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Abstract: One of the most important factors that either enables teams to succeed or makes them 
unsuccessful is team spirit and team cohesion. In teams where individuals that make up the team act 
together in harmony to achieve common goals and values, success comes naturally. In this context, our 
study aims to examine the team cohesion of the teams that play in Turkish Professional Handball 
leagues. 78 male athletes from Turkish men’s professional handball first league class B group A teams, 
and 67 female athletes from Turkish women’s professional handball first league group A teams which 
were included in the 2012-2013 activity program of the Turkish Handball Federation voluntarily 
participated in this study. As data acquisition tools, a “Personal Information Form” to collect personal 
data about the football players participating in the study, and a Team Cohesion questionnaire 
developed by W. Neil Widmeyer, Lawrence R. Brawley, Albert W. Carron (1985) and comprising 
“individual attraction-task”, “individual attraction-social”, “group integration-task”, “group 
integration-social” sub-dimensions were utilized. The data obtained has been analyzed using the SSPS 
statistical package program and the level of significance has been taken as (p<0,05). As a result, 
significant variances in team cohesion sub divisions according to variables of sex and age of handball 
players were noted. No significant variances in team cohesion sub divisions according to variables of 
level of education, durations of playing in the team and working with the coach, were noted.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 One of the most important factors that either enables teams to succeed or makes them unsuccessful is team 
spirit and team cohesion. Teams that work together with high cohesion and harmony, teams that acknowledge 
each other, work for each other’s achievement and complement each other are always the ones that create 
achievements and that are the biggest candidates of success in the long term.  Studies show that the most 
important indication of the performances of teams and players is also team spirit and cohesion. Players of teams 
with high levels of team spirit and cohesion are always capable of reaching the peak of their performances. A 
player who is comfortable and free within his team, who is acknowledged by his tolerant team mates without 
prejudice will stay away from emotional and mental problems and thus, maximize his performance. Cohesion 
and trust are the foundation of team spirit (Ahronson, A., C. Eberman, 2002; Bicer, T., 2006; Carron, A.V., 
2002; Tatar, G., 2009). 
  A team is an organizational society that ideally comprises members who complement one another, who 
have similar capabilities and believe in a common and important goals as well as common values, who have 
performance goals and who assess themselves with these goals. One of the most fundamental attributes of a 
team is that it creates cohesion among its members. Cohesion means establishing unified behavior through a 
strong connection among team members and mutual support among the team members (Akin, B., 1998).  
 For some researchers, the term “group” is defined is another name for “team”; and “team” is the group 
which is created by a number of individuals who get together in pursuit of an objective. Team work involves all 
members comprising the team to take on responsibilities in line with the common objective and target. All teams 
are groups but not all groups are teams. In their study, John Katzenbach and Douglas Smith (1993) base 
definitions of group to a comprehensive research and show the difference between the concept of team and 
group (Dubrin, A.J., C. Dalglish, 2003).  
 Groups may be defined in various ways. According to a definition which mainly is based on perception, a 
group forms when individuals perceive themselves as being a member of that group. According to another 
definition which is mainly based on group structure, a group forms when two or more individuals get together in 
a mutually connected manner to realize a certain function, play certain roles within such mutual connection and 
develop certain norms that regulate playing of such roles. (Serif, M., C.W. Serif, 1996b). 
 Teams are communities that get together to achieve a certain goal, and when team goals are set, care must 
be taken to ensure that these do not conflict with personal goals. Otherwise, team’s goals tend to be unclear. It 
may result in refraining from individual responsibilities by only determining team goals, or it may result in 
determination of goals that are out of the control of the individuals. As a matter of fact, many things which are 
determined as goals for a team tend to be long term goals. Studies have shown that team goals which are 
determined through personal goals are successful.  
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 There are three important elements in formation of a team. The first one is the requirement of two or more 
individuals in order to form a team. The second one is that, the individuals who make up the team are dependent 
on one another and they act together. They constantly interact with one another. The third one is that, the 
individuals who form a team work towards the realization of a certain objective (Efil, I., 2005; Eren, E., 2001). 
 Team spirit is not necessarily everyone’s being the same, thinking the same way or being copies of one 
another; rather, it means forming a whole with common goals and emotions with individuals who are part of the 
whole within their own individuality. Mutual respect, belief and trust are basic elements. (Bicer, T., 2007). 
 Team cohesion is a concept that is identical to group integration, group solidarity and group cohesion which 
we come across in various literature. All of these concepts are described as the cohesion or unification, the 
connectivity that keeps the team or the groups that work for a certain goal together. Festinger, Schachter and 
Back (1950) define this as the total of all forces which play a role in keeping the elements within the group. 
Carron (1982) defines group integration as a dynamic process which keep the group together in maintaining the 
objectives and goals, and which is reflected in tendencies (Dorak, F., N. Vurgun, 2006). 
 One of the most fundamental attributes of a team is that it creates cohesion among its members. Cohesion 
refers to members’ achieving a unified behavior by creating a strong connection among themselves, supporting 
each other and thus, becoming self-sufficient entities. It is difficult to even refer to teams with a low level of 
cohesion as being teams, therefore, this term also constitutes the basis for being a group (Hoog, M.A., G.M. 
Vaughan, 2007). 
 Team cohesion has certain determinative elements. The teams gained attributes and general status are the 
most important factors that influence the internal integration of the team. The first one of these is the interaction 
within the team. The higher the level of interaction among team members, and the more the team members are 
together; the stronger the team cohesion is. The second factor is the shared goals. If all team members agree on 
the goal, the cohesion is enhanced. Goal congruence bonds the team together, encourages and energizes team 
members for success. The third one is, the personal commitment to the team. This means that the members 
adopt similar behaviors and values and that they enjoy being together (Eren, E., 2001; Tatar, G., 2009). 
 The aim of our study is to examine team cohesion in teams of Turkey’s professional handball leagues, 
determine the weak and strong points of team cohesion and at the same time, determining this relationship.  
Making proposals and guiding our teams under the light of this information is important for out teams.  
 

