in 
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formal leadership roles, such as team captains, tend to have higher ratings of sport 

performance as well (e.g., Lee, Coburn, & Partridge, 1983; Yukelson, Weinberg, 

Richardson, & Jackson, 1983).  Ice hockey coaches also reported considered an athlete’s 

age and years of experience when selecting leaders for formal leadership positions (Bucci 

et al., 2012).  Athlete peer leaders demonstrate both task oriented and social behaviors 

(Glenn & Horn, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2011).  Specifically, Glenn and Horn (1993) found 

that amongst high school female soccer players, peer leaders provided motivation and 

direction to their teammates.  Loughead and Hardy (2005) studied male and female 

Canadian athletes and found that peer leaders demonstrated social support and 

democratic decision-making.  In another study, Dupuis and colleagues (2006) 

interviewed six male former Canadian university hockey team captains, and identified 

problem-solving, or conflict management, and setting a good example, as some of the key 

themes.  Todd and Kent (2004) conducted a study on 179 adolescent athletes in the 

southeastern United States using the Player Leadership Scale, an assessment of athletes’ 

leader behavior, developed by Kozub (1993) and containing 12 items modified from 

Chelladurai and Saleh’s (1980) Leadership Scale for Sports. They found that athletes 

rated the item “works hard in practice and games” as the most important quality of a peer 

leader.  External behaviors, such as representing the team at functions, have also been 

recognized as behaviors exhibited by athlete peer leaders (Loughead et al., 2006).  In a 

more recent study, Price and Weiss (2011) also identified that athlete peer leaders 

demonstrated the following behaviors: motivating their teammates, helping teammates 

engage in problem-solving, and acknowledging the needs of their teammates by 
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providing social support.  Athlete peer leaders have also been shown to exhibit numerous 

behaviors that coaches do not, specifically, peer leaders demonstrate higher levels of 

social support, positive feedback, and more democratic behavior than coaches do 

(Loughead & Hardy, 2005).  

Although peer leaders have been found to display some behaviors that coaches do 

not, Janssen (2007) differentiates two different styles of athlete leaders as well.  One type 

of leader primarily leads by example and conveys commitment, confidence, composure, 

and character to their teammates (Janssen, 2007).  These leaders manifest commitment 

through their self-discipline, self-motivation, hard work ethic, passion for team success, 

and competitive drive.  The leader by example conveys confidence in their self-efficacy 

to lead the team, desire to perform well under pressure, and resilience to mistakes.  These 

leaders demonstrate composure by monitoring their affect, and demonstrate character 

through their responsibility, reliability, and honesty (Janssen, 2007).  In contrast, the 

other type of leadership style Janssen (2007) identified is the vocal leader.  The vocal 

leader is one who functions as an encourager to build teammates’ confidence, help 

teammates refocus when mistakes are made, and helps develop and maintain team 

cohesion.  The vocal leader also functions as an enforcer by holding themselves and their 

teammates accountable for their actions, and handling conflict in a fair, direct, and 

consistent manner (Janssen, 2007).  Some peer leaders may function only as a vocal 

leader on the team, others as leaders by example, and some leaders may take on both 

leader styles and be able to read the situation and apply the necessary type of necessary 

leader style.   
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Although several studies have examined the qualities and behaviors exhibited by 

athlete peer leaders, few have investigated how peer leaders influence team outcomes 

(Price & Weiss, 2011).  A study by Zacharatos et al. (2000) found that after controlling 

for skill level, those athlete peer leaders high in transformational behaviors, as rated by 

teammates and coaches, were regarded as enhancing team satisfaction and eliciting more 

effort from their teammates.  Shields and colleagues (1997) studied the relationship 

between leader behaviors and team cohesion high school and community college baseball 

and softball players in California.  They discovered a relationship between high task 

cohesion and the leader behaviors of training and instruction, social support, democratic 

behavior, and positive feedback.  Additionally, they found the leader behaviors of social 

support may support social cohesion (Shields et al., 1997).  Vincer and Loughead (2010) 

also looked at the influence of athlete leader behaviors on perceptions of team cohesion 

amongst varsity and club level athletes in Canada.  They administered athletes a modified 

version of the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), which was 

initially developed for coaches, and an assessment of team cohesion.  Vincer and 

Loughead (2010) found that athlete leaders who engaged in training and instruction 

behaviors, and who engaged in behaviors to provide social support, had teammates who 

perceived higher task and social cohesion.  More recently, Price and Weiss (2011) 

examined adolescent female soccer players and found that those athletes who had been 

rated high on instrumental and prosocial leader behaviors by their teammates reported 

higher social cohesion and confidence in their team.  Given the different functions 

provided by peer and formal leaders and the influence athlete peer leaders have on team 
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outcomes, coaches should encourage the development of peer leaders to achieve optimal 

team functioning (Loughead & Hardy, 2005).   

Leadership Development Training 

There is a multitude of leader development programs available for coaches, yet 

there are significantly fewer leader development opportunities for athlete peer leaders.  

The current leader development training programs for sports, or in the business realm, 

focus on simply improving leader behaviors, rather than also working to improve leader 

self-efficacy (e.g., Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1979).  The Coach Effectiveness Training 

(CET) is one popular program aimed at increasing the coach’s leadership behaviors in 

order to increase team cohesion (Eys, Patterson, Loughead, & Carron, 2005).  CET was 

developed by Smith, Smoll, and Curtis (1979) and focuses on behaviors.  CET strives to 

teach coaches to observe and record their own behavior, and encourages them to obtain 

feedback on their behaviors from assistant coaches, or other coaching staff members 

(Myers, et al., 2005).  Feltz et al. (2008) examined a variety of coaching education and 

apprenticeship programs for coaches, and found that a number of these programs 

enhanced the coach’s self-efficacy.  However, Wiersma and Sherman (2005) interviewed 

youth sport coaches and discovered that coaches noted they wanted more hands-on 

experiences in their coaching education programs.  Feltz et al. (2008) agree that these 

types of experiences, along with adding more time for mastery experiences, such as role 

plays, would strengthen coaching programs by increasing coach self-efficacy.  

Jeff Janssen, one of the leading developers of leadership curricula, has in recent 

years, began implementing leadership curricula at several universities within the United 
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States (Meissen, 2009).  Janssen’s leadership programs focus on developing leadership at 

all levels – the administration, the coaches, and the athletes (Janssen, 2007; Meissen, 

2009).  His leadership programs focus on developing and improving four characteristics: 

commitment, composure, character, and confidence (Meisen, 2009).  However, in terms 

of confidence, his curriculum focuses on the athlete’s belief of their own capabilities to 

respond to situational demands, such as pressure or mistakes (Meissen, 2009).  Thus, in 

this way, his curriculum focuses on confidence more as a general trait that can influence 

one’s specific self-efficacy.  

In line with Bandura’s theory and research on development of self-efficacy, 

training and experience have been reported to be the largest source of self-efficacy in 

both the teaching and coaching realms (Malete & Feltz, 2000).  Similarly, Feltz et al. 

(1999) reported that high school coaches self-efficacy stemmed from the extent of their 

coaching experience and preparation, prior success, the perceived skill of their athletes, 

and perceived social support (e.g., school and community support).  Therefore, it would 

be reasonable to assume that training and experience would also significantly contribute 

to peer leader self-efficacy among athletes.  

Current Considerations 

Numerous studies (e.g. Dobosz & Beaty, 1999; Gould & Voelker, 2010) have 

revealed that sports programs provide many benefits; however, mere participation in 

sports does not guarantee these benefits, especially leadership development (Extejt & 

Smith, 2009; Gould & Voelker, 2010).  Collegiate athletes in leadership roles, such as 

team captain, have been found to engage in a greater number of leader behaviors than 
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other team members (Grandzol et al., 2010).  It is suggested that this is due to the greater 

number of opportunities team captains are provided to practice and improve their 

leadership skills (Grandzol et al., 2010).  Voelker, Gould, and Crawford (2010; as cited 

by Gould & Voelker, 2010) conducted interviews with former high school sports captains 

and reported all participants noted they had not received any training or preparation for 

their leadership role.  Another study by Gould et al. (2006) revealed poor leadership was 

the sixth most cited life skill or social problem among adolescent athletes, according to 

their high school coaches.  Coaches are often frustrated by the lack of leadership, or poor 

leadership quality, on their teams, but few take action to change this (Gould & Voelker, 

2010).   

With self-efficacy as a key predictor of performance in the sport and physical 

activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Moritz et al., 2000) and leadership performance 

potential in other domains, such as the military (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001), 

developing a leader training program aimed at increasing athlete peer leader self-efficacy 

could likely increase athlete peer leader performance as well.  Providing leadership 

training would give athlete peer leaders even further opportunities to practice and develop 

their leadership skills. While some leadership training programs incorporate improving 

one’s general confidence (e.g., Janssen, 2007), most leadership training programs don’t 

specifically focus on enhancing leader self-efficacy.  However, with the literature 

supporting the importance and necessity of leader self-efficacy in effective leader 

performance, there is a need to incorporate leader self-efficacy into leadership training 

programs (Feltz et al., 2008; McCormick, 2001).   
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Although many studies have examined leader self-efficacy in coaches (e.g. Chase 

et al., 2005; Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2008; Harwood, 2008; Kavussanu et al., 2008; 

Malete & Feltz, 2000; Myers et al., 2005) to date athlete peer leader self-efficacy has not 

been studied.  Given the importance of peer leaders on a team, and that peer leaders often 

do not receive formal leader training, more research in athlete peer leadership is 

necessary.  In particular, since training and experience significantly influence coach 

leader self-efficacy, and those peer leader training programs that do exist do not 

incorporate self-efficacy, advancing the understanding of self-efficacy in peer leaders is 

crucial.  However, given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, a valid 

and reliable measure of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes is first necessary to 

conduct research in this area.   

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter provided an overview of the literature on social cognitive theory and 

peer leadership in sport.  An abundance of literature exists to support the relationship 

between self-efficacy and performance, including literature from the sport domain.  With 

the lack of theoretically based leadership training programs for athlete peer leaders, the 

social cognitive model of leadership provides an ideal structure for applying social 

cognitive model to peer leadership in sport.  There is a need for theoretically based 

athlete leadership training programs targeting peer leader self-efficacy, but a measure of 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy is first necessary.  Given the context-, task-, and domain-

specificity of self-efficacy, any current measures of coach self-efficacy or leader behavior 

are not acceptable to use.  Therefore, it is necessary to develop a valid and reliable 



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

57 
 

inventory of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes.  The following chapter 

outlines the methods that were used to develop such an inventory.  It presents a 

description of the research design, participants, data collection procedures, and finally the 

data analysis that were employed.   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of the complex 

phenomena of athlete peer leader self-efficacy by developing a measure of peer leader 

self-efficacy in collegiate athletes.  To do this, the psychometric properties of the 

subscales of the inventory must be explored.  In order to develop a valid and reliable 

instrument examining athlete peer leader self-efficacy, the components of athlete peer 

leadership must first be identified.  There is currently no measure of athlete leader self-

efficacy that exists, and given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, 

measures of related constructs or different populations are not acceptable to measure 

leader self-efficacy in athletes.  The second aim of this study is to add to the knowledge 

base of self-efficacy and athlete leadership to develop stronger, theoretically based, 

leadership training programs that can enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-

efficacy.  Advancing the understanding of self-efficacy in peer leaders in sport will assist 

in developing stronger, theoretically based, leadership training programs that can enhance 

weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  Solidifying the components that make up 

athlete peer leadership and establishing a measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy will 

provide valuable information that can be used to guide the development of athlete 

leadership programs.  For example, a team of athletes complete the APLSEI and results 

reveal that the athletes are low in the motivation component of the APLSEI.  The athletes 

could then undergo a leadership training program that focuses on increasing the athletes’ 
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leader self-efficacy in regards to motivation.  Solidifying the components that make up 

athlete peer leadership, establishing a measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy, and 

identifying the relationship between athlete peer leader self-efficacy and leader 

performance will provide valuable information that can be used to guide the development 

of athlete leadership programs.   

Research Questions   

This study accomplished these purposes through the following research questions:  

1) What is the underlying factor structure of the items in the Athlete Peer Leader 

Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

2) How many factors are needed to summarize the pattern of correlations in the 

correlation matrices for the scales that make up the Athlete Peer Leader Self-

Efficacy Inventory? 

3) How much variance is accounted for by each scale of the Athlete Peer Leader 

Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

4) Are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory reliable and 

valid? 

This chapter outlines the methods employed for answering the research questions.  

First, the research design and participants are described.  Next, the instruments used in 

this study are discussed, including the process used for constructing the scales and items 

for the APLSEI.  Finally, the procedure for data collection is illustrated and the data 

analyses are outlined. 

Research Design 
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 An instrument development design was utilized for this study, consisting of eight 

different steps (Churchill, 1979).  See Figure 3.1 for a diagram of the eight instrument 

development steps.   
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Figure 3.1. Suggested procedure for developing better measures. From “A Paradigm for 

Developing Better Measures of Marketing Constructs,” by G. A. Churchill Jr., 1979, 

Journal of Marketing Research, p. 66. Copyright 1979 by the American Marketing 

Association. Reprinted with permission.  

An instrument development design was deemed the most appropriate for this 

study, given there is currently no existing measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  

The first step entails specifying the domain of the construct to be studied, typically 

through a thorough literature review, which is what was used for this study.  The second 

step was to generate sample items.  To generate items, the first author conducted a 

thorough literature review, then consulted with an expert in self-efficacy and social 

cognitive theory and 11 graduate students, including two sport psychology doctoral 

student, in a seminar class titled “Self-Efficacy: Theory, Research, and Applications.”  

The third step of instrument development is then to collect data by administering the 

instrument to a sample of the population of interest.  The pilot study served as this third 

step; a small group of 33 participants were recruited to complete the quantitative 

instrument and also to participate in focus groups in which the participants provided 

valuable qualitative feedback on the instrument.  The fourth step is then to purify the 

measure by examining the results of the data analysis, and refining the instrument by 

going back to the literature and further generating or modifying items.  The author made 

changes to the instrument following preliminary data analysis, and after consulting with 

several additional experts in self-efficacy and peer leadership to further refine the 

instrument.  The next step is to again collect data from a sample of the population of 
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interest.  Three hundred and twenty-six athletes participated in this step of the research by 

completing the APLSEI and several other measures to validate the APLSEI.  The next 

two instrument development steps involve assessing reliability and validity of the 

instrument.  Following initial data screening, a principal axis exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) with promax rotation was conducted to analyze the APLSEI and verify the items 

and subscales accurately reflect the components that make up athlete peer leader self-

efficacy.  Cronbach’s alpha was computed for each of the factors to determine internal 

consistency, and construct validity was evaluated by conducting a correlational analysis 

to determine the relationship between scores on the APLSEI and the LSE and leader 

performance, as measured by the PSLBI and PSBLIR.  The final step is then to develop 

norms to compare an individual’s score on a given characteristic with scores achieved by 

others, thus making the individual’s score meaningful.  

Participants 

 Participants were male and female U.S. college varsity athletes over the age of 18 

who have been a member of their current college team for a minimum of three months to 

enable the participants to provide a more accurate depiction of peer leadership on their 

team (Price & Weiss, 2011).  Participants were from both independent and 

interdependent teams, because at the collegiate level in the U.S., although independent 

teams may differ from interdependent teams in their organization and function, they still 

train and compete together with the ultimate goal of accruing the most points for their 

team (Loughead & Hardy, 2005).  In interdependent teams, typically considered to be 

team sports (e.g., soccer, football, basketball), teammates compete together and must rely 
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on each other to achieve performance goals (Beauchamp, Bray, Eys, & Carron, 2002).  In 

contrast, independent teams are those in which athletes compete individually (e.g., tennis, 

gymnastics).  Over 450 coaches were contacted to recruit their athletes to participate in 

the study, to allow for attrition and to ensure a large enough sample size to perform an 

exploratory factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).   

