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Abstract
Background: There is growing evidence identifying the positive effects of sport and exercise leaders engaging in identity leadership. Yet we have limited knowledge of how identity leadership is associated with athletes’ resource appraisals (e.g., self-efficacy) and performance, the underpinning mechanisms that explain such relationships, and changes in relationships across a sporting season.
Methods: In Study 1, 412 amateur and professional athletes completed seven questionnaires directly prior to athletic competition in a cross-sectional design. In Study 2, 136 athletes completed seven questionnaires directly before competition, and one questionnaire directly after competition both at the start and the end of the athletic season.
Results: In Study 1, relational identification and group identification mediated the positive relationship between identity leadership and self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support. In Study 2, identity leadership at the start of the season predicted self-efficacy at the end of the season through relational identification. Group identification did not significantly mediate the identity leadership-resource appraisal relationship. Perceived social support at the start of the season predicted greater performance satisfaction at the end of the competitive season.
Conclusions: Findings provide evidence that sport coaches’ engagement in identity leadership is key to forming a shared social identity, which in turn, is broadly adaptive for stress appraisals and performance satisfaction both cross sectionally and longitudinally.
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Social identity theorizing has identified that group processes are central to cognition and behaviour (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). A significant part of group processes (e.g., communication, commitment to group goals) stem from the leader (Haslam et al., 2011), and this is particularly salient within competitive sport, where it is often the individual representing the group that inspires athletes to unite and mobilize their efforts (see Rees et al., 2015). Recent theorizing into the social identity approach to leadership (Haslam et al., 2011; Steffens et al., 2014a) has endeavoured to identify how such leaders influence a group and create a cohesive and unified environment. When this cohesive environment is created, members will define the self as characteristic of an in-group (e.g., a sport team), seeing themselves as not just “I” but as one of “us”. Organizational evidence has indicated that a leader who creates a shared social identity enhances follower trust (Giessner & van Knippenberg, 2008), job performance (Zhu et al., 2015) and the perceived effectiveness and charismatic tendencies of the leader (van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg, 2005).
Identity leadership comprises of four principles (Haslam et al., 2011; Steffens et al., 2014a), whereby leaders: (1) represent the unique qualities that define the group that they lead (i.e., they need to be “one of us”—prototypical); (2) advance and promote the core interests of the group (i.e., they need to “do it for us”—advancement); (3) bring people together by creating a shared sense of “we” and “us” (i.e., they need to craft a sense of us—entrepreneur); and (4) organise events and activities that give weight to the group's existence (i.e., they need to make us matter—impresarioship). In recent years, growing evidence in sport and exercise settings has supported the assertion that leaders who create, embody, advance, and embed a collective sense of “us” are more effective. For example, successful performance directors at the London 2012 Olympic games consistently communicated a positive, distinctive, and enduring sense of social identity in their media communication (Slater et al., 2015). Further, engagement in identity leadership (vs. not) has been associated with greater intentional and behavioral mobilization of effort (Slater et al., 2018). In addition to sport coaches, team captains embodying identity leadership are perceived to have greater influence, instill team confidence, and strengthen group identification and task cohesion (Steffens et al., 2014a: Study 4). Researchers have also identified that perceived leader-entrepreneurship bolsters physical performance and effort within cycling trials (Stevens et al., 2019a). In exercise settings too, leaders that are perceived to create a sense of “us” enhance attendance and participation in sport and exercise classes (Stevens et al., 2019b).