MATERIALS AND METHOD 
 
 The study has been limited to 78 male athletes from Turkish men’s professional handball first league class 
B group A teams, and 67 female athletes from Turkish women’s professional handball first league group A 
teams which were included in the 2012-2013 activity program of the Turkish Handball Federation. 
We used the previously implemented Team Cohesion Survey (GQE) for validity and reliability analysis of our 
study. 
“The Measurement of Cohesion In Sport Team; Group Environment Questionnaire” (GQE) developed by W. 
Neil Widmeyer, Lawrence R. Brawley, Albert W. Carron (1985) comprises 4 sub dimensions (Tatar, G., 2009; 
Widmeyer, V.N., 1985).  
 These dimensions are; 
1. Individual Attraction Group - Task 
2. Individual Attraction Group - Social 
3. Group Integration - Task 
4. Group Integration - Social 
 
First Dimension:  
 Individual attraction provides information on emotions of team members, group task, group efficiency, 
group goals and objectivity.  
 
Second Dimension:  
 Individual attraction includes questions with respect to group-social dimension, regarding emotions of 
individual team members, and questions that socially influence the group and that concern the attractiveness of 
the group.  
 
Third Dimension:  
 Group integration-task measures team members’ individual perceptions of commitment, connection, task 
cooperation within the team.   
 
Fourth Dimension:  
 Group integration – social dimension includes questions on team members’ individual perceptions of 
commitment, connection, similarity, socialization within the team (Tatar, G., 2009; Widmeyer, V.N., 1985).  
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 One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was performed to determine whether it displays normal distribution 
or not and found out that it displays normal distribution. Since the data displays normal distribution, t test has 
been performed in independent groups for the determination of difference between variables and ANOVA test 
has been performed for the determination of difference between groups. Error level in this study has been taken 
as (p<0.05). 
 