Instrumentation 

Demographic Questionnaire  

Demographic information was obtained from all participants on: gender, 

ethnicity, age, year in school, current level of competition (i.e., NAIA, NCAA DIII, 

NCAA DII, or NCAA DI), total years of experience in their primary sport, length of time 

they have participated on their current team, whether they hold any formal leadership role 

on the team (e.g., captain), and whether or not they currently hold a starting position on 

the team.  The demographic questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.  

Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory  

The Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory (APLSEI; Shipherd & Siwatu, 

2013) is a 57-item measure created by the first author to assess peer leader self-efficacy 

among collegiate athletes.  Participants are instructed to rate their degree of confidence to 

currently perform a number of peer leader behaviors on scale with anchors “not confident 

at all” at zero and “highly confident” at 100. A copy of the APLSEI can be found in 

Appendix E.   

 Measure development.  The authors developed the measure by first conducting a 

thorough literature search.  The items were developed based on the functions previous 
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studies identified that athlete peer leaders provide: motivation, social support, democratic 

decision-making, problem-solving and conflict management, setting a good example, and 

external behaviors, such as representing the team at functions (Dupuis et al., 2006; Glenn 

& Horn, 1993; Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Loughead et al., 2006; Price & Weiss, 2011; 

Vincer & Loughead, 2010).  Additionally, several items were adapted from the 

Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), the Coaching Efficacy 

Scale (Feltz et al., 1999), and the Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory (PSLBI; 

Glenn & Horn, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2011).   

The Leadership Scale for Sports (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) examines leader 

behaviors of coaches in sport and is one of the most frequently used scales to assess 

leadership in sport.  While the LSS was designed for use with coaches and not athletes, 

Vincer and Loughead (2010) modified the measure to use with athlete leaders.  In 

particular, items from the Coaching Efficacy Scale (Feltz et al., 1999) motivation 

dimension were modified to apply to athlete peer leaders.  The Coaching Efficacy Scale 

was developed to assess self-efficacy of high school coaches to affect the learning and 

performance of the athletes they coached (Feltz et al., 1999).  The Coaching Efficacy 

Scale has been found to have good convergent validity, a high coefficient alpha for the 

total CES scale (.95), and high test retest reliability (α = .82).  Additionally, the Peer 

Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory (Glenn & Horn, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2011) was 

used to generate items for the APLSEI, given that it assesses leader behaviors of athletes.   

Next, the first author consulted with an expert in the field, including 11 graduate 

students in a seminar class titled “Self-Efficacy: Theory, Research, and Applications” to 
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establish face validity for the instrument.  The expert, Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu, served 

as Professor of the self-efficacy seminar class, and his area of expertise is social cognitive 

theory, self-efficacy, and self-efficacy instrument development.  The expert and graduate 

students were provided the items and asked to provide suggestions for any additional 

behaviors representative of athlete peer leaders, and to comment on the perceived levels 

of difficulty for each task.    

Items were constructed based on Bandura’s (2006) recommendations for creating 

a self-efficacy instrument.  Bandura recommends that the scale items be domain specific, 

the response scale range from zero to 100 with anchors at either end, items accurately 

reflect the construct of self-efficacy, items reflect gradations of difficulty, and response 

bias is minimized.  First, the authors ensured that all items were domain specific, but 

addressed multiple types of athlete peer leader self-efficacy (i.e., motivation, problem-

solving, etc.).  All aspects of athlete peer leader behaviors that have been identified by the 

literature, the athletes participating in the focus groups, and the experts who were 

consulted, were included so that the measure was not limited in scope.   

The authors phrased items as “can do” rather than “will do” to correctly assess 

self-efficacy by having the participants make a judgment of their capability (Bandura, 

2006).  The directions for completing the instrument state, “Please rate how confident 

you are that you can accomplish the following actions discussed below on your current 

college team.”  Phrasing the items as “can do” also ensures that the construct of self-

efficacy is correctly measured, rather than other similar constructs, such as self-esteem or 

self-concept.   
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Next, the items were constructed to measure tasks differing in level of difficulty 

to avoid ceiling effects.  Bandura recommended that items reflect varying levels of task 

difficulty, because if a given task was only assessed under an easy condition, then nearly 

all participants would report high levels of self-efficacy in the task.  In contrast, if a given 

task was only assessed under a very challenging condition, then participants would be 

more likely to report having low self-efficacy for the task.  An expert, graduate students, 

and athletes participating in the focus groups were provided the items and asked to 

comment on the perceived levels of difficulty for each task in order to create items 

reflecting varying levels of task difficulty.  

Finally, the response scale was constructed to range from zero to 100 with 

concrete anchors at either end, to be a better predictor of performance.  The measure is 

also intended to be self-administered to minimize response bias by having self-efficacy 

judgments measured privately.  There is no practice item; however, there is a sample item 

to assist the participants in becoming familiar with the response scale.   

 Once the items were finalized, the resulting measure contained 44 total items 

representing six subscales (see Appendix B): motivation (9 items), social support (9 

items), handling tough situations (6 items), decision-making (4 items), role model (11 

items), and external behaviors (5 items).    

 Piloting.  Once Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval 

was obtained (see Appendix C), convenience sampling was used to recruit 14 male and 

19 female college athletes from NAIA and NCAA D1 schools in West Texas to complete 
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the APLSEI and participate in focus groups to provide feedback on the APLSEI.  

Participants represented a variety of both team and individual sports.   

Qualitative data from the focus groups and quantitative data from a reliability 

analysis were analyzed and several items were revised, deleted, or added.  In particular, 

the five items representing external behavior were deleted, as all of the athletes in the 

focus groups reported that those behaviors did not pertain to them.  One item was 

modified because it was found to be negatively correlated with nearly all other items.  

Four items had acceptable inter-item correlations above .40, but were revised for clarity 

based on the qualitative feedback from athletes in the focus groups in order to 

differentiate from similar sounding items.  One item was found to have inter-item 

correlations below .30 and was modified, per Field’s (2009) recommendation to exclude 

or edit items with many correlations below .30.  Additionally, eight items were added to 

better reflect several behaviors represented on the PSLBI.  Five items were added to Part 

2 of the APLSEI to assess participants’ outcome expectancy, value, and cost (Alexander, 

2006).  Finally, the name of the instrument was changed from Athlete Peer Leader Self-

Efficacy Inventory to Athlete Peer Leader Beliefs Inventory for administration purposes 

only to reduce any measurement bias that could occur from participants knowing the 

specific construct that is being measured. See Table 3.1 for a description of items added, 

deleted, or revised.  These changes resulted in a 52-item measure representing six 

subscales (see Appendix D): motivation (9 items), social support (11 items), handling 

tough situations/problem-solving (6 items), decision-making (4 items), role model (11 
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items), technical/tactical ability (6 items), and five items contained in a Part 2 to assess 

participants’ outcome expectancy, value, and cost.   

Table 3.1 

 Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory Modifications from Pilot Study Results 

Revisions   

Original Item Revised Item 

Build team cohesion Build team cohesion 

Maintain team cohesion Maintain team cohesion 

Help teammates develop sport-related 

skills 

Help teammates develop sport-related skills 

Help teammates improve sport-related 

skills 

Help teammates improve sport-related skills 

Mentally prepare teammates for 

competition strategies 

Assist teammates in their mental preparation 

for competition strategies 

Show up early to competitions Be one of the first to arrive to competitions 

Deletions   

Represent my team well at community service events 

Represent my team well at team fundraisers 

Conduct professional interviews with media after a tough loss 

Conduct professional interviews with media after a win 

Represent the team's interest in meetings with coaching staff or other personnel 

Additions 

Maintain my teammates' trust 

Maintain my teammates' respect 

Perform at my physical peak during practice 

Perform at my physical peak during competition 

Be creative in my performance during practice 

Be creative in my performance during competition 

Read my opponent and adjust my style of play 

Read my opponent and determine my opponent's strengths and weaknesses 

How well do you expect to perform as a leader on your team? 

It is important for me to be a skilled leader on my team. 

I enjoy being a leader on my team.  

I will be able to use the skills that I acquire as a leader on my team in other areas of life. 

To be a skilled leader on my team, I will have to make sacrifices.  

 



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

69 
 

Additional instrument revisions.  Following initial revisions to the instrument 

from the pilot study, the 47-item measure was then sent to several additional experts in 

self-efficacy and peer leadership for additional feedback and revisions.  The experts were 

provided the items and asked to comment on the representativeness of the construct of 

athlete peer leadership and to provide suggestions for any additional behaviors not 

represented.  Table 3.2 provides a description of all of the experts who were consulted 

during the instrument development and their area of expertise.   

Table 3.2 

  Expert Panel Information 

 

Panel Expert Area of Expertise 

Phase 

Consulted 

Kamau Oginga Siwatu, 

Ph.D. 

Social cognitive theory; self-efficacy; self-

efficacy instrument development 

P1; P2 

William Lan, Ph.D. Social cognitive theory; instrument development P2 

Deborah Feltz, Ph.D. Self-efficacy in sport P2 

Dana Massengale, Ph.D. Leadership in sports P2 

Jeffrey Coleman, Ph.D. Peer leadership in sports P2 

Lauren Tashman, Ph.D. Peer leadership in sports P2 

Note: Phase 1 occurred prior to the pilot study and Phase 2 occurred after the pilot study 

 

First, the scale anchors were changed from certainty to confidence. Cannot do at 

all became not confident at all, moderately can do became moderately confident, and 

highly certain can do became highly confident.  Two items were deleted based off of 

agreement between initial feedback from participants in the focus groups and feedback 

from the experts.  Four items were added to two items from the social support subscale to 

create an additional subscale representing character. Two items were added to the 

decision-making subscale to represent the peer leader’s decision-making.  Two items 

were modified to contain brief definitions of key terms, while another item was modified 
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to eliminate or reduce response bias.  Finally, four items were modified and split to create 

six items representing varying levels of difficulty for providing social support.  Table 3.3 

provides a summary of additional items revised, added, or deleted.  These changes 

resulted in a 57-item measure representing seven subscales (see Appendix E): motivation 

(8 items), social support/compassion (11 items), character (5 items), handling tough 

situations/problem-solving (6 items), decision-making (6 items), role model/commitment 

(10 items), technical/tactical ability (6 items), and five items contained in a Part 2 to 

assess participants’ outcome expectancy, value, and cost.   

Table 3.3 

 Additional Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory Modifications  

Revisions   

Original Item Revised Item 

Build the self-esteem of my teammates Build the self-esteem (general feelings and 

judgment of worth) of my teammates 

Build the self-confidence of my 

teammates 

Build the self-confidence (belief that one 

can perform successfully) of my teammates 

Congratulate teammates for good 

performance at practice 

Be supportive when my teammates are 

performing well at practice 

Congratulate teammates for good 

performance at competitions 

Be supportive when my teammates are 

performing well at competitions 

Congratulate teammates for good effort 

at practice 

Be supportive when my teammates are 

giving good effort at practice 

Congratulate teammates for good effort 

at competitions 

Be supportive when my teammates are 

giving good effort at competitions 

Confront teammates for breaking team 

rules 

Hold teammates accountable for breaking 

team rules 

Deletions   

Be one of the first to arrive to competitions 

Assist teammates in their mental preparation for competition strategies 

Additions   

Be supportive when my teammates are performing poorly at practice 

Be supportive when my teammates are performing poorly at competitions 

Identify when my team needs a vocal leader and be the vocal leader 

Identify when my team needs a leader by example and lead by example 
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Table 3.3 (Cont.) 

 Additional Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory Modifications  

Additions   

Be well liked by my teammates 

Be honest with my teammates 

Accept responsibility when my team performs poorly at competitions 

 

Leadership Self-Efficacy Scale  

The Leadership Self-Efficacy Scale (LSE; Paglis & Green, 2002) is a 12-item 

measure developed to assess managers’ judgments of their beliefs that they can perform 

various leadership behaviors.  Managers rate their confidence to perform various 

leadership tasks on a scale from 0 to 100 with 10-point increments.  The three subscales 

of the LSE contain four items each, and are: direction-setting, gaining commitment from 

group members, and overcoming obstacles.  These three subscales were found to have 

coefficient alphas of .86, .92, and .86, respectively.  Sample items from each of these 

subscales are: I can figure out the best direction for where my unit needs to go in the 

future (direction-setting), I can gain my employees’ commitment to new goals (gaining 

commitment from group members), and I can work with my employees to overcome any 

resource limitations hindering our efforts at moving the unit forward (overcoming 

obstacles).  The LSE was also found to be valid through examination of convergent, 

criterion-related, and discriminant validity.  Convergent validity was determined by 

examining the LSE with three other measures of self-perceived leadership abilities 

similar to leadership confidence.  Criterion-related validity was established by examining 

the relationship between LSE score and leadership attempts.  Finally, discriminant 

validity was established by inspecting the LSE alongside measures of internal locus of 
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control and trait self-esteem.  For use in the current study, two modifications were made 

to the LSE for use with college athletes.  The word unit in the LSE was modified to team, 

and employees was changed to teammates. See Appendix F for a copy of the LSE.   

Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory 

The Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory (PSLBI; Appendix G) is a self-

report measure initially developed by Glenn and Horn (1993), and then later updated and 

modified by Price and Weiss (2011).  The PSLBI is designed to measure peer leader 

behaviors among athletes.  It is a 49-item measure representing eight different subscales: 

motivation (10 items), focus and commitment (6 items), problem-solving (6 items), 

compassion (6 items), responsibility and maturity (6 items), creativity and intelligence (5 

items), character (5 items), and physical/technical skill (5 items).  Participants rate their 

leadership ability using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never like me) to 7 (always 

like me).  Higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived leadership behaviors.  Sample 

items from each of the subscales are: I have the ability to inspire my teammates to play 

harder (motivation), I am not easily distracted in games (focus and commitment), my 

teammates look to me to help them work through problems and disagreements (problem-

solving), I try to be supportive and compassionate when my teammates are having a bad 

game or practice (compassion), I follow through with my responsibilities (responsibility 

and maturity), my teammates consider me an imaginative athlete when I play (creativity 

and intelligence), I am thought of by my teammates as honest (character), and my 

teammates think that I am a skilled athlete (physical/technical skills).  
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Price and Weiss (2011) elected to conduct a principal axis factor analysis with 

varimax rotation using subscales rather than individual items to determine if the subscales 

could be reduced to a smaller number of groups.  They elected to use subscales instead of 

individual items because they found moderate to high correlations among subscales, and 

with fewer than 200 participants, fewer subscales would result in a more stable factor 

structure.  Their analysis found a high reliability (α = .92) for the PSLBI.   

Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory – Revised 

The Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory – Revised (PSLBIR; Shipherd & 

Siwatu, 2012) is a modified short version of the PSLBI.  The PSLBIR contains 16 items, 

representing the eight PSLBI subscales.  See Appendix H for a copy of the PSBLIR.  The 

PSLBIR asked athletes to identify four teammates by name, and then rate each teammate 

on a variety of leader behaviors, in order to get the peers’ evaluation of leader behavior 

performance.  Of those four teammates, participants were instructed to select two 

teammates they believed to be the best leaders on the team, and two teammates they 

perceived to be the weakest leaders on the team.  The PSLBI was shortened to obtain 

multiple ratings of peer leader behaviors from each athlete.  Additionally, the terms I and 

my were changed to he/she or his/her to evaluate teammates’ leader behavior 

performance.  

A pilot study was first conducted to determine if the PSLBIR would produce 

results that correlated highly with the PSLBI, to minimize the questionnaire length.  