The mechanisms through which this enactment of identity leadership influences variables such as performance, effort and attendance include both relational (i.e., coach) and group identification. Stevens and colleagues (2019b) found that the enactment of identity leadership has a positive effect on sport and exercise attendance through group identification. Group identification refers to the extent to which individuals feel an emotional attachment and a sense of belonging to groups of which they are part (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Zhu and colleagues (2015) identified that leaders who strengthen follower group identification are likely to improve follower job performance too. Specifically, because leaders can influence followers to internalize a group as part of their self-concept, this becomes the basis for follower attitude, behaviour, and mobilization to engage with the group they identify with, and in turn, perform better. As an antecedent to group level identification as an influence on variables such as attendance and performance, relational identification with a leader has been found to play a role too. Sluss and Ashforth (2007, p. 15) defined relational identification as “a (partial) definition of oneself in terms of a given role-relationship-what the relationship means to the individual”. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) posited that to identify with a collective (i.e. group identification), an individual must identify with the individuals that embody and sustain the role-relationship. Simply, an individual is likely to see the collective (i.e. group identification) as an extension of the dyadic role-relationship (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). Echoing this argument, Sluss and colleagues (2012) evidence that strong relational identification with a leader can, in turn, positively influence group identification. Further, these effects are more pronounced when the leader is highly prototypical of an organisation. A heightened level of relational identification has been shown to influence follower creativity (Gu et al., 2015), perceptions of social support (White et al., 2020), and positive appraisals of motivated performance situations (i.e., important/stress-inducing events such as a competitive sport match; Slater et al., 2018). Compared to poor relational identification, perceiving a strong relational identification with a leader positively influences follower efficacy, perceived control, approach goals, and cognitive performance within competitive (non-sport) situations (Slater et al., 2018). Equally, it has also been evidenced that a sense of relational identification with a leader can be inferred from a follower’s social identification with a group that unites follower and leader, in turn influencing charisma (Steffens et al., 2014b). To this tune, evidence points to both relational identification with a leader influencing group identification (Sluss et al., 2012), and group identification in turn influencing relational identification (Steffens et al., 2014b). Accordingly, both identification with a leader and group can influence psychological- and performance-related variables. To elucidate inconsistencies, researchers have not yet identified: (1) whether the full identity leadership theoretical model influences psychological resources (i.e., the four identity leadership principles); (2) whether relational and group identification are evidence based mechanisms (i.e., serial mediators) of the identity leadership-resource appraisal relationship; and (3) whether identity leadership and psychological stress variables are meaningfully related within an ecologically valid competitive sporting environment. In other words, an investigation of whether identity leadership influences psychological resources (i.e. self-efficacy, control, approach goals, and avoidance goals) through identification (relational and group) within team-based sporting environments would contribute to identity leadership theory.
In the current paper, the notion of psychological resources (i.e., self-efficacy, control, approach and avoidance goals) stem from the Theory of Challenge and Threat States in Athletes (TCTSA; Jones et al., 2009). Jones et al. (2009) proposed that when psychological resources meet or exceed perceived situational demands, an individual is likely to approach competition in a challenge state, which is adaptive for sports performance and well-being (Turner et al., 2014). In contrast, when psychological resources do not meet or exceed perceived situational demands, an individual is likely to approach competition in a threat state, which is maladaptive for sports performance (Jones et al., 2009; Meijen et al., 2020; Turner et al., 2014). These psychological resources are appraisals of an individual’s level of skill, knowledge and ability in the order to meet or surpass the demands of the situation (Blascovich et al., 2003). Collectively, researchers have found that an athlete who is self-efficacious, perceives control over their actions and has approach goals, is more likely to be challenged by a stressful performance situation, performing better as a result (e.g., Turner et al., 2012; Turner et al., 2014). Within the TCTSA, avoidance goals (i.e. motivated towards avoiding incompetence) have also been conceptualised as a resource, though being a contributor towards threat responses and poorer performance rather than challenge responses and enhanced performance (Jones et al., 2009). Moving beyond individual resources (i.e. self-efficacy, perceived control and approach goals and avoidance goals), within the revised TCTSA (TCTSA-R: Meijen et al., 2020), social support has been conceptualised as a resource appraisal. This addition follows advances in research that has considered social support a key contributor to the stress process (Blascovich et al., 2003; Blascovich & Mendes, 2000; Dixon & Turner, 2018; Meijen et al., 2020). Empirical research has identified that social support improves sport coaches’ stress related coping (Dixon & Turner, 2018). Though proposed as part of the stress process (Meijen et al., 2020), and evidence identifying the benefits of social support (Dixon & Turner, 2018), it is yet to be operationalised as a resource appraisal in published research. As part of the coping process, the identity leadership perspective extends on the premise that a dyadic relationship can predict appraisals by considering the dynamicity of a group. A leader can endorse a shared social identity—by behaving in-line with the 4 principles of identity leadership—consequently, athletes develop interpersonal connections with the leader and therefore the group that they are part of (Haslam et al., 2011). With previous reviews suggesting that shared social identities can influence cognitive appraisals (Slater et al., 2016), we suggest that identity leadership can influence athletes’ appraisals of a sporting event through developing connections with a leader and group. Formally, we examine the following hypotheses in Study 1:
H1: There will be a positive atemporal association between perceived identity leadership and self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals, and social support, and a negative association with avoidance goals.
H2: The atemporal association between perceived identity leadership and resource appraisals will be mediated by relational and group identification.
Regarding performance, previous researchers have found mixed evidence regarding how psychological states (e.g., resource appraisals) relate to sports performance. In the TCTSA (Jones et al., 2009) and TCTSA-R (Meijen et al., 2020) it is posited that when self-efficacy, perceived control, approach focus and perceptions of support meet or exceeds perceived demands, an individual is likely to show a challenge response, in turn positively influencing performance and well-being. In-line with this thinking, researchers have evidenced that considering the appraisal of the event carries implications for performance (González-Morales, & Neves, 2015; Moore et al., 2012). Specifically, challenge-based appraisals have been found to positively influence subjective performance (Nicholls et al., 2012). That said, some researchers have found that psychological resources do not significantly relate to performance (Turner et al., 2012). To add to the inconsistency, Slater and colleagues (2018) found mixed effects for both resource appraisals and cardiovascular indices (of challenge and threat) on cognitive performance. Specifically, perceiving a stronger identification with a leader was concordant with greater resource appraisals, mobilization of effort, and cognitive performance on a concentration grid activity (Study 2). Yet, no such findings were apparent on a separate cognitive task (Study 3). These mixed results urged Slater and colleagues (2018) to call for future research to investigate the relationships between identity leadership, resource appraisals and performance in more ecologically valid settings. Given that leadership success is evaluated over time, Slater and colleagues (2018) also evidenced the need for longitudinal field investigations into the influence of identity leadership.