Findings: 
 
Table 1: Statistical Disturbance Values for Handball Players’ Perception of “Levels of Team Cohesion”, According to the Variable of 

“Sex”. 
Team Cohesion Dimension Sex N x  

Ss t p 

Individual Attraction (Task) Female 67 31,43 4,53 1,16 ,245 
 Male 78 30,60 4,02   

Individual Attraction (Social) Female 67 34,61 6,44 ,35 ,724 
 Male 78 34,24 6,09   

Group Integration (Task) Female 67 32,04 6,71 -,10 ,916 
 Male 78 32,16 7,08   

Group Integration (Social) Female 67 28,86 5,25 2,79 ,006* 
 Male 78 26,73 3,91   

 
 When values given in Table 1 are examined, and the points with respect to Team Cohesion Levels 
according to the variable of sex of the handball players participating in the study are compared, a statistically 
significant variance is noted in Group Integration (Social) sub dimension (p>0,05). No statistically significant 
variance has been noted in sub dimensions of Individual Attraction (Task), Individual Attraction (Social) and 
Group Integration (Task) (p>0,05). 
 
Table 2: Statistical Disturbance Values for Handball Players’ Perception of “Levels of Team Cohesion”, According to the Variable of 

“Age”. 
Team Cohesion Dimension Age N x  

Ss F p 

 16-19 37 31,67 4,69 0,64 0,52 
Individual Attraction (Task) 20-23 59 30,74 3,94   

 24-+ 49 30,75 4,35   
 Total 145 30,98 4,27   
 16-19* 37 36,24 6,94 3,63 0,02* 

Individual Attraction (Social) 20-23 59 34,69 5,91   
 24-+* 49 32,69 5,71   
 Total 145 34,41 6,24   
 16-19 37 33,48 7,28 2,38 0,09 

Group Integration (Task) 20-23 59 30,64 6,00   
 24-+ 49 32,83 7,38   
 Total 145 32,11 6,89   
 16-19* 37 29,32 4,89 3,51 0,03* 

Group Integration (Social) 20-23* 59 26,76 3,97   
 24-+ 49 27,65 5,07   
 Total 145 27,71 4,68   

 
 When values given in Table 2 are examined, and the points with respect to Team Cohesion Levels 
according to the variable of age of the handball players participating in the study are compared, a statistically 
significant variance is noted in Group Integration (Social) and Individual Attraction (Social) sub dimensions 
(p>0,05). No statistically significant variance has been noted in sub dimensions of Individual Attraction (Task) 
and Group Integration (Task) (p>0,05). 
 
Table 3: Statistical Disturbance Values for Handball Players’ Perception of “Levels of Team Cohesion”, According to the Variable of 

“Level of Education”. 
Team Cohesion Dimension Education N x  

Ss t p 

Individual Attraction (Task) Secondary Education 69 30,65 4,41 -0,89 0,37 
 University 76 31,28 4,14   

Individual Attraction (Social) Secondary Education 69 33,42 6,21 -1,84 0,06 
 University 76 35,31 6,16   

Group Integration (Task) Secondary Education 69 31,57 6,95 -0,88 0,37 
 University 76 32,59 6,84   

Group Integration (Social) Secondary Education 69 27,79 5,19 0,19 0,84 
 University 76 27,64 4,21   
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 When values given in Table 3 are examined, and the points with respect to Team Cohesion Levels 
according to the variable of education of the handball players participating in the study are compared, no 
statistically significant variance is noted in group integration (social), individual attraction (social), individual 
attraction (task) and group integration sub dimensions (p>0,05). 
 