Following Texas Tech University IRB approval (see Appendix I), data was collected 

from 36 collegiate athletes.  Participants completed both the PSLBIR and the PSLBI via 
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Qualtrics, an online survey tool.  A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to 

assess the relationship between each subscale on the PSLBIR and the PSLBI.  There was 

a strong positive correlation between the two instrument versions for all eight subscales 

(motivation r = .99, p < .01; character r = .99, p < .01; physical/technical skills r = .91, p 

< .01; creativity and intelligence r = .98, p < .01; focus and commitment r = .96, p < .01; 

problem-solving r = .98, p < .01; compassion r = .99, p < .01; responsibility and maturity 

r = .99, p < .01).   

Procedure 

 After approval to conduct the study was obtained from the Texas Tech University 

IRB (see Appendix J), stratified random sampling was then utilized to ensure athletes 

from NAIA, NCAA DIII, NCAA DII, and NCAA DI U.S. universities were equally 

represented for the online sample.  Ten schools from each strata were initially selected to 

be contacted for participation in the study.  Within each school, approximately ten 

coaches were contacted via email to recruit the needed 350 athletes to participate in the 

study.  When the sample size was initially not met, the author continued to select ten 

schools at a time from each strata and contacted the coaches via email.  Over 450 coaches 

were contacted to recruit participation from their athletes.  There were two forms of data 

collection to ensure a large enough sample size for data analysis: online and face-to-face.   

Information Sheet 

Prior to participation, participants were informed of the requirements of the study 

along with the minimal risks and the participant’s right to withdraw from the study at any 

time.  Additionally, the participants were informed that confidentiality will be maintained 
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throughout the study.  The participants were then asked to sign an information sheet 

indicating their willingness to participate.   

Online Data Collection 

Coaches were sent a recruitment letter via email (see Appendix K).  Coaches were 

asked to forward the letter to his or her athletes (see Appendix L).  Included in the letter 

to the athletes was a link to the study in Qualtrics, an online survey tool.  By following 

the link, participants were directed to the information sheet (see Appendix M), where 

they agreed to participate in the study by clicking a button.  Participants were then 

directed to complete the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory and the Leader Self-

Efficacy Scale.  Each participant was given a unique identification number so that their 

identity remained anonymous.  To account for any order effects, two different versions of 

the online survey were created: version A asked participants to read the information 

sheet, complete the APLSEI, then the LSE, while version B asked participants to read the 

information sheet, complete the LSE and then the APLSEI.  

Face-to-Face Data Collection 

Four coaches from colleges in West Texas were initially contacted to participate 

in face-to-face data collection. When only one of the original four coaches agreed to 

allow their athletes to participate, an additional six coaches were contacted.  This resulted 

in an additional three coaches from colleges in West Texas agreeing to allow their 

athletes to participate in face-to-face data collection.  Participants were recruited through 

the primary investigator’s contacts at colleges and universities in West Texas.  Coaches 

were sent a recruitment letter via email (see Appendix N).  In this recruitment letter, they 
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were asked permission for the primary investigator to meet with their athletes face-to-

face, before or after a practice.  The primary investigator met with participants to read 

through the letter to athletes (Appendix O) and information sheet (Appendix P).  

Participants were then asked to complete a paper version of the APLSEI, LSE, the PSBLI 

and the PSLBIR.  The PSLBIR asked athletes to identify four teammates by name, and 

then rate each teammate on a variety of leader behaviors, in order to get the peers’ 

evaluation of leader behavior performance.  Participants were instructed to rate the 

highest, or best, two players on their team in terms of leader abilities, and the lowest two 

players on their team.  

Face-to-face data collection occurred in order to gain valuable information about 

the relationship between leader behavior performance (as rated by peers) and athlete peer 

leader self-efficacy that will be used to develop quality athlete peer leader training 

programs.  For feasibility, only a small subset of the 326 athletes participated in face-to-

face data collection.  A power analysis was conducted using g*Power v 3.1 to determine 

the sample size needed for face-to-face data collection to conduct data analysis.  With a 

power of .95, ES = .5 and Cronbach’s alpha of .05 and it was determined that a minimum 

of 34 participants would be necessary.  It was determined that approximately 45 athletes 

would be recruited to account for attrition.  Four coaches representing five teams 

participated in this face-to-face data collection.  A total of 50 athletes across these five 

teams participated in face-to-face data collection.  

Data Analysis 
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The first step of the data analysis was preliminary data analysis to test the data for 

missing values, univariate outliers, normality, multivariate outliers, and multicollinearity 

using SPSS v17.0.  The data was also examined to determine whether the sample size 

requirements were met.  Stevens’ (1996) recommendation of at least five cases for each 

variable, or scale item, was used.  Following initial data screening, a principal axis 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with promax rotation was conducted to analyze the 

APLSEI.  Principal axis factoring was utilized because principal axis factoring allows for 

an estimation of the underlying factors, compared to a principal components analysis that 

merely establishes which linear components exist within the data (Field, 2009).  

Estimating the underlying factors provided an answer to the first research question, 

“What is the underlying factor structure of the items in the Athlete Peer Leader Self-

Efficacy Inventory?”  Promax rotation, an oblique rotation, was chosen because it was 

expected that some correlation would exist between factors (Field, 2009).  Gorsuch’s 

(1997) criteria of factor loadings > .40 was used to reach a simple structure solution.  

This permitted the second research question to be answered, “How many factors are 

needed to summarize the pattern of correlations in the correlation matrices for the scales 

that make up the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?”  The amount of common 

variance shared amongst the items on each scale was also calculated, providing data to 

answer research question three, “How much variance is accounted for by each scale of 

the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?”  Finally, Cronbach’s alpha was 

computed for each of the subscales to determine internal consistency, and construct 

validity was evaluated by conducting a correlational analysis to determine the 
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relationship between scores on the APLSEI and the LSE and leader performance, as 

measured by the PSLBI and PSBLIR.  Both of these analyses provided an answer to the 

final research question, “Are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory 

reliable and valid?”  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter described the methods employed for answering the four research 

questions.  First, the nine steps of the instrument development research design were 

presented.  Next, participants and the instruments used in this study were discussed.  In 

particular, the first four steps of developing an instrument were discussed in detail: 

specifying the domain of the construct to be studied through the thorough literature 

review, generating sample items through the literature review and consultation with an 

expert and 11 graduate students, collecting initial data via the pilot study, and then 

refining the instrument by examination of the pilot study results and consultation with 

additional experts.  The remaining instrument development steps were outlined by 

illustrating the procedure for collecting both face-to-face and online data, and the data 

analysis steps.  The results of this study are described in Chapter Four.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter summarizes the results obtained from the 326 collegiate varsity 

athletes that participated in this study.  Chapter Four begins by reviewing the purpose of 

the study and the research questions.  Then, a description of the participants in the study 

and the demographic information collected are provided.  Next, the results of screening 

the data for missing values, univariate outliers, normality, multivariate outliers, 

multicollinearity, and sample size requirements are discussed.  Following the results of 

the data screening, results of the principal axis exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with 

promax rotation are discussed.  Next, the results of analyzing the internal consistency of 

the APLSEI and construct validity are provided.  Lastly, results of the t-tests and 

ANOVAs to examine mean differences in APLSEI subscales for demographic variables 

are also presented.  Additionally, the research questions are reviewed and a summary of 

the findings is included.   

Purpose of the Study 

While a wealth of leader development programs exist for coaches (e.g., the 

Program for Athletic Coaching Education; Seefeldt & Brown, 1990, as cited in Feltz et 

al., 2008), there are significantly fewer leader development opportunities for athlete peer 

leaders.  Although self-efficacy has been shown to be a key predictor of performance in 

the sport and physical activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Moritz et al., 2000) and 

leadership performance potential in other domains, such as the military (e.g., Chan & 
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Drasgow, 2001), current leader development programs do not target the improvement of 

leader self-efficacy.  Given the literature support of the importance and necessity of 

leader self-efficacy in effective leader performance, there is a need to incorporate leader 

self-efficacy into leadership training programs (Feltz et al., 2008; McCormick, 2001).   

Many studies have examined leader self-efficacy in coaches (e.g. Chase et al., 

2005; Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2008; Harwood, 2008; Kavussanu et al., 2008; 

Malete & Feltz, 2000; Myers et al., 2005); however, athlete peer leader self-efficacy has 

not been researched.  Given the importance of peer leaders on a team, and that peer 

leaders often do not receive formal leader training, more research in athlete peer 

leadership is necessary.  In particular, since training and experience significantly 

influence coach leader self-efficacy, and those peer leader training programs that do exist 

do not incorporate self-efficacy, advancing the understanding of self-efficacy in peer 

leaders is crucial.  However, since self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, a 

valid and reliable measure of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes is first 

necessary to conduct research in this area.  

Therefore, the first aim of this study was to gain a better understanding of the 

complex phenomena of athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  Developing an inventory of peer 

leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes will allow researchers to accurately measure 

peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes, and continue to further research and 

explore this construct.  Another aim of the study was to add to the knowledge base of 

self-efficacy and athlete leadership to develop stronger, theoretically based, leadership 

training programs that can enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

81 
 

Solidifying the components that make up athlete peer leadership, establishing a measure 

of athlete peer leader self-efficacy, and identifying the relationship between athlete peer 

leader self-efficacy and leader performance will provide valuable information that can be 

used to guide the development of athlete leadership programs.   

Research Questions 

The following four research questions were developed to guide the study and 

achieve the purposes of this study:  

1) What is the underlying factor structure of the items in the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

2) How many factors are needed to summarize the pattern of correlations in 

the correlation matrices for the scales that make up the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

3) How much variance is accounted for by each scale of the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

4) Are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory reliable and 

valid? 

Description of the Sample 

 Three hundred and eighty-seven participants attempted to complete the APLSEI 

online; however 111 participants clicked on the button indicating their willingness to 

participate in the study but failed to complete any of the questionnaires and were 

therefore excluded from the study.  This resulted in data from a total of 276 online 

participants.  Face-to-face data collection resulted in 50 participants, bringing the total 
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number of participants to 326.  Two hundred and fifty-two participants completed version 

A (APLSEI, demographics, LSE) and 74 participants completed version B 

(demographics, APLSEI, LSE).  The demographic characteristics of the participants are 

displayed in Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1 
  Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

  Frequency Percentage 

Gender 

       Male 80 24.5 

     Female 242 74.2 

     No response 4 1.2 

Ethnicity/Race 

       African American 16 4.9 

     Caucasian 244 74.8 

     Hispanic 32 9.8 

     Native American 2 0.6 

     Biracial/Multiracial 22 6.7 

     Other 6 1.8 

Year in School 

       Freshman 100 31.1 

     Sophomore 76 23.6 

     Junior 87 27.0 

     Senior 45 14.0 

     5th Year  12 3.7 

     6th Year  2 0.6 

Level of Competition 

       NCAA D1 108 33.5 

     NCAA D2 84 26.1 

     NCAA D3 59 18.3 

     NAIA 71 22.0 

Sport   

       Baseball/softball 14 4.3 

     Basketball 12 3.7 

     Cross country 61 18.7 

     Field hockey 12 3.7 
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Table 4.1 (Cont.) 
  Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

  Frequency Percentage 

Sport   
       Football 23 7.1 

     Golf 3 0.9 

     Gymnastics 15 4.6 

     Lacrosse 2 0.6 

     Rowing 42 12.9 

     Soccer 47 14.4 

     Swimming and diving 20 6.1 

     Tennis 12 3.7 

     Track and field 23 7.1 

     Volleyball 31 9.5 

     Other 5 1.5 

Sport Type 

       Interdependent 186 57.9 

     Independent 135 42.1 

Starting Position 

       Yes 214 67.3 

     No 104 32.7 

 

Of the five participants who indicated “other” for primary sport, three indicated 

they participated in two different interdependent sports (e.g., lacrosse and football), one 

participant participated in two different independent sports (cross country and track), and 

one participant did not report any sport.  Participants reported being between 18 and 27 

years of age, reported having between zero and 21 years of experience in their primary 

sport, and indicated between three and 55 months of experience on their current college 

team.  Approximately 20 percent of participants (n = 66) reported currently holding a 

formal leadership role on their team, with most describing their role as either captain or 

co-captain (n = 39).   
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Participants generally reported high self-efficacy for the APLSEI items (see Table 

4.2), with item means ranging from 60.53 to 92.91 and standard deviations between 10.68 

and 30.53.  However, scores ranged between 0 and 100 for over half of the items.    

Table 4.2 

  APLSEI Item Means and Standard Deviations     

Item 

Number Item 

Item 

Mean SD 

1 Build the self-esteem (general feelings and judgment of 

worth) of my teammates 

77.15 14.59 

2 Build the self-confidence (belief that one can perform 

successfully) of my teammates 

78.04 14.18 

3 Motivate my teammates when facing an easy opponent 79.99 16.85 

4 Motivate my teammates when facing a challenging 

opponent 

81.07 15.79 

5 Motivate my teammates when my team has a losing record 79.20 15.64 

6 Motivate my teammates when my team has a winning 

record 

77.42 16.98 

7 Build team cohesion 74.79 17.40 

8 Maintain team cohesion 74.72 18.04 

9 Be supportive when my teammates are performing well at 

practice 

88.25 12.50 

10 Be supportive when my teammates are performing poorly at 

practice 

79.70 16.42 

11 Be supportive when my teammates are performing well at 

competitions 

90.98 11.47 

12 Be supportive when my teammates are performing poorly at 

competitions 

80.71 16.82 

13 Be supportive when my teammates are giving good effort at 

practice 

89.43 10.79 

14 Be supportive when my teammates are giving good effort at 

competitions 

87.09 14.73 

15 Help teammates with personal problems  82.72 16.53 

16 Help teammates overcome sport-related disappointments  77.26 16.32 

17 Help teammates develop sport-related skills  72.36 19.89 

18 Help teammates improve sport-related skills  74.55 18.72 

19 Encourage teammates to confide in me 77.21 19.73 

20 Maintain my teammates’ respect 87.02 14.60 

21 Maintain my teammates’ trust  88.36 14.14 

22 Be well liked by my teammates 82.99 17.71 
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Table 4.2 (Cont.) 

  APLSEI Item Means and Standard Deviations     

Item 

Number Item 

Item 

Mean SD 

23 Be honest with my teammates 89.05 13.23 

24 Accept responsibility when my team performs poorly at 

competitions 

83.99 17.21 

25 Manage conflict between teammates  71.46 22.52 

26 Manage conflict between teammates and coach(es)  63.19 26.94 

27 Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates 79.97 16.97 

28 Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates 

and coach(es) 

71.65 24.48 

29 Hold teammates accountable for breaking team rules  70.20 24.42 

30 Notify team leaders of teammates breaking team rules  60.53 30.53 

31 Involve teammates in decision-making 78.64 18.62 

32 Encourage teammates to participate in setting team goals 80.02 22.27 

33 Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding how 

practices are conducted 

68.44 26.53 

34 Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding 

competition strategies 

72.05 23.66 

35 Identify when my team needs a vocal leader and be the 

vocal leader 

71.67 25.68 

36 Identify when my team needs a leader by example and lead 

by example 

81.73 20.78 

37 Show up early to practice 88.49 14.58 

38 Control my emotions during practice 78.28 22.18 

39 Control my emotions during competitions 78.23 21.15 

40 Remain calm and focused in pressure situations 81.91 16.00 

41 Recover quickly after mistakes 78.07 17.54 

42 Communicate effectively with teammates during 

competition 

77.53 22.31 

43 Make personal sacrifices to help the team  83.01 17.96 

44 Give maximum effort in practice 88.48 12.84 

45 Give maximum effort in competitions 92.91 10.68 

46 Give maximum effort in my academics 87.71 13.01 

47 Perform at my physical peak during practice  85.71 11.46 

48 Perform at my physical peak during competition 87.36 21.31 

49 Be creative in my performance during practice 75.55 24.41 

50 Be creative in my performance during competition 72.94 26.22 
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Table 4.2 (Cont.) 

  APLSEI Item Means and Standard Deviations     

Item 

Number Item 

Item 

Mean SD 

51 Read my opponent and adjust my style of play 72.46 27.99 

52 Read my opponent and determine my opponent’s 

strengths and weaknesses 

77.34 22.77 

 

Data Screening 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was chosen because the researcher was 

interested in constructing an instrument to measure the components that make up athlete 

peer leader self-efficacy.  Athlete peer leader self-efficacy is considered to be a latent 

variable, that is, a variable that cannot be measured directly because it has several 

different underlying components, or factors (Field, 2009).  Therefore, an EFA was 

employed to define how many factors, or subscales, make-up athlete peer leader self-

efficacy and to determine what the factor structure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy 

looked like.  To analyze data with an EFA, the sample size must be large enough, data 

should be normally distributed with no outliers, and there should be no multicollinearity.   

Data were first examined to determine whether the sample size requirements were 

met.  The data were evaluated using Stevens’ (1996) recommendation of at least five 

cases for each variable, or scale item, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of 

sampling adequacy.    Additionally, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) recommend having at 

least 300 cases to conduct a factor analysis.  The number of participants in this study (n = 

326) was greater than five times the number of variables (n = 52).  The ratio of sample 

size to the number of items (6.27:1) met Stevens’ (1996) recommendation of at least give 
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cases for each variable.  The KMO statistic was also calculated, which represents the 

ratio of observed squared correlation to the partial correlation between variables 

(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999; Field, 2009).  KMO values approaching 1.0 indicates a 

factor analysis should likely result in distinct factors (Field, 2009).  The calculated KMO 

statistic was .88, which is considered to be a “great” value (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 

1999; Field, 2009).  With 326 participants, Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) sample size 

recommendations were also met.  These results indicate that the sample size requirements 

were met for this study.     

It is also important to examine Bartlett’s test of sphericity to determine if factor 

analysis is appropriate to use with the data.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicates if the 

correlation matrix is really an identity matrix, meaning there is no relationship among the 

items, in which case a factor analysis would not be appropriate (Burton & Mazerolle, 

2011; Field, 2009).  There should be some relationship between items in order to utilize a 

factor analysis.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ
2
 = 11962.08, p < .001), 

which indicates that the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix, and therefore a factor 

analysis is appropriate to use with the data.    

Next, data were tested for missing values, univariate outliers, normality, 

multivariate outliers, and multicollinearity using SPSS v17.0.  There were no missing 

values for any of the APLSEI items, but there were missing values for demographic and 

LSE items.  In particular, there were four missing values for gender, ethnicity, age, year 

in school, primary sport, level of competition, years of total experience in sport, length on 

current college team.  There were six missing values for formal leadership role, eight 
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missing values for starting position, and between 19 and 23 missing values for each of the 

LSE items.  Boxplots were generated and inspected to check for any univariate outliers.  

Numerous univariate outliers were identified; however the cases were retained because 

the authors were especially interested in the effect of the extreme data points.  There were 

violations of normality, as indicated by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests; 

however, given the large sample size, this result was not surprising. Despite the evidence 

of some non-normality, the decision was made to leave the data rather than transform 

them.  There was no pair of items with > .90 correlation; however there were five pairs of 

items with > .80 correlation (APLSEI 17 and APLSEI 18, APLSEI 20 and APLSEI 21, 

APLSEI 33 and APLSEI 34, APLSEI 38 and APLSEI 39, and APLSEI 49 and APLSEI 

50) so there was some evidence of multicollinearity.  Given the data were intended to be 

analyzed with an EFA, pairs of items with > .80 correlation are only problematic if those 

items with high correlations load onto different components.  The high correlations were 

examined again after the EFA and all items with high correlations loaded onto the same 

scales, so all the items were retained.  There were no cases identified as multivariate 

outliers on either the Mahalanobis distance or Cook’s distance, nor did any case have a 

standardized residual value above 1.95, so the cases were retained in the data set for 

further analyses.   

Factor Analysis 

Following data screening, a principal axis exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with 

promax rotation was conducted to analyze the APLSEI.  There are two phases in an EFA: 

the factor extraction and factor rotation (Field, 2009).  Factor extraction allows the 
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researcher to determine the number of factors that comprise the latent variable at hand.  

There are several methods that can be used to extract factors; principal axis factoring was 

utilized for this study because principal axis factoring allows for an estimation of the 

underlying factors, compared to a principal components analysis that merely establishes 

which linear components exist within the data (Field, 2009).  Once the number of factors 

have been identified, the extracted factors are then rotated in order to aid in interpretation 

(Field, 2009).  Promax rotation, an oblique rotation, was chosen because it was expected 

that some correlation would exist between factors (Field, 2009).   

Although EFA is an exploratory data analysis technique, there are statistical 

guidelines and considerations that guide researchers’ decisions about the number of 

factors to extract.  Eigenvalues, which represent the factor variance, guide the factor 

extraction by indicating the amount of total variance explained by a given factor (Field, 

2009).  There are two procedures in SPSS that are utilized to select factors using the 

eigenvalue.  The first procedure, called Kaiser’s criterion, involves examining the 

magnitude of the eigenvalues and retaining factors with eigenvalues greater than one 

(Field, 2009).  An initial analysis was run to identify eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion 

of one. Twelve components were identified with an eigenvalue over one, and explained 

76.98% of the variance. The second procedure, called the scree test, involves evaluating a 

graph with eigenvalues on the vertical axis and the factors on the horizontal axis.  The 

graph is inspected to determine the point of inflection, or where the slope of the curve 

radically changes.  Factors are retained that are to the left of the point of inflection (Field, 

2009).  An examination of the scree plot revealed a point of inflection between 
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components five and six, indicating the presence of possibly five factors.  Retaining five 

factors would result in 59.42% of the variance explained.  However, another inflection 

was also observed between components eight and nine, indicating the presence of 

possibly eight factors and accounting for 68.50% of the variance.  Therefore, solutions 

were tested with both five and eight factors.    

An EFA was initially conducted specifying that factors with eigenvalues only 

over one be retained.  Next, the pattern matrix was evaluated to interpret the factors.  

Gorsuch’s (1997) criteria of component loadings > .40 and three or more items loading 

onto each component were used to reach a simple structure solution.  Additionally, Field 

(2009) recommends carefully considering items with multiple component loadings and 

evaluating the content of the items to determine the most appropriate place for the items.  

However, any items lacking conceptual clarity should be dropped from the analysis.  

Examination of the pattern matrix revealed multiple components with loadings below 

Gorsuch’s (1997) recommendation of .40 and components with fewer than three items 

loading onto them.  Component eight was where the components began to deviate from 

Gorsuch’s (1997) criteria, thus a second analysis was conducted with eight factors to be 

extracted specified.  Another analysis was conducted to test a five factor solution as well; 

however the eight factor solution was the most stable and made the most sense 

conceptually.  The APLSEI items 14, 15, 19, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, and 45 were 

dropped due to cross-loading and/or loadings below .40 (see Table 4.3). 
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Table 4.3 

 APLSEI Deleted Items   

Item 

Number Item Reason for Deleting 

14 Be supportive when my teammates are 

giving good effort at competitions 

Low loading onto two factors 

15 Help teammates with personal problems Factor loading below .40 

19 Encourage teammates to confide in me Factor loading below .40 

24 Accept responsibility when my team 

performs poorly at competitions 

Factor loading below .40 

26 Manage conflict between teammates and 

coach(es) 

Low loading onto two factors 

27 Remain fair when dealing with conflict 

between teammates 

Low loading onto two factors 

28 Remain fair when dealing with conflict 

between teammates and coach(es) 

Factor loading below .40 

29 Hold teammates accountable for breaking 

team rules 

Factor loading below .40 

30 Notify team leaders of teammates breaking 

team rules 

Factor loading below .40 

31 Involve teammates in decision-making Low loading onto two factors 

45 Give maximum effort in competitions Cross-loaded onto two factors 

 

The finished solution revealed eight components that explained 72.26% of the 

variance and was comprised of 78.85% (41) of the original 52 items.  The rotated pattern 

matrix is presented in Table 4.4.  Loadings in boldface indicate a loading greater than .40.  

Table 4.4 

       Rotated Principal Components Pattern Matrix for the APLSEI 

    Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

32 0.97 -0.19 0.04 0.02 -0.02 0.08 -0.13 0.07 

36 0.93 -0.18 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 0.04 -0.03 0.14 

35 0.92 -0.10 0.02 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.06 0.00 

7 0.82 -0.03 0.34 -0.16 -0.14 -0.05 0.01 -0.07 

33 0.60 0.23 0.04 0.03 0.25 -0.05 -0.11 0.03 

25 0.56 0.29 -0.03 -0.09 -0.01 -0.03 0.13 -0.06 

34 0.51 0.22 0.13 0.17 0.26 -0.06 -0.27 -0.01 

8 0.51 -0.01 0.27 0.09 0.02 -0.01 0.17 -0.16 
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Table 4.4 (Cont.) 

       Rotated Principal Components Pattern Matrix for the APLSEI 

    Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

48 -0.22 0.88 0.11 -0.13 0.18 0.01 -0.27 0.13 

42 -0.13 0.79 0.26 -0.06 0.14 -0.04 -0.15 0.07 

38 -0.12 0.78 -0.01 0.17 -0.10 0.10 0.14 -0.03 

39 -0.17 0.72 0.01 0.15 -0.01 0.08 0.24 -0.13 

40 0.29 0.65 -0.14 -0.05 0.11 -0.06 0.21 0.01 

43 0.09 0.61 0.13 -0.01 -0.16 0.09 0.05 0.36 

41 0.27 0.52 -0.23 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.26 0.13 

2 0.05 0.15 0.82 -0.10 -0.13 0.10 -0.01 -0.01 

6 -0.13 0.01 0.75 0.10 0.03 -0.10 0.24 -0.05 

4 0.19 0.10 0.72 -0.03 -0.02 -0.11 0.09 0.04 

1 0.12 0.18 0.68 -0.03 -0.14 0.11 0.03 -0.15 

3 0.14 -0.07 0.61 -0.03 0.25 0.01 0.01 0.09 

5 0.12 -0.06 0.57 0.13 -0.02 0.05 0.06 0.06 

20 0.16 -0.02 -0.12 0.82 -0.10 -0.04 0.08 0.00 

46 -0.26 -0.12 0.17 0.78 0.22 -0.22 -0.13 0.25 

10 -0.01 -0.06 0.05 0.75 0.04 0.31 -0.21 0.03 

12 -0.24 -0.02 0.15 0.74 -0.07 0.25 0.01 -0.02 

21 0.00 0.32 -0.06 0.74 -0.06 0.01 0.00 -0.01 

23 0.12 0.02 -0.11 0.60 -0.01 -0.05 0.20 0.04 

22 0.30 0.37 -0.16 0.53 -0.06 0.01 -0.15 -0.16 

49 -0.02 0.04 -0.06 -0.01 0.88 -0.01 0.13 -0.01 

50 -0.02 -0.03 -0.06 -0.11 0.88 0.11 0.23 -0.01 

51 -0.08 0.31 0.05 -0.11 0.84 0.07 -0.04 -0.13 

52 0.22 -0.11 -0.10 0.22 0.73 -0.02 0.05 -0.13 

13 -0.05 0.04 -0.07 0.06 0.11 0.84 0.07 0.05 

11 -0.06 0.14 0.09 0.05 -0.01 0.84 0.07 0.05 

9 0.18 -0.02 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.80 -0.01 0.00 

17 -0.08 0.04 0.14 -0.06 0.08 -0.01 0.90 0.10 

18 -0.11 0.05 0.13 -0.03 0.22 0.02 0.83 0.09 

16 0.04 -0.25 0.36 0.38 -0.01 -0.04 0.45 -0.06 

47 0.04 0.18 -0.02 0.20 -0.11 -0.20 0.06 0.86 

44 -0.02 0.15 -0.02 -0.07 -0.14 0.14 0.11 0.82 

37 0.31 -0.34 -0.06 -0.06 0.15 0.21 0.10 0.49 
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 The first factor one contained five items previously hypothesized to be related to 

decision-making, one item regarding conflict management, and two items regarding team 

cohesion.  This factor appeared to represent behaviors associated with being a democratic 

leader and doing what’s best for the team, thus, this subscale was named democratic/team 

player (APLSEI-DEM; 8 items).  The second factor contained items relating to an 

athlete’s own performance and was named lead by example (APLISE-EX; 7 items).  

Factor three contained six out of the eight items initially identified as motivation, and 

thus was named motivation (APLSEI-MOT; 6 items).  The fourth factor contained 

multiple items relating to character and compassion and several items that represented 

responsibility, so this subscale was named character (ALPLSEI-CH; 7 items).  The items 

on the fifth factor all related to tactical ability and creativity so the subscale was named 

tactical ability/creativity (APLSEI-CR; 4 items).  Factor six contained items relating to 

social support/compassion and was named social support (APLSEI-SS; 3 items).  Items 

loading on the seventh factor also related to social support, but more specifically to sport-

specific situations and skills and was named mentor (APLSEI-MTR; 3 items).  Finally, 

the eighth factor contained items all related to serving as a role model during practices, 

and was named role model at practices (APLSEI-MDL; 3 items).   

Reliability analysis was performed by computing Cronbach’s alpha for each of 

the subscales to determine the internal consistency of the APLSEI.  The corrected item-

total correlations, which indicate the correlations between each scale item and the total 

score from the measure, are also reported.  A reliable measure should have correlations 

above .30 between each item and the total measure (Field, 2009).  The Cronbach’s alpha 



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

94 
 

values for each subscale can also be found in Table 4.5.  Scores on subscale one, 

democratic/team player, were found to have α = .92 with corrected item-total correlations 

ranging from .59 to .82, scores on subscale two, lead by example, had α = .89 with 

corrected item-total correlations ranging from .61 to .80.  Scores on subscale three, 

motivation, had α = .88 with corrected item-total correlations ranging from .63 to .74.  

Scores on subscale four, character, had α = .87 with corrected item-total correlations 

ranging from .40 to .79.  Scores on subscale five, tactical ability/creativity, had α = .91 

and corrected item-total correlations ranging from .73 to .84.  Scores on subscale six, 

social support, had α = .90 with corrected item-total correlations ranging from .80 to .82.  

Scores on subscale seven, mentor, had α = .86 and corrected item-total correlations 

ranging from .58 to .84.  Finally, scores on subscale eight, role model at practices, had α 

= .67 and fairly low corrected item-total correlations ranging from .39 to .56 and was 

therefore omitted from subsequent analyses due to the low internal consistency (i.e., 

Cronbach’s Alpha below .70). 

Table 4.5 

      Reliability and Variance for APLSEI Subscales         

  DEM EX MOT CH CR SS MTR MDL 

% of variance 37.11 7.97 6.61 5.47 4.69 4.14 3.42 2.87 

α 0.92 0.89 0.88 0.87 0.91 0.90 0.86 0.67 

 

Correlational Analyses 

Finally, construct validity was evaluated by conducting a correlational analysis to 

determine the relationship between scores on the APLSEI and the LSE and leader 

performance, as measured by the PSLBI and PSBLIR, to provide an answer to the final 

research question, “Is the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory reliable and 
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valid?”  First, a correlational analysis was conducted between the seven APLSEI 

subscales and the three LSE subscales.  Using the Bonferroni correction to control for 

Type 1 error across the 21 correlations, a p-value of less than .002 (.05/21) was required 

for significance (Green, Salkind, & Akey, 2000).  There was a significant relationship 

between the three LSE subscales and the APLSEI subscales (see Table 4.6).  

Table 4.6 

  Correlations Between LSE Subscales and APLSEI Subscales 

 

Scale 

LSE Direction 

Setting 

LSE Group Member 

Commitment 

LSE Overcoming 

Obstacles 

APLSEI-DEM .61 .71 .70 

APLSEI-EX .21 .50 .54 

APLSEI-MOT .53 .56 .57 

APLSEI-CH .26 .59 .52 

APLSEI-CR .51 .47 .46 

APLSEI-SS .25 .40 .44 

APLSEI-MTR .44 .54 .57 

Note. p < .001 for all correlations.  