Table 4: Statistical Disturbance Values for Handball Players’ Perception of “Levels of Team Cohesion”, According to the Variable of 

“Years of Playing in the Team”. 
Team Cohesion Dimension Years of Playing in the Team N x  

Ss F p 

 1-2 Years 37 30,00 4,63 1,38 0,25 
Individual Attraction (Task) 3-4 Years 24 31,58 4,20   

 5+ Years 84 31,25 4,10   
 Total 145 30,98 4,27   
 1-2 Years 37 33,97 5,89 0,12 0,88 

Individual Attraction (Social) 3-4 Years 24 34,45 5,37   
 5+ Years 84 34,59 6,66   
 Total 145 34,41 6,24   
 1-2 Years 37 31,75 6,04 0,42 0,65 

Group Integration (Task) 3-4 Years 24 33,29 6,53   
 5+ Years 84 31,92 7,36   
 Total 145 32,11 6,89   
 1-2 Years 37 27,27 5,04 0,32 0,72 

Group Integration (Social) 3-4 Years 24 28,25 4,24   
 5+ Years 84 27,76 4,68   
 Total 145 27,71 4,68   

 
 When values given in Table 4 are examined, and the points with respect to Team Cohesion Levels 
according to the variable of how many years the handball players participating in the study have been playing in 
the team are compared, no statistically significant variance is noted in Group Integration (Social), Individual 
Attraction (Social), Individual Attraction (Task) and group integration (Task) sub dimensions (p>0,05). 
 
Table 5: Statistical Disturbance Values for Handball Players’ Perception of “Levels of Team Cohesion”, According to the Variable of 

“Years of Working with the Coach”. 
Team Cohesion Dimension Years of Working with the 

Coach 
N x  

Ss F p 

 Less than 1 year 79 30,75 4,40 0,26 0,85 
Individual Attraction (Task) 1-3 years 43 31,13 4,40   

 3-5 years 12 31,08 3,20   
 More than 5 years 11 31,90 4,18   
 Total 145 30,98 4,27   
 Less than 1 year 79 34,01 5,97 0,47 0,70 

Individual Attraction (Social) 1-3 years 43 35,37 6,81   
 3-5 years 12 34,00 5,65   
 More than 5 years 11 34,00 6,84   
 Total 145 34,41 6,24   
 Less than 1 year 79 32,01 7,17 0,39 0,75 

Group Integration (Task) 1-3 years 43 32,13 7,05   
 3-5 years 12 30,91 5,21   
 More than 5 years 11 34,00 6,13   
 Total 145 32,11 6,89   
 Less than 1 year 79 27,00 4,53 1,69 0,17 

Group Integration (Social) 1-3 years 43 28,37 4,52   
 3-5 years 12 28,16 4,91   
 More than 5 years 11 29,81 5,72   
 Total 145 27,71 4,68   

 
 When values given in Table 5 are examined, and the points with respect to Team Cohesion Levels 
according to the variable of how long the handball players participating in the study have been working with the 
coach are compared, no statistically significant variance is noted in Group Integration (Social), Individual 
Attraction (Social), Individual Attraction (Task) and Group Integration (Task)  sub dimensions (p>0,05). 
 