   

Given that some studies have found differences between an individual’s 

conceptualization of peer leadership and rating of their own peer leader performance and 

a peer’s conceptualization of peer leadership and rating of performance (Moran & Weiss, 

2006; Price & Weiss, 2011), t-tests were first conducted to identify if there was a 

difference between how the athletes rated themselves on the PSLBI and how their peers 

ratings on the PSLBIR.  The t-tests revealed significant differences between self and peer 

ratings on several subscales.  In particular, athletes rated themselves higher on five peer 

leader behavior subscales than their peers did.  Athletes rated themselves higher on 

motivation behaviors (M = 5.52, SE = .16) than their peers rated them (M = 4.82, SE = 

.14).  This difference was significant t (139.76) = 3.31, p = .001, ES = .27.  Athletes also 
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rated themselves higher on creativity/intelligence behaviors (M = 5.10, SE = .20) than 

their peers rated them (M = 4.57, SE = .14).  This difference was also significant t (99.42) 

= 2.17, p = .03, ES = .21.  Athletes rated themselves higher on focus/commitment 

behaviors (M = 5.54, SE = .15) than their peers rated them (M = 4.94, SE = .14).  This 

difference was significant t (140.70) = 2.98, p = .003, ES = .24.  Participants rated 

themselves higher on compassion behaviors (M = 5.52, SE = .15) than their peers rated 

them (M = 5.02, SE = .14).  This was significant t (145.38) = 2.35, p = .02, ES = .19.  

Finally, athletes rated themselves higher on responsibility/maturity behaviors (M = 5.92, 

SE = .12) than their peers rated them (M = 5.08, SE = .14).  This difference was 

significant t (177.28) = 4.52, p < .001, ES = .32.   

Given these differences between self and peer ratings of leader behaviors, 

correlational analyses were conducted between the APLSEI subscales and both PSLBI 

subscales and PSLBIR subscales.  There was no significant relationship between any of 

the APLSEI subscales and PSLBIR subscales.  However, there was a significant positive 

relationship between the majority of APLSEI subscales and PSLBI subscales (see Table 

4.7).  Using the Bonferroni correction to control for Type 1 error across the 56 

correlations, a p-value of less than .00089 (.05/56) was required for significance (Green 

et al., 2000).  There was not a significant relationship between APLSEI-DEM and any of 

the PSLBI subscales.  The subscale APLSEI-EX was significantly correlated with all of 

the PSLBI subscales except technical/tactical ability.  APLSEI-MOT was significantly 

correlated with all of the PSLBI subscales except for technical/tactical ability, creativity, 

and responsibility.  APLSEI-CH was significantly correlated with all of the PSLBI 
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subscales except for technical/tactical ability and responsibility.  APLSEI-CR was 

significantly correlated with all of the PSLBI subscales except for technical/tactical 

ability and compassion.  APLSEI-SS was only significantly correlated with the PSLBI 

subscales for character and compassion.  Finally, APLSEI-MTR was significantly 

correlated with all of the PSLBI subscales except for technical/tactical ability.   
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Table 4.7 

       Correlations Between PLSBI Subscales and APLSEI Subscales 

   

Scale 

PSLBI-

Motivation 

PSLBI-

Character 

PSLBI-

Ability 

PSLBI-

Creativity 

PSLBI-

Focus 

PSLBI-

Problem 

Solving 

PSLBI-

Compassion 

PSLBI-

Responsibility 

APLSEI-DEM .25 .22 .22 .25 .23 .21 .24 .23 

APLSEI-EX .57* .72* .32 .52* .58* .60* .69* .51* 

APLSEI-MOT .60* .59* .40 .47 .52* .53* .60* .46 

APLSEI-CH .56* .75* .22 .44 .57* .52* .70* .56* 

APLSEI-CR .51* .43 .63* .78* .66* .60* .40 .56* 

APLSEI-SS .44 .52* .25 .32 .35 .47 .48* .37 

APLSEI-MTR .49* .51* .35 .56* .54* .55* .54* .53* 

Note. * p < .000089 
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Secondary Analyses 

T-tests and ANOVAs were also conducted to determine if there were any 

significant mean differences in APLSEI subscales for any of the demographic variables. 

Independent t-tests were used to test whether mean scores on each of the APLSEI 

subscales differed across gender, sport type (interdependent vs. independent), formal 

leader role, and starting position.  ANOVAs were conducted to test whether mean scores 

on each of the APLSEI subscales differed across ethnicity, year in school, and level of 

competition.  The only two demographic variables with significant results were having a 

formal leader role and being a starter. Using the Bonferroni correction to control for Type 

1 error, a p-value of less than .007 (.05/7) was required for significance (Green et al., 

2000).  On average, athletes with a formal leadership role reported higher self-efficacy 

for tactical ability/creativity (M = 81.02, SE = 2.33) than athletes without a formal 

leadership role (M = 73.06, SE = 1.46).  This difference was significant t (121.12) = 2.89, 

p = .005; however the effect size was rather small r = .25.  Athletes with a starting 

position on average reported higher self-efficacy for democratic/team player (M = 76.49, 

SE = 1.07) than athletes without a starting position (M = 70.07, SE = 2.08).  This 

difference was significant t (158.96) = 2.74, p = .007; but again with a small effect size r 

= .21.   

Summary of Results by Research Question 

Research question #1: What is the underlying factor structure of the items in the 

Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?  The finished solution resulted in a factor 

structure similar to the initial structure that was developed.  The finished solution 

comprised of eight subscales and retained 41 (78.8%) of the original 52 items.  
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Democratic/team player was the most difficult subscale to identify the underlying 

common theme as it contained five items previously hypothesized to be related to 

decision-making, one item regarding conflict management, and two items regarding team 

cohesion.  Ultimately, these behaviors appeared to represent behaviors associated with 

being a democratic leader and doing what’s best for the team.  Lead by example 

contained items relating to an athlete’s own performance.  The subscale, motivation, 

contained six out of the eight items initially identified as motivation.  Character 

contained multiple items relating to character and compassion and several items that 

represented responsibility.  Items on tactical ability/creativity all related to tactical ability 

and creativity.  Social support contained items relating to social support/compassion.  

Items loading on the mentor subscale also related to social support, but more specifically 

to sport-specific situations and skills.  Finally, the subscale role model at practices 

contained items all related to serving as a role model during practices.  The majority of 

the items relating to problem-solving did not have high loadings on any of the subscales 

and were dropped.   

Research question #2: How many factors are needed to summarize the pattern of 

correlations in the correlation matrices for the scales that make up the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?  Following the EFA, an eight factor solution was the 

most stable and made the most sense conceptually.  Specific factor loadings can be found 

in Table 4.4.   

Research question #3: How much variance is accounted for by each scale of the 

Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?  The finished solution revealed eight 

components that explained 72.26% of the variance.  Democratic/team player accounted 
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for 37.11% of the variance, lead by example accounted for 7.97% of the variance, 

motivation explained 6.61% of the variance, character accounted for 5.47% of the 

variance, tactical ability/creativity explained 4.69% of the variance, social support 

accounted for 4.14% of the variance, mentor explained 3.42% of the variance, and role 

model at practices accounted for 2.87% of the variance.   

Research question #4: Are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy 

Inventory reliable and valid?  Reliability analysis was performed by computing 

Cronbach’s alpha for each of the subscales to determine the internal consistency of the 

APLSEI.  The subscales democratic/team player, lead by example, motivation, character, 

tactical ability/creativity, social support, and mentor had Cronbach’s alphas between .86 

and .92. Subscale eight, role model at practices, had α = .67 and fairly low corrected 

item-total correlations ranging from .39 to .56 and was therefore omitted from subsequent 

analyses due to the low internal consistency (i.e., Cronbach’s Alpha below .70). 

There was a significant positive relationship between the three LSE subscales and 

the APLSEI subscales.  There was no significant relationship between any of the APLSEI 

subscales and PSLBIR subscales.  However, there was a significant relationship between 

the majority of APLSEI subscales and PSLBI subscales (the specific correlations can be 

found in Table 4.7).   
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 This chapter provides a summary of research, a discussion of the findings, and 

interpretation of the results of this study for each research question.  This chapter also 

includes a discussion of the implications of this study for understanding athlete peer 

leadership and improving athlete leadership development programs.  This chapter will 

conclude with a description and analysis of the study’s limitations and future directions 

for research and practice.   

Summary of Research 

Multiple studies in the sport and exercise psychology literature have identified 

leadership as a crucial construct that is necessary to the cohesive functioning of a group 

or team (Gill & Williams, 2008; Meissen, 2009).  Most studies on leadership in sport 

have investigated coach leadership, but more recently researchers have begun to 

investigate leadership from the athletes (e.g., Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Price & Weiss, 

2011; Shields et al., 1997; Todd & Kent, 2004).  In particular, several studies have also 

found that athlete peer leaders display certain important leader behaviors that coaches do 

not (e.g., Glenn & Horn, 1993; Todd & Kent, 2004).  Athlete peer leaders have been 

found to demonstrate higher levels of social support, positive feedback, and more 

democratic behavior than coaches do (Loughead & Hardy, 2005).  Additionally, there 

have been a small number of studies that have examined the influence of athlete peer 

leaders on team outcomes (e.g., Shields et al., 1997; Price & Weiss, 2011; Vincer & 

Loughead, 2010; Zacharatos et al., 2000).  These studies have established that effective 
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athlete peer leaders can enhance team satisfaction, elicit a greater degree of effort from 

teammates, and increase social and task cohesion.  

Self-efficacy has been found to be a key predictor of performance in the sport and 

physical activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Moritz et al., 2000) and leadership 

performance potential in other domains, such as the military (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 

2001). Many studies have examined leader self-efficacy in coaches (e.g. Chase et al., 

2005; Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2008; Harwood, 2008; Kavussanu et al., 2008; 

Malete & Feltz, 2000; Myers et al., 2005); however, athlete peer leader self-efficacy has 

not been researched.    

There are relatively few leader development opportunities for athlete peer leaders; 

however, there are a number of leader development programs available for coaches.  

Several studies have evaluated these coaching development programs and although some 

have been found to increase coach self-efficacy, it has been noted that these coaching 

development programs could be strengthened to even further increase coach self-efficacy 

(Feltz et al., 2008; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005).  In line with Bandura’s theory and 

research on development of self-efficacy, training and experience have been reported to 

be the largest source of self-efficacy in both the teaching and coaching realms (Malete & 

Feltz, 2000).  Similarly, Feltz et al. (1999) reported that high school coaches self-efficacy 

stemmed from the extent of their coaching experience and preparation, prior success, the 

perceived skill of their athletes, and perceived social support (e.g., school and community 

support).  Therefore, it would be reasonable to assume that training and experience would 

also significantly contribute to peer leader self-efficacy among athletes.  
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Given the importance of peer leaders on a team, and that peer leaders often do not 

receive formal leader training, more research in athlete peer leadership is necessary.  In 

particular, since training and experience significantly influence coach leader self-

efficacy, and those peer leader training programs that do exist do not incorporate self-

efficacy, advancing the understanding of self-efficacy in peer leaders is crucial.  

However, given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, a valid and 

reliable measure of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes is first necessary to 

conduct research in this area.  The literature on social cognitive theory, coach self-

efficacy, and athlete peer leadership informed the development of the scales and items for 

the APLSEI.   

Interpretation of Findings 

There were multiple purposes for conducting this research, based on Newman et 

al.’s (2003) typology of research purposes.  The first purpose was to gain a better 

understanding of the complex phenomena of athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  This was 

accomplished by identifying the tasks and behaviors that make up the components of 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  This was achieved by conducting a thorough literature 

review, conducting focus groups with college athletes, and consulting with experts to 

generate items that reflect the construct of athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  There is 

currently no measure of athlete leader self-efficacy that exists, and given that self-

efficacy is context-, task-, and domain-specific, measures of related constructs or 

different populations are not acceptable to measure leader self-efficacy in athletes.  

Creating an inventory of peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes, and exploring the 

psychometric properties of the subscales of the inventory will allow researchers to 
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accurately measure peer leader self-efficacy in collegiate athletes, and continue to further 

research and explore this construct.   

The next aim was to add to the knowledge base of self-efficacy and athlete 

leadership to develop stronger, theoretically based, leadership training programs that can 

enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  This purpose was accomplished 

by examining the relationship between scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy 

Instrument (APLSEI; Shipherd & Siwatu, 2013) with self-reported ratings of leader 

behavior performance on the Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory (PSLBI; Glenn 

& Horn, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2011) and peer ratings of leader behavior performance 

from the Peer Sport Leader Behavior Inventory – Revised (PSLBIR; Shipherd & Siwatu, 

2012).  Solidifying the components that make up athlete peer leadership, establishing a 

measure of athlete peer leader self-efficacy, and identifying the relationship between 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy and leader performance will provide valuable information 

that can be used to guide the development of athlete leadership programs.   

The following research questions were developed to guide the study and achieve 

the purposes of this study: 

1) What is the underlying factor structure of the items in the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

2) How many factors are needed to summarize the pattern of correlations in 

the correlation matrices for the scales that make up the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory? 

3) How much variance is accounted for by each scale of the Athlete Peer 

Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory? 
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4) Are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory reliable and 

valid? 

Research Question 1 

Principal axis factoring was utilized to determine the underlying factor structure 

of the items in the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory because principal axis 

factoring allows for an estimation of the underlying factors, compared to a principal 

components analysis that merely establishes which linear components exist within the 

data (Field, 2009).  Promax rotation, an oblique rotation, was chosen because it was 

expected that some correlation would exist between factors (Field, 2009).  The finished 

solution resulted in a factor structure similar, but not identical, to the initial structure that 

was developed.  The initial structure had contained 52 self-efficacy items representing 

seven subscales: motivation (8 items), social support/compassion (11 items), character (5 

items), handling tough situations/problem-solving (6 items), decision-making (6 items), 

role model/commitment (10 items), and technical/tactical ability (6 items).  The finished 

solution comprised of eight subscales and retained 41 (78.85%) of the original 52 items.  

The finished solution contained eight subscales: democratic/team player (8 items), lead 

by example (7 items), motivation (6 items), character (7 items), tactical ability/creativity 

(4 items), social support (3 items), mentor (3 items), and role model at practices (3 

items).  These subscales represent constructs that numerous studies on peer leadership 

have previously identified (e.g. Glenn & Horn, 1993; Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Price & 

Weiss, 2011).  In particular, the behaviors that athlete peer leaders demonstrate at higher 

levels than coaches: motivating teammates, providing social support, and demonstrating 

democratic decision-making.  The APLSEI subscales also appear to represent behaviors 
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and tasks of athlete peer leaders who lead by example and also those who are vocal 

leaders.    

However, the APLSEI items 14, 15, 19, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, and 45 were 

dropped due to cross-loading and/or loadings below .40.  Items 14, be supportive when 

my teammates are giving good effort at competitions, 15, help teammates with personal 

problems, 19, encourage teammates to confide in me, 31, involve teammates in decision-

making, and 45, give maximum effort in competitions, could have inadequate factor 

loadings because of the ambiguity in the wording of the items.  In particular, with item 

31, involve teammates in decision-making, the Leadership Scale for Sports (Chelladurai 

& Saleh, 1980) differentiates between decision-making for competition strategies, for 

conducting practices, and other important team matters.  Item 24, accept responsibility 

when my team performs poorly at competitions, could have inadequate factor loadings 

because accepting responsibility for a team’s poor performance is more representative of 

a coach than an athlete peer leader, or also because the item is of high difficult, and 

additional items should have been included to better represent varying levels of task 

difficulty. 

The majority of the items relating to problem-solving (APLSEI items 26, 27, 28, 

29, 30) did not have high loadings on any of the subscales and were dropped.  This 

finding is in contrast to Dupuis and colleagues (2006) finding that problem-solving, or 

conflict management, was a key theme identified by former Canadian university hockey 

captains.  Both Zaccaro et al. (2001) and Loehr (2005) also identified problem-solving as 

a major function of leaders.  One reason for the contrasting finding could be that coaches 

engage in more problem-solving behaviors than athlete peer leaders; however, measures 
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of coach leader behavior (i.e., the Leadership Scale for Sports) or of coach self-efficacy 

(i.e., the Coaching Efficacy Scale), do not contain items that reflect problem-solving 

behaviors.  Additionally, it is possible that the problem-solving items were not well-

written, in particular with regard to varying levels of task difficulty.  One expert, graduate 

students, and athletes participating in the focus groups were asked to comment on the 

perceived levels of difficulty for each task in order to create items reflecting varying 

levels of task difficulty; however, the other five experts were not asked specifically to 

comment on the perceived levels of difficulty.   

Research Question 2 

Gorsuch’s (1997) criteria of factor loadings > .40 was used to aid in interpretation 

of the EFA and provide an answer to the second research question, “how many factors 

are needed to summarize the pattern of correlations in the correlation matrices for the 

scales that make up the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?”  An examination 

of the scree plot revealed two points of inflection, indicating the presence of possibly five 

or eight factors.  An EFA was first conducted specifying that factors with eigenvalues 

only over one be retained.  Examination of the pattern matrix revealed multiple 

components with loadings below Gorsuch’s (1997) recommendation of .40 and 

components with fewer than three items loading onto them.  Component eight was where 

the components began to deviate from Gorsuch’s (1997) criteria, thus a second analysis 

was conducted with eight factors to be extracted specified.  The eight factor solution 

resulted in the most stability and made the most sense conceptually.  Factor loadings for 

democratic/team player (8 items), ranged from .51 to .97, for lead by example (7 items) 

factor loadings ranged from .52 to .88, .57 to .82 for motivation (6 items), .53 to .82 for 
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character (7 items), .73 to .88 for tactical ability/creativity (4 items), .80 to .84 for social 

support (3 items), .45 to .90 for mentor (3 items), and .49 to .86 for role model at 

practices (3 items).    

Research Question 3 

The amount of common variance shared amongst the items on each scale was 

calculated, providing data to answer research question three, “how much variance is 

accounted for by each scale of the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory?”  The 

finished solution revealed eight components that explained 72.26% of the variance.  

Democratic/team player accounted for 37.11% of the variance, lead by example 

accounted for 7.97% of the variance, motivation explained 6.61% of the variance, 

character accounted for 5.47% of the variance, tactical ability/creativity explained 4.69% 

of the variance, social support accounted for 4.14% of the variance, mentor explained 

3.42% of the variance, and role model at practices accounted for 2.87% of the variance.   

 There is no minimum criterion for the amount of variance explained by a scale or 

instrument (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003); however, the amount of variance explained 

by the APLSEI was rather high (72.26%) when compared to other similar scales.  For 

example, the Coaching Efficacy Scale (Feltz et al., 1999) only explained 58% of the 

variance across the subscales, and the PSLBI (Glenn & Horn, 1993; Price & Weiss, 

2011) explained 63.8% of the variance.     

Research Question 4 

Reliability analysis was performed by computing Cronbach’s alpha for each of 

the subscales to determine the internal consistency of the scores on the APLSEI.  

Construct validity was evaluated by conducting a correlational analysis to determine the 
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relationship between scores on the APLSEI and the LSE and leader performance, as 

measured by the PSLBI and PSBLIR.  These analyses provided an answer to the final 

research question, “are scores on the Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory reliable 

and valid?”  

Subscale one, democratic/team player, was found to have α = .92 with corrected 

item-total correlations ranging from .59 to .82, subscale two, lead by example, had α = 

.89 with corrected item-total correlations ranging from .61 to .80.  Subscale three, 

motivation, had α = .88 with corrected item-total correlations ranging from .63 to .74.  

Subscale four, character, had α = .87 with corrected item-total correlations ranging from 

.40 to .79.  Subscale five, tactical ability/creativity, had α = .91 and corrected item-total 

correlations ranging from .73 to .84.  Subscale six, social support, had α = .90 with 

corrected item-total correlations ranging from .80 to .82.  Subscale seven, mentor, had α 

= .86 and corrected item-total correlations ranging from .58 to .84.  Subscale eight, role 

model at practices, had α = .67 and fairly low corrected item-total correlations ranging 

from .39 to .56 and was therefore omitted from subsequent analyses due to the low 

internal consistency (i.e., Cronbach’s Alpha below .70).  The high Cronbach’s alpha 

values for the first seven subscales provides evidence that each subscale does measure 

some underlying, or latent, construct (Kline, 2011).  The lower Cronbach’s alpha value 

for subscale eight, role model at practices, indicates the content of the three subscale 

items may not be representing the same underlying construct, and too much of the 

observed score variance is due to random error (Kline, 2011).  Therefore, the three items 

making up the role model at practices subscale do not sufficiently represent the same 

underlying construct.   
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Construct validity, specifically convergent validity, was investigated by 

examining the relationship between scores on the APLSEI subscales and scores on the 

three LSE subscales.  There was a significant relationship between the three LSE 

subscales and all of the APLSEI subscales, suggesting that the APLSEI has construct 

validity.  Unlike the PSLBI or the PSLBIR, the LSE measures self-efficacy and was also 

developed based on Bandura’s social cognitive theory.   

There was no significant relationship between any of the APLSEI subscales and 

PSLBIR subscales.  However, there was a significant relationship between the majority 

of APLSEI subscales and PSLBI subscales, which also suggests the APLSEI has 

construct validity.  This result could be because some studies have found differences 

between an individual’s conceptualization of peer leadership and rating of their own peer 

leader performance and a peer’s conceptualization of peer leadership and rating of 

performance (e.g. Moran & Weiss, 2006; Price & Weiss, 2011).  T-tests conducted 

between how the athletes rated themselves on the PSLBI and how their peers ratings on 

the PSLBIR revealed significant differences between self and peer ratings on several 

subscales.  In particular, athletes rated themselves higher on five peer leader behavior 

subscales than their peers did.  Additionally, both the APLSEI and PSLBI are self-report 

measures of one’s own beliefs.  It is assumed that participants respond honestly to self-

report items; however, it is possible that participants lied or inaccurately respond to the 

items.   

  There was also not a significant relationship between APLSEI-DEM and any of 

the PSLBI subscales.  Although the PSLBI contains eight subscales and the APLSEI 

revealed eight subscales, there were several differences between the two factor structures.  
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In particular, there was no subscale on the APLSEI representing problem-solving, nor 

was there a subscale on the PSLBI representing democratic/team player behaviors.  

Several studies (i.e., Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Rees & Segal, 1984) found that an 

important factor contributing to group solidarity was when peer leaders exhibited 

democratic behaviors, in particular, permitted teammates to participate in decision-

making.  The PSLBI does not explicitly measure democratic behaviors, so this could be 

why the APLSEI-DEM subscale did not correlate with any of the PSLBI subscales. 

The other APLSEI subscales were significantly correlated with multiple PSLBI 

subscales, which is also not very surprising, given the small differences between the 

factor structure of the APLSEI and the PSLBI.  However, the PSLBI subscale of 

technical/tactical ability only correlated significantly with the APLSEI-CR subscale.  

Given that the APLSEI-CR subscale contained items reflecting both creativity and 

tactical ability, this too makes conceptual sense.     

Secondary Analyses Findings 

T-tests and ANOVAS were conducted to test for mean differences among the 

demographic variables collected.  No significant difference was found for gender, sport 

type (interdependent vs. independent), ethnicity, year in school, or level of competition.  

This nonsignificant finding for gender is not surprising, given that several other studies 

examining leadership practices in college students and college athletes have also not 

found gender differences (Grandzol et al., 2010; Posner, 2004).  Studies examining self-

efficacy or confidence in sport have typically found no significant gender difference 

when the task or tasks being assessed were considered “gender neutral” (Feltz et al., 

2008).  Additionally, a study by Extejt and Smith (2009) also examined aspects of athlete 
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leadership and did not find any difference between interdependent and independent 

athletes.  However, having a formal leader role or having a starting position did result in 

higher athlete peer leader self-efficacy scores on several subscales.  On average, athletes 

with a formal leadership role reported higher self-efficacy for tactical ability/creativity 

(M = 81.02, SE = 2.33) than athletes without a formal leadership role (M = 73.06, SE = 

1.46).  This difference was significant t (121.12) = 2.89, p = .005; however the effect size 

was rather small r = .25.  Finally, athletes with a starting position on average reported 

higher self-efficacy for democratic/team player (M = 76.49, SE = 1.07) than athletes 

without a starting position (M = 70.07, SE = 2.08).  This difference was significant t 

(158.96) = 2.74, p = .007; but again with a small effect size r = .21.  These findings are 

also consistent with other studies that have found athletes in formal leadership roles 

demonstrate higher levels of leadership practices or behaviors, and athlete peer leaders 

tend to hold starting positions on the team (Grandzol et al., 2010; Loughead et al., 2006).   

Limitations 

The following are descriptions of the possible limitations of this study.  

 This study utilized a cross-sectional design, so data was only collected at 

one point in time, which permitted the authors from examining the 

stability of athlete peer leader self-efficacy over the course of the season.  

Enactive mastery experiences contribute significantly to self-efficacy, so 

it’s possible that severe declines or increases in team cohesion, a losing or 

winning streak, or other incidents could drastically affect a peer leader’s 

self-efficacy over the course of the season.   
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 The APLSEI is a self-report measure of one’s own beliefs, therefore, it 

was assumed that participants would respond honestly to all the items.  

However, it is possible that participants lied or inaccurately respond to the 

items. 

 The majority of participants completed the measures online.  Online data 

collection presents several limitations, including the possibility that some 

participants may have completed the measures more than once and that 

some non-eligible participants may have completed the measures as well.  

 Only a small sample of participants completed the measures face-to-face 

and complete peer- and self-ratings of leader behaviors.  This could 

prevent conclusions from being made about leader behavior performance 

and athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  

 The Peer Sport Leader Behavior Inventory (PSLBI) was modified and 

shortened, so that athletes could rate multiple teammates’ leader 

behaviors.  While reliability was found between the PSLBI and PSLBIR in 

a pilot study, the complete psychometric properties of the PSBLIR were 

not examined. 

 Over 450 coaches were contacted to recruit participation from their 

athletes, but the total number of participants was 326, so a large number of 

coaches either did not forward the recruitment email to their athletes or the 

athletes did not choose to participate.  Additionally, while 387 participants 

attempted to complete the APLSEI online, 111 participants clicked on the 

button indicating their willingness to participate in the study but failed to 
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complete any of the questionnaires and were therefore excluded from the 

study.  Due to the nature of the data collection (i.e., contacting athletes 

indirectly via their coaches), it is not possible to know the exact response 

rate.  There could potentially be something inherently different between 

those athletes who volunteered to participate and those athletes who chose 

not to participate, those athletes who clicked on the button indicating their 

willingness to participate in the study but failed to complete any of the 

questionnaires, and the coaches who chose not to forward the recruitment 

email to their athletes.  

Implications 

Many studies have examined leader self-efficacy in coaches (e.g. Chase et al., 

2005; Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2008; Harwood, 2008; Kavussanu et al., 2008; 

Malete & Feltz, 2000; Myers et al., 2005); however, self-efficacy in collegiate athlete 

peer leaders has not been previously studied.  The research suggests that leader 

development programs, even short-term programs, increase coach self-efficacy (Malete 

& Feltz, 2000).  While it did not specifically target self-efficacy, several aspects of 

Carolina’s CREED Program, were found effective in developing athlete peer leader’s 

leadership skills (Meissen, 2009).  However, given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, 

and domain-specific, a valid and reliable measure of peer leader self-efficacy in 

collegiate athletes is necessary to examine athlete peer leader self-efficacy before 

integrating self-efficacy into athlete peer leader development programs.  

This study sought to better understand the construct of athlete peer leader self-

efficacy, and to develop a measure to assess athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  If future 
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studies provide further evidence of the validity of the APLSEI and the measure is found 

to be predictive of leader behaviors or ability, the APLSEI can be used to identify athlete 

peer leaders and also guide leader development programs.  Additionally, the APLSEI 

could isolate athlete leaders’ self-efficacy weaknesses and leader development programs 

could target areas of weakness.  Given that self-efficacy has been found to be a key 

predictor of performance in the sport and physical activity domains (Feltz & Magyar, 

2006; Moritz et al., 2000) and leadership performance potential in other domains, such as 

the military (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001), developing a leadership training program 

aimed at increasing athlete peer leader self-efficacy could also increase the quality of 

athlete peer leaders.   

The initial results of this study suggest that theoretically based, leadership training 

programs aimed at enhancing weaknesses in athlete peer leader self-efficacy should focus 

on the following domains: being a democratic leader or team player, leading by example, 

motivating teammates, demonstrating character, tactical ability and creativity, providing 

social support, and being a mentor to teammates.  However, it should be cautioned that 

these subscales should first be further validated by collecting data from another sample 

and then conducting a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  As with coaching 

development programs, athlete peer leader development programs aimed at increasing 

self-efficacy should include enactive mastery experiences that can also provide 

physiological and affective information, vicarious learning opportunities, verbal 

persuasion, and imaginal experiences (Feltz et al., 2008; Malete & Feltz, 2000).  Athletes 

who participated in the study examining Carolina’s CREED Program also described 
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wanting more hands-on activities, more opportunities for social interaction, and more 

mentor leadership (Meissen, 2009).   

Future Research 

Given that this study provided some evidence of validity for the APLSEI, the next 

step should be to further assess the instrument validity by collecting data from another 

sample and then conducting a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  The final step in 

instrument development is then to develop norms to compare an individual’s score on a 

given characteristic with scores achieved by others, thus making the individual’s score 

meaningful.  Establishing norms would enable the APLSEI to be used to determine areas 

of weakness and strength in athlete peer leader self-efficacy.  Establishing common areas 

of weakness would be useful for developing athlete leadership programs, and identifying 

strengths could potentially assist in selecting leaders for formal leadership positions.   

Although there has been a multitude of research on the sources of self-efficacy 

(e.g. Bandura, 1997; Feltz et al., 2008; Feltz & Magyar, 2006; Schunk, 2012), future 

research should also be conducted to explore the sources of athlete peer leader self-

efficacy.  Research on self-efficacy in sport has established six separate sources for 

developing self-efficacy: enactive mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal 

persuasion, physiological states, affective states, and imagery (Feltz et al., 2008; Feltz & 

Magyar, 2006).  However, research on sources of self-efficacy in sport have examined 

coaches’ leader self-efficacy (e.g., Chase et al., 2005; Feltz et al., 1999; Malete & Feltz, 

2000) and the self-efficacy of athletes as it pertains to their sport (e.g., Vealey et al., 

1998), but no study has yet to examine athlete peer leader self-efficacy sources.  This is 
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an avenue that should be explored prior to developing athlete leadership development 

programs.   

Future studies should also employ longitudinal-type research designs to measure 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy over the course of a season.  Given that an athlete’s or 

team’s performance can fluctuate over the course of a season, Feltz. et al. (2008) suggests 

it is likely that athlete’s self-efficacy levels will fluctuate as well.  Research should also 

investigate the processing functions of athlete peer leaders.  Specifically, if and how 

athletes weigh and integrate self-efficacy information from the different sources also 

fluctuates over the course of a season.  For example, under what circumstances will 

failures motivate athletes to exert more effort?  There is some evidence that athletes with 

resilient self-efficacy beliefs are motivated by failures (e.g., Weinberg et al., 1981), but it 

is possible that under certain circumstances or points in the season failure could motivate 

even athletes without resilient self-efficacy beliefs.  