Discussion, Conclusion:  
 The findings of the study which concerned determination of team cohesion perceptions of the players of 
teams of Turkish men’s professional handball 1st league class B group A teams, and women’s professional 
handball 1st league group A teams have been discussed under the light of relevant literature information.  
 When the differences of opinion in the answers given to questions which cover team cohesion sub 
dimensions, according to the variable of “sex” of the players are examined; a statistically significant variance 
has been noted for the answers given to questions regarding the perception of team cohesion sub dimension 
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“group integration-social” according to the variable of "sex" (p<0.05). The difference indicated that female 
players had a stronger perception of "group integration-social", compared to male players (Table 1). According 
to these results, we can say that male players act in a more individual manner and drift away from group 
integration; whereas female players are more committed to group integration. 
 When the differences of opinion in the answers given to questions which cover team cohesion sub 
dimensions, according to age groups of handball players are examined; a statistically significant variance has 
been noted for the answers given to questions regarding the perception of team cohesion sub dimension 
“individual attraction-social and group integration-social” according to the variable of "age groups" (p<0.05). 
The variance was found to have existed in individual attraction-social sub dimension in players of ages of 16-19, 
and ages 24 and over. It was found that players of ages 16-19 had a stronger perception of “group integration-
social”, compared to players of ages 20-13 (Table 2). According to these results, we can say that players tend to 
act in a more individual manner and drift away from group integration as they get older; whereas younger 
players are more committed to group integration. 
 When the differences of opinion in the answers given to questions which cover team cohesion sub 
dimensions, according to the variable of “level of education” of handball players are examined; no statistically 
significant variance has been noted for the answers given to questions regarding the perception of team cohesion 
sub dimensions, according to the variable of "level of education" (p>0.05). However, when statistical data are 
examined, it was found that the individual attraction and group integration points of university graduates were 
higher than that of secondary education graduates (Table 3). According to these results, we can say that as the 
level of education of the players decrease, they tend to act in a more individual manner and drift away from 
group integration. 
 No statistically significant variances in team cohesion sub divisions according to variables of  the players’ 
durations of playing in the team and working with the coach, were noted (p>0.05).   When statistical data are 
examined; it was found that as the duration of playing in the team and working with the coach increased, the 
points of individual attraction and group integration increased as well (Table 4 and 5). According to these 
results, we can say that as the level of education of the players decrease, they tend to act in a more individual 
manner and drift away from group integration. It is possible to say that as the players gain more experience, they 
tend to have a higher sense of duty, their belief that they have reached a certain level reflects positively on the 
integration and success of their team. 
 There are various references with respect to our study, in both domestic and foreign literature.  
 Tatar, G. (2009) . has found significant variances according to variables of “age” and “year of playing 
football” in his study titled Review of Team Cohesion in Football and the Effect of the Leader on Team 
Cohesion. 
 In a study carried out by Ming-Feng Kao (2003), team cohesion and leadership behaviors in team sports and 
individual sports were compared; and significant variances were noted (Ming, F.K., 2003). 
 In a study carried out by Loy (1978), the results achieved by football teams of American National Football 
League between the years 1955 and 1959 were studied together with the duration of players’ staying in their 
team; and it was concluded that the duration of a successful team’s maintaining its successful state varied 
according to group dynamics such as the players’ age, the nature of the relevant sports, commitment and 
distribution of roles (Lavallee, D., 2004).  
 Slater and Sewell (1994) have noted that a circular or mutual relationship existed between team cohesion 
and performance, and in particular, that this relationship had a tendency to lean towards commitment, from 
performance (Lavallee, D., 2004). 
 In a study carried out by Jennifer Hightower (2000), team cohesions of female sports teams and leadership 
behaviors of coaches were examined. The study explained the influence of various leadership types on team 
cohesion, and noted that a mixed leadership model was more effective (Hightower, J.V., 2000). 
 An important study in the field of team cohesion is the Doctoral Dissertation titled “Comparing Team 
Cohesion Levels in Team Sports”, prepared by Morali (1994). Morali translated the Turkish version of the 
measure of team cohesion in team sports (GEQ) developed by Widmayer, Lawrence, Brawley and Carron, and 
conducted a reliability study for the Turkish society. According to this study carried out by Morali, “group 
integration-social” was the team cohesion sub division observed at the lowest level, and “individual attraction-
social” was the team cohesion sub division observed at the highest level. Moreover, the study noted that team 
cohesion in team sports was more important compared to individual sports, and that improvement of team 
cohesion in sub divisions of teams with several players, such as football teams, was important for the team’s 
dynamics and interaction (Morali, S.L., 1994). 
 The Doctoral Dissertation titled “Internal Group Connection in Sports Teams and Its Effect on 
Performance” prepared by Akyuz (2003) noted that the importance given by and the belief of the players to the 
connection within the team directly effected the team’s motivation and performance for success (Akyuz, U., 
2003). 
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 In another study carried out by Dorak and Vurgun (2006), a significant relationship was noted between the 
level of empathy of the players engaged in team sports, and the team cohesion levels (Dorak, F., N. Vurgun, 
2006). 
 According to the results of the study; although the relationships among the team cohesion sub dimensions 
are not significant, the players' personal information are more influential on their perceptions of “individual 
attraction-social” and “group integration-social” as dimensions of team cohesion.  
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