Given the differences this study and others (e.g., Moran & Weiss, 2006; Price & 

Weiss, 2011) have found between an individual’s rating of their own leadership 

performance and a peer’s rating of leadership performance, further studies should explore 

these differences as well.  Perhaps these differences can also be explored and addressed 

in athlete leader development programs as well.  These differences between an 

individual’s rating of their own leadership performance and a peer’s rating of leadership 

performance could be related to the athlete’s outcome expectations or value of the 

leadership role or position.  Although the APLSEI contained five questions pertaining to 

expectancy-value in Part 2 of the measure, these items were not included in the analyses 

given that each factor in expectancy-value theory was only represented by one item, and 



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

119 
 

therefore the psychometric properties of these items could not be assessed.  Nonetheless, 

this construct should be further explored.   

Future research should also examine the relationship of athlete peer leaders, 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy, and team cohesion.  This study did not find a significant 

relationship between the APLSEI-DEM subscale and any of the PSLBI subscales.  

However, several studies (e.g., Loughead & Hardy, 2005; Rees & Segal, 1984) found that 

an important factor contributing to group solidarity was when peer leaders exhibited 

democratic behaviors, in particular, permitted teammates to participate in decision-

making.  The PSLBI does not explicitly measure democratic behaviors, which could be 

why the APLSEI-DEM subscale did not correlate with any of the PSLBI subscales.  It is 

possible the APLSEI-DEM subscale could have correlated with team cohesion, had 

cohesion been measured in the present study.  Future studies could examine this 

relationship between APLSEI subscales and team cohesion.  

Finally, additional research should be conducted with the APLSEI to determine 

how athlete peer leader self-efficacy influences team outcomes.  Shields et al. (1997) 

studied the relationship between leader behaviors and team cohesion in high school and 

community college baseball and softball players in California and found a relationship 

between high task cohesion and the leader behaviors of training and instruction, social 

support, democratic behavior, and positive feedback.  Additionally, they found the leader 

behaviors of social support may support social cohesion (Shields et al., 1997).  Vincer 

and Loughead (2010) also looked at the influence of athlete leader behaviors on 

perceptions of team cohesion amongst varsity and club level athletes in Canada.  They 

administered athletes a modified version of the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; 
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Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), which was initially developed for coaches, and an 

assessment of team cohesion.  Vincer and Loughead (2010) found that athlete leaders 

who engaged in training and instruction behaviors and who engaged in behaviors to 

provide social support, had teammates who perceived higher task and social cohesion.  

Given that the APLSEI subscales reflect training and instruction, social support, 

democratic behaviors, and positive feedback behaviors, the relationship between athlete 

peer leader self-efficacy and team outcomes should also be further studied.   

Conclusions 

This study aimed to gain a better understanding of the complex phenomena of 

athlete peer leader self-efficacy and create a valid and reliable inventory of peer leader 

self-efficacy in collegiate athletes.  After initial analyses, the APLSEI was found to 

contain eight subscales that were labeled: democratic/team player, lead by example, 

motivation, character, tactical ability/creativity, social support, mentor, and role model 

at practices.  The eight subscales explained 72.26% of the variance.  Scores on the first 

seven of the eight subscales were found to be internally consistent, with the eighth 

subscale being dropped from further analyses due to the low internal consistency (i.e., 

Cronbach’s Alpha below .70).  There was a significant relationship between the three 

LSE subscales and the APLSEI subscales and a significant relationship between the 

majority of APLSEI subscales and PSLBI subscales.  This preliminary evidence suggests 

that the APLSEI has construct validity.   

This study was the first to investigate the construct of peer leader self-efficacy in 

collegiate athletes.  The study provides data that contribute to the understanding of athlete 

peer leader self-efficacy, and demographic information that contributes to the literature 
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on athlete peer leaders.  Based on the findings from this study, the Athlete Peer Leader 

Self-Efficacy Inventory is a multidimensional instrument with good preliminary internal 

consistency and construct validity.  Given that self-efficacy is context-, task-, and 

domain-specific, this measure can be used to assess the self-efficacy beliefs of collegiate 

athlete peer leaders.  Further research is still necessary in the domain of athlete peer 

leader self-efficacy; however, the APLSEI appears to be a promising measure that can be 

utilized in further studies of athlete peer leader self-efficacy, and can contribute to the 

development of theoretically-based athlete leadership training programs targeting peer 

leader self-efficacy.   
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APPENDIX A. Demographic Questionnaire (also located in Part 3 of APLSEI) 

Please read each question carefully and answer questions to the best of your ability. 

Thank you. 

1) What is your gender?  

___ Male 

___ Female 

___ Transgender 

2) What is your ethnic/racial identification?  

___ Asian / Asian American / Pacific Islander 

___ Latino / Latina / Hispanic 

___ African American / Black 

___ White / Caucasian / European 

___ Native American / American Indian 

___ Biracial or Multiracial (please specify) 

___ Other (please specify) 

3) What is your age? _______________ 

4) What year are you?  

___ First year/freshman 

___ Sophomore  

___ Junior  

___ Senior  

___ Other (please indicate) 

5) What is your primary sport? __________________________________________ 

6) What division are you currently competing in? 

___ NAIA  

___ NCAA D3  

___ NCAA D2   

___ NCAA D1    

7) How many total years of experience do you have in your primary sport? ___________ 

8) How long have you been a member of your current college team? __________ months 

9) Do you currently hold any formal leadership role on your current college team (i.e., 

captain, manager, etc.)?  

___ Yes (Please describe: _________________________________________________) 

___ No 

10) Do you currently hold a starting position on your current college team?  

___ Yes  

___ No 
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APPENDIX B. Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory (44 items) 

Part 1 

 

Please rate how certain you are that you can accomplish the following actions discussed 

below on your current college team.  

 

Rate your degree of confidence by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the scale 

given below: 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Cannot do at all   Moderately can do  Highly certain can do  

 

Confidence 

(0-100) 

__65__  Sample: Stick to an exercise routine when I am tired     

______ 1) Mentally prepare teammates for competition strategies  

______ 2) Build the self-esteem of my teammates      

______ 3) Build the self-confidence of my teammates     

______ 4) Motivate my teammates when facing an easy opponent    

______ 5) Motivate my teammates when facing a challenging opponent   

______ 6) Motivate my teammates when my team has a losing record   

______ 7) Motivate my teammates when my team has a winning record   

______ 8) Build team cohesion        

______ 9) Maintain team cohesion        

______ 10) Congratulate teammates for good performance at practice   

______ 11) Congratulate teammates for good performance at competitions   

______ 12) Congratulate teammates for good effort at practice    

______ 13) Congratulate teammates for good effort at competitions  

______ 14) Help teammates with personal problems      

______ 15) Help teammates overcome sport-related disappointments    
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______ 16) Help teammates develop sport-related skills      

______ 17) Help teammates improve sport-related skills      

______ 18) Encourage teammates to confide in me      

______ 19) Manage conflict between teammates       

______ 20) Manage conflict between teammates and coach(es)     

______ 21) Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates   

______ 22) Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates and 

coach(es)  

______ 23) Confront teammates for breaking team rules      

______ 24) Notify team leaders of teammates breaking team rules     

______ 25) Involve teammates in decision-making      

______ 26) Encourage teammates to participate in setting team goals   

______ 27) Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding how practices 

are conducted 

______ 28) Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding competition 

strategies  

______ 29) Show up early to practice        

______ 30) Show up early to competitions      

______ 31) Control my emotions during practice      

______ 32) Control my emotions during competitions     

______ 33) Remain calm and focused in pressure situations     

______ 34) Recover quickly after mistakes      
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______ 35) Communicate effectively with teammates during competition   

______ 36) Make personal sacrifices to help the team     

______ 37) Give maximum effort in practice       

______ 38) Give maximum effort in competitions      

______ 39) Give maximum effort in my academics  

______ 40) Represent my team well at community service events 

______ 41) Represent my team well at team fundraisers 

______ 42) Conduct professional interviews with media after a tough loss 

______ 43) Conduct professional interviews with media after a win 

______ 44) Represent the team’s interests in meetings with coaching staff or other 

personnel 
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APPENDIX C. TTU IRB Approval for APLSEI Pilot 
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APPENDIX D. Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory (52 items) 

Part 1 

 

Please rate how certain you are that you can accomplish the following actions discussed 

below on your current college team.  

 

Rate your degree of confidence by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the scale 

given below: 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Cannot do at all   Moderately can do  Highly certain can do  

 

Confidence 

(0-100) 

__65__  Sample: Stick to an exercise routine when I am tired     

______ 1) Assist teammates in their mental preparation for competition strategies  

______ 2) Build the self-esteem of my teammates      

______ 3) Build the self-confidence of my teammates     

______ 4) Motivate my teammates when facing an easy opponent    

______ 5) Motivate my teammates when facing a challenging opponent   

______ 6) Motivate my teammates when my team has a losing record   

______ 7) Motivate my teammates when my team has a winning record   

______ 8) Build team cohesion        

______ 9) Maintain team cohesion        

______ 10) Congratulate teammates for good performance at practice   

______ 11) Congratulate teammates for good performance at competitions   

______ 12) Congratulate teammates for good effort at practice    

______ 13) Congratulate teammates for good effort at competitions  

______ 14) Maintain my teammates’ respect 

______ 15) Maintain my teammates’ trust  
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______ 16) Help teammates with personal problems       

______ 17) Help teammates overcome sport-related disappointments    

______ 18) Help teammates develop sport-related skills      

______ 19) Help teammates improve sport-related skills      

______ 20) Encourage teammates to confide in me      

______ 21) Manage conflict between teammates       

______ 22) Manage conflict between teammates and coach(es)     

______ 23) Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates   

______ 24) Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates and 

coach(es)  

______ 25) Confront teammates for breaking team rules      

______ 26) Notify team leaders of teammates breaking team rules     

______ 27) Involve teammates in decision-making      

______ 28) Encourage teammates to participate in setting team goals   

______ 29) Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding how practices 

are conducted 

______ 30) Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding competition 

strategies  

______ 31) Show up early to practice        

______ 32) Be one of the first to arrive to competitions     

______ 33) Control my emotions during practice      

______ 34) Control my emotions during competitions    
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______ 35) Remain calm and focused in pressure situations     

______ 36) Recover quickly after mistakes       

______ 37) Communicate effectively with teammates during competition   

______ 38) Make personal sacrifices to help the team     

______ 39) Give maximum effort in practice       

______ 40) Give maximum effort in competitions      

______ 41) Give maximum effort in my academics  

______ 42) Perform at my physical peak during practice  

______ 43) Perform at my physical peak during competition 

______ 44) Be creative in my performance during practice 

______ 45) Be creative in my performance during competition 

______ 46) Read my opponent and adjust my style of play 

______ 47) Read my opponent and determine my opponent’s strengths and 

weaknesses 
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Part 2 

Please read each statement carefully and circle the number that best corresponds with 

each statement. 

1) How well do you expect to perform as a leader on your team?  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

2) It is important for me to be a skilled leader on my team.  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

3) I enjoy being a leader on my team.  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

4) I will be able to use the skills that I acquire as a leader on my team in other areas of 

life. 

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

5) To be a skilled leader on my team, I will have to make sacrifices.  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

 

Name (first and last): ________________________________________ (Group B only) 
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APPENDIX E. Athlete Peer Leader Self-Efficacy Inventory (57 items) 

Part 1 

 

Please rate how confident you are that you can accomplish the following actions 

discussed below on your current college team.  

 

Rate your degree of confidence by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the scale 

given below: 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Not confident at all   Moderately confident          Highly confident  

 

Confidence 

(0-100) 

__65__  Sample: Stick to an exercise routine when I am tired     

______ 1) Build the self-esteem (general feelings and judgment of worth) of my 

teammates       

______ 2) Build the self-confidence (belief that one can perform successfully) of 

my teammates     

______ 3) Motivate my teammates when facing an easy opponent    

______ 4) Motivate my teammates when facing a challenging opponent   

______ 5) Motivate my teammates when my team has a losing record   

______ 6) Motivate my teammates when my team has a winning record   

______ 7) Build team cohesion        

______ 8) Maintain team cohesion        

______ 9) Be supportive when my teammates are performing well at practice  

______ 10) Be supportive when my teammates are performing poorly at practice  

______ 11) Be supportive when my teammates are performing well at 

competitions 
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______ 12) Be supportive when my teammates are performing poorly at   

  competitions  

______ 13) Be supportive when my teammates are giving good effort at practice  

______ 14) Be supportive when my teammates are giving good effort at 

competitions  

______ 15) Help teammates with personal problems       

______ 16) Help teammates overcome sport-related disappointments    

______ 17) Help teammates develop sport-related skills      

______ 18) Help teammates improve sport-related skills      

______ 19) Encourage teammates to confide in me    

______ 20) Maintain my teammates’ respect 

______ 21) Maintain my teammates’ trust  

______ 22) Be well liked by my teammates 

______ 23) Be honest with my teammates 

______ 24) Accept responsibility when my team performs poorly at competitions   

______ 25) Manage conflict between teammates       

______ 26) Manage conflict between teammates and coach(es)     

______ 27) Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates   

______ 28) Remain fair when dealing with conflict between teammates and 

coach(es)  

______ 29) Hold teammates accountable for breaking team rules     

______ 30) Notify team leaders of teammates breaking team rules    
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______ 31) Involve teammates in decision-making      

______ 32) Encourage teammates to participate in setting team goals   

______ 33) Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding how practices 

are conducted 

______ 34) Encourage teammates to make suggestions regarding competition 

strategies 

______ 35) Identify when my team needs a vocal leader and be the vocal leader 

______ 36) Identify when my team needs a leader by example and lead by 

example  

______ 37) Show up early to practice      

______ 38) Control my emotions during practice      

______ 39) Control my emotions during competitions     

______ 40) Remain calm and focused in pressure situations     

______ 41) Recover quickly after mistakes       

______ 42) Communicate effectively with teammates during competition   

______ 43) Make personal sacrifices to help the team  

______ 44) Give maximum effort in practice       

______ 45) Give maximum effort in competitions      

______ 46) Give maximum effort in my academics  

______ 47) Perform at my physical peak during practice  

______ 48) Perform at my physical peak during competition 

______ 49) Be creative in my performance during practice 

______ 50) Be creative in my performance during competition 
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______ 51) Read my opponent and adjust my style of play 

______ 52) Read my opponent and determine my opponent’s strengths and 

weaknesses 

 

Part 2 

Please read each statement carefully and circle the number that best corresponds with 

each statement. 

1) How well do you expect to perform as a leader on your team?  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

2) It is important for me to be a skilled leader on my team.  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

3) I enjoy being a leader on my team.  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

4) I will be able to use the skills that I acquire as a leader on my team in other areas of 

life. 

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

5) To be a skilled leader on my team, I will have to make sacrifices.  

1      2  3      4  5      6  7 

Not well at all        Very well 

Name (first and last): ________________________________________ (Group B only) 
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Part 3 

 

Please read each question carefully and answer questions to the best of your ability. 

Thank you. 

 

1) What is your gender?  

___ Male 

___ Female 

___ Transgender 

2) What is your ethnic/racial identification?  

___ Asian / Asian American / Pacific Islander 

___ Latino / Latina / Hispanic 

___ African American / Black 

___ White / Caucasian / European 

___ Native American / American Indian 

___ Biracial or Multiracial (please specify) 

___ Other (please specify) 

3) What is your age? _______________ 

4) What year are you?  

___ First year/freshman 

___ Sophomore  

___ Junior  

___ Senior  

___ Other (please indicate) 

5) What is your primary sport? __________________________________________ 

6) What division are you currently competing in? 

___ NAIA  

___ NCAA D3  

___ NCAA D2   

___ NCAA D1    

7) How many total years of experience do you have in your primary sport? ___________ 

8) How long have you been a member of your current college team? __________ months 

 

9) Do you currently hold any formal leadership role on your current college team (i.e., 

captain, manager, etc.)?  

___ Yes (Please describe: __________________________________________________) 

___ No 

10) Do you currently hold a starting position on your current college team?  

___ Yes  

___ No 
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APPENDIX F. Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) Scale 

Please rate your confidence in your ability to perform each of the following tasks.  

 

Rate your confidence level by circling one number on the 100-point probability scale.  For example, 0% reflects not at all 

confident, 50% reflects an intermediate level of confidence, and 100% means completely confident. 

 

1.  I can figure out the best 

direction for where my team needs 

to go in the future.   0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

2.  I can identify the most critical 

areas for making meaningful 

improvements in my team's 

effectiveness.    0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

3.  I can develop plans for 

change that will take my team in  

important new directions.  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

4.  I see the path my team needs 

to take in order to significantly 

improve our effectiveness.   0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

5.  I can develop trusting 

relationships with my teammates 

such that they will embrace 

change goals with me.   0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

6.  I can obtain the genuine 

support of my teammates for  

new initiatives in the team.  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

7.  I can develop relationships with 

my teammates that will motivate 
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them to give their best efforts at 

continuous improvement.  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%    

 

8.  I can gain my teammates’ 

commitment to new goals.  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  

 

9.  I can figure out ways for 

overcoming resistance to change 

from others whose cooperation 

we need to improve things.  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

10.  I can figure out ways for 

my team to solve any policy or 

procedural problems hindering 

our change efforts.   0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

11.  I can work with my teammates 

to overcome any resource 

limitations hindering our efforts 

at moving the team forward.  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

12.  I can find the needed 

supporters in management/coaching  

staff to back our change efforts. 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
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APPENDIX G. Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory 

My Behaviors on the Team 

Please respond to the following questions by indicating how typical each statement is for you using the scale below. Circle the 

number that corresponds with the answer that is most true for you 

 Never Like 

Me  

Usually Not 

Like Me  

Sometimes 

Like Me  

Occasionally 

Like Me  

Often Like 

Me  

Usually Like 

Me  

Always Like 

Me  

1. I don’t let my teammates settle for anything short of their 

best effort.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

2. I try to be supportive and compassionate when my 

teammates are having a bad game or practice.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

3. My teammates consider me a talented athlete.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

4. I am a responsible person when it comes to preparing for 

practices and games.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

5. My teammates know I always put the team first.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

6. My teammates look to me to help them work though 

problems and disagreements.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

7. I sacrifice personal engagements to go to practices and 

games.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

8. I am admired by my teammates.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

9. In games and practices, I am creative in how I play.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

10. I lead by example.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

11. I think my teammates find me sincere in my 

encouragement.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

12. My teammates think I am a skilled athlete.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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Never Like 

Me  

Usually Not 

Like Me  

Sometimes 

Like Me  

Occasionally 

Like Me  

Often Like 

Me  

Usually Like 

Me  

Always Like 

Me  

13. I am organized in my preparation for practices.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

14. I bring out the best in my teammates.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

15. I’m a calming influence in stressful competitive 

situations.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

16. I am completely focused in games.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

17. I am popular with my teammates.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

18. My teammates consider me an imaginative athlete when 

I play.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

19. I have the ability to inspire my teammates to play 

harder.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

20. My teammates would describe me as considerate.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

21. I am an experienced athlete.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

22. I am organized in my preparation for games.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

23. I help my teammates get ready to play their best in an 

important competition.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

24. My teammates look to me for leadership in crucial 

matches.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

25. I am completely focused in practices.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

26. I am respected by my teammates.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

27. I am able to change my style of play according to the 

game situation.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 

 

155 
 

 

 

 

Never Like 

Me  

Usually Not 

Like Me  

Sometimes 

Like Me  

Occasionally 

Like Me  

Often Like 

Me  

Usually Like 

Me  

Always Like 

Me  

28. I model a great work ethic that encourages my 

teammates to practice and play hard.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

29. I am thought of by my teammates as honest.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

30. I am a physically fast athlete.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

31. I am physically and mentally prepared for practices.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

32. I inspire my teammates to never give up no matter how 

tough the situation.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

33. When things go wrong, my teammates look to me for 

answers.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

34. I am not easily distracted in practices.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

35. My teammates listen when I give opinions on game 

strategy.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

36. I help my teammates adjust their style of play 

depending on the game situation.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

37. I’m a great role model because of my training habits.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

38. My teammates feel that I can be trusted.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

39. I am a physically strong athlete.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

40. I am physically and mentally prepared for games.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

41. I push this team to always give their best effort.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

42. My teammates expect me to come through at “crunch 

time.”  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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Never Like 

Me  

Usually Not 

Like Me  

Sometimes 

Like Me  

Occasionally 

Like Me  

Often Like 

Me  

Usually Like 

Me  

Always Like 

Me  

43. I’m not easily distracted in games.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

44. My teammates consider me to be mature in my 

behavior.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

45. I understand game tactics and can adjust my play during 

the game to effectively exploit my opponent’s weakness.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

46. I help my teammates deal constructively with a loss.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

47. I follow through with my responsibilities.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

48. I’m the glue that keeps the team together and playing its 

best.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

49. I am committed to help this team develop to their 

highest level of play.  
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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APPENDIX H. Peer Sport Leadership Behavior Inventory – Revised 

Please respond to the following questions by indicating how typical each statement is for you using the scale below. Select the 

number that corresponds with the answer that is most true for you. 

 
Never Like 

Him/Her 

Usually Not 

Like 

Him/Her 

Sometimes 

Like 

Him/Her 

Occasionally 

Like 

Him/Her 

Often Like 

Him/Her 

Usually Like 

Him/Her 

Always Like 

Him/Her 

1. Teammates listen when he/she gives 

opinions on game strategy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. He/she is creative in how he/she plays. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Teammates think he/she is a skilled athlete. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. He/she models a great work ethic that 

encourages   teammates to practice and play 

hard. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. He/she is physically and mentally prepared 

to play. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. He/she is respected by teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. He/she doesn’t let teammates settle for 

anything short of their best effort. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. He/she follows through with his/her 

responsibilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Teammates look to him/her to help them 

work through problems and disagreements. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. He/she is able to change his/her style of play 

according to the game situation. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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11. He/she is not easily distracted in his/her 

sport performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I think teammates find him/her sincere in 

his/her encouragement. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. He/she is a responsible person when it 

comes to preparing for sport. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. He/she is a physically strong athlete. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. He/she tries to be supportive when 

teammates are having a bad performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. He/she is thought of by teammates as 

honest. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX I. TTU IRB Approval for PSLBIR Pilot 
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APPENDIX J. TTU IRB Approval for APLSEI 
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APPENDIX K. Group A (online data collection) Email to Coaches 

Hello, my name is Amber Shipherd and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of 

Educational Psychology at Texas Tech University. I am working with Dr. Kamau Oginga 

Siwatu on a study examining peer leader beliefs in collegiate athletes.  

Thank you for agreeing to allow your athletes to participate in this study! If you would 

kindly forward the attached recruitment letter to your varsity athletes who are: over the 

age of 18 and who have been a member of your current team for a minimum of three 

months.  

Given the importance of peer leaders on a team, that training and experience significantly 

influence coach leader beliefs, and peer leaders often do not receive formal leader 

training, the purpose of this study is to develop and pilot a valid and reliable measure of 

peer leader beliefs in collegiate athletes. Doing so will advance the understanding of 

beliefs in peer leaders and aid in the development of stronger leadership training 

programs that can enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader beliefs. 

Participation for your athletes entails completing two short questionnaires anticipated to 

take approximately 5 -15 minutes to complete, both regarding leader beliefs. Your 

athletes will not be asked to provide their name on the questionnaires, and any 

information they provide will be kept confidential.   

 

If you have questions about this study, you may contact Amber M. Shipherd at (925) 

586-3404 or at amber.shipherd@ttu.edu, or Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu at 

kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu.  

 

Thank you so much for your help with this research study!  
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APPENDIX L. Group A (online data collection) Recruitment Email to Athletes 

Hello, my name is Amber Shipherd and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of 

Educational Psychology at Texas Tech University. I am working with Dr. Kamau Oginga 

Siwatu on a study examining peer leader beliefs in collegiate athletes.  

Your coach is sending you this because you are a college varsity athlete over the age of 

18 and you have been a member of your current team for a minimum of three months.  

Currently athlete peer leader beliefs have not been studied. Given the importance of peer 

leaders on a team, that training and experience significantly influence coach leader 

beliefs, and peer leaders often do not receive formal leader training, the purpose of this 

study is to develop and pilot a valid and reliable measure of peer leader beliefs in 

collegiate athletes. Doing so will advance the understanding of beliefs in peer leaders and 

aid in the development of stronger leadership training programs that can enhance 

weaknesses in athlete peer leader beliefs. 

Participation entails completing two short questionnaires anticipated to take 

approximately 5 -15 minutes to complete, both regarding leader beliefs. You will not be 

asked to provide your name on the questionnaires, and any information you provide will 

be kept confidential.   

 

If you have questions about your participation in this study, you may contact Amber M. 

Shipherd at (925) 586-3404 or at amber.shipherd@ttu.edu, or Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu 

at kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this 

research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you may contact the Texas Tech 

University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of 

the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409; or (806) 

742-2064. 

 

Thank you so much for your help with this research study!  

 

Link to the study: 

 

{Link will be inserted once the questionnaire is live} 
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APPENDIX M. Group A (online data collection) Information Sheet 

What is this project about? This study is called “Leadership Beliefs and Practices 

among Collegiate Student-Athletes.” The researchers are creating an instrument to 

measure peer leader beliefs in collegiate varsity athletes.  

 

What will you ask me to do? You will be asked to fill out two online questionnaires on 

leader beliefs. 

 

Will the questions make me uncomfortable? The Institutional Review Board at Texas 

Tech University has reviewed the questions. They think you can answer them 

comfortably. However, you can stop answering the questions and leave any time you 

wish.  

 

How much time do you need? Participation is anticipated to take between 5 and 15 

minutes to complete. 

 

Who is running this study? The study is being conducted by Amber M. Shipherd, 

doctoral candidate in the Department of Educational Psychology under the supervision of 

Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu, an associate professor of Educational Psychology at Texas 

Tech University.  

 

If I have questions, who can I ask? If you have questions you may contact Amber M. 

Shipherd at (925) 586-3404 or at amber.shipherd@ttu.edu, or Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu 

at kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu.  TTU also has a board that protects the rights of people who 

participate in research. You can also ask them questions about your rights at (806) 742-

2064. You can also mail them at Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for 

the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech 

University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  

 

Are you going to protect my privacy? Yes.  Your name will not be attached to any of 

the data.  Everything you say will be confidential and will not be shared with anyone, 

including your coaches, and any data that results from your participation will be made 

anonymous.   

 

Can I quit during the study? Yes, you can quit at any time. You will not lose anything 

if you stop. Participation is your choice.  

 

 

Please click here if you agree to participate in the study.  
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APPENDIX N. Group B (face-to-face data collection) Email to Coaches  

Hello, my name is Amber Shipherd and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of 

Educational Psychology at Texas Tech University. I am working with Dr. Kamau Oginga 

Siwatu on a study examining peer leader beliefs in collegiate athletes.  

Thank you for agreeing to allow your athletes to participate in this study!  

Given the importance of peer leaders on a team, that training and experience significantly 

influence coach leader beliefs, and peer leaders often do not receive formal leader 

training, the purpose of this study is to develop and pilot a valid and reliable measure of 

peer leader beliefs in collegiate athletes. Doing so will advance the understanding of 

beliefs in peer leaders and aid in the development of stronger leadership training 

programs that can enhance weaknesses in athlete peer leader beliefs. 

Participation for your athletes entails a face-to-face meeting anticipated to take between 

20 and 30 minutes to complete (the whole team all together would be preferable, but 

multiple meetings can be arranged as well) in which athletes will be asked to complete 

three short questionnaires and a peer leader behavior rating form. They will initially be 

asked to provide their name on the questionnaires, and their teammate’s names on the 

peer leader behavior rating, only so that we may match the questionnaire with their 

teammate’s ratings of peer leader behaviors. Once the data have been matched, all names 

will be removed from all data. Everything your athletes say will be confidential and will 

not be shared with anyone.  

 

Please contact Amber M. Shipherd either by phone at (925) 586-3404 or by email at 

amber.shipherd@ttu.edu to set up a time to meet with your athletes.   

 

If you have questions about this study, you may contact Amber M. Shipherd at (925) 

586-3404 or at amber.shipherd@ttu.edu, or Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu at 

kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu.  

 

Thank you so much for your help with this research study!  
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APPENDIX O. Group B (face-to-face data collection) Recruitment Letter to 

Athletes 

Hello, my name is Amber Shipherd and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of 

Educational Psychology at Texas Tech University. I am working with Dr. Kamau Oginga 

Siwatu on a study examining peer leader beliefs in collegiate athletes.  

I am here because your coach has allowed me to come speak to you today, and you are a 

college varsity athlete over the age of 18 and you have been a member of your current 

team for a minimum of three months.  

Currently athlete peer leader beliefs have not been studied. Given the importance of peer 

leaders on a team, that training and experience significantly influence coach leader 

beliefs, and peer leaders often do not receive formal leader training, the purpose of this 

study is to develop and pilot a valid and reliable measure of peer leader beliefs in 

collegiate athletes. Doing so will advance the understanding of beliefs in peer leaders and 

aid in the development of stronger leadership training programs that can enhance 

weaknesses in athlete peer leader beliefs. 

Participation is anticipated to take between 20 and 30 minutes. You will be asked to 

complete three short questionnaires and rate your teammates’ leadership behaviors on a 

rating form. You will initially be asked to provide your name on the questionnaires, and 

your teammate’s names on the rating forms, only so that we may match your 

questionnaire with your teammate’s ratings. Once the data have been matched, all names 

will be removed from all data. Everything you say will be confidential and will not be 

shared with anyone, including your teammates’ or coaches.  

 

If you have questions about your participation in this study, you may contact Amber M. 

Shipherd at (925) 586-3404 or at amber.shipherd@ttu.edu, or Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu 

at kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this 

research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you may contact the Texas Tech 

University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of 

the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409; or (806) 

742-2064. 

 

Thank you so much for your help with this research study!  

 

 

 

  



Texas Tech University, Amber M. Shipherd, August 2013 
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APPENDIX P. Group B (face-to-face data collection) Information Sheet 

What is this project about? This study is called “Leader Beliefs and Practices among 

Collegiate Student-Athletes.” The researchers are creating an instrument to measure peer 

leader beliefs in collegiate varsity athletes.  

 

What will you ask me to do? You will be asked to fill out three questionnaires on leader 

beliefs and rate your teammates on a number of peer leader behaviors.  

 

Will the questions make me uncomfortable? The Institutional Review Board at Texas 

Tech University has reviewed the questions. They think you can answer them 

comfortably. However, you can stop answering the questions and leave any time you 

wish.  

 

How much time do you need? Participation is anticipated to take between 20 and 30 

minutes to complete. 

 

Who is running this study? The study is being conducted by Amber M. Shipherd, 

doctoral candidate in the Department of Educational Psychology under the supervision of 

Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu, an associate professor of Educational Psychology at Texas 

Tech University.  

 

If I have questions, who can I ask? If you have questions you may contact Amber M. 

Shipherd at (925) 586-3404 or at amber.shipherd@ttu.edu, or Dr. Kamau Oginga Siwatu 

at kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu.  TTU also has a board that protects the rights of people who 

participate in research. You can also ask them questions about your rights at (806) 742-

2064. You can also mail them at Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for 

the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech 

University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  

 

Are you going to protect my privacy? Yes. We ask you to provide your name only so 

that we may match your questionnaire with your teammate’s ratings of peer leader 

behaviors. Once the data have been matched, your name will be removed from all data. 

Everything you say will be confidential and will not be shared with anyone, including 

your coaches.  

 

Can I quit during the study? Yes, you can quit at any time. You will not lose anything 

if you stop. Participation is your choice. 