In the current research, we aim to address Slater and colleagues’ (2018) calls, and bring together leadership (Haslam et al., 2011) and stress theory (Meijen et al., 2020), by examining whether athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s identity leadership can predict resource appraisals, and performance satisfaction across an athletic season. We also investigate whether relational and group identification mediate these temporal relationships. Identifying to what extent sport coaches influence appraisal and performance holds implications for theoretical development given that leadership is not currently considered in the predominant theory (Jones et al., 2009; Meijen et al., 2020). Formally, we examine the following hypotheses in Study 2:
H3: There will be a positive temporal association between perceived identity leadership and self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals and social support, and a negative association with avoidance goals.
H4: The temporal association between perceived identity leadership and resource appraisals will be mediated by relational and group identification. 
H5: Identity leadership, relational identification, group identification and resource appraisals at wave one will account for a significant proportion of variance in performance satisfaction at wave two, when controlling for wave one performance satisfaction.
Overview of studies

The present research uses both a cross-sectional and longitudinal design in understanding the influence of identity leadership, being an approach taken in comparable, recent research (Stevens et al., 2020). Study 1, to our knowledge, is the first to examine the atemporal mechanisms (i.e., relational and group identification) by which engagement in identity leadership by sport coaches predicts athletes’ resource appraisals in the lead up to a competitive event. Extending our first study, in Study 2 we longitudinally examine associations between identity leadership, relational and group identification, resource appraisals, and sports performance (i.e. satisfaction) in two waves across an athletic season. By assessing variables longitudinally, we can identify whether perceptions of leadership influence athletes’ resource appraisals through the mechanisms of relational and group identification across a season. Further, we identify the antecedents that contribute towards sports performance over a competitive season. By recognising the influence of these social processes on resource appraisals (Study 1 and 2) and performance (Study 2), we aim to advance stress (Meijen et al., 2020) and leadership (Haslam et al., 2011) theory.
Study 1
Participants and Design

We adopted an atemporal cross-sectional design to investigate indirect effects of identity leadership on resource appraisals when approaching competition. Four hundred and twelve athletes (Mage = 23.86 ± 5.38; 299 males; white British, n = 383) of various sporting experience (Myears = 11.29 ± 6.46) within amateur (64%) and professional sport (36%) took part in the study. Athletes competed across 34 sports, including; football (n = 89), rugby (n = 42), lacrosse (n = 21), hockey (n = 24) netball (n = 20), cricket (n = 19), ultimate frisbee (n = 12), swimming (n = 10), dance (n = 4), tennis (n = 5), american football (n = 4), athletics (n = 4), hurling (n = 2), basketball (n = 23), cheerleading (n = 4), kickboxing (n = 3), handball (n = 4), futsal (n = 15), volleyball (n = 18), badminton (n = 5), water polo (n = 13), airsoft (n = 2), ice hockey (n = 7), karate (n = 2), gymnastics (n = 2), softball (n = 8), golf (n = 4), archery (n = 1), mixed martial arts (n = 1), running (n = 20), korfball (n = 3), curling (n = 2), equestrian (n = 9) and boxing (n = 10).  
Procedure 
Following institutional ethical approval, convenience and snowball sampling techniques were adopted, contacting coaches via emails, word of mouth, and social media. Convenience sampling was achieved by liaising with athlete groups. Snowball sampling was achieved by encouraging athletes on completion to send details of the study to other potential athletes that may be interested. Once approved by the team coach (via convenience sampling) and athletes (via snowball sampling) a Qualtrics survey was sent to the athletes within an hour of competition. All surveys were completed on the participants’ electronic device. To ensure participants filled the forms authentically, the athletes were asked questions which were reversed coded, and were asked how imminent commencement of competition was. Those who did not fill the forms authentically were removed from analyses.
Measures	
Identity leadership. The Identity Leadership Inventory (ILI) is a 15-item questionnaire that measures the four principles of identity leadership (Steffens et al. 2014a). The ILI is a robust measure of identity leadership and has been validated across 20 countries (van Dick et al., 2018). The questionnaire includes items such as “My coach embodies what the team stands for” (Identity-prototypical, α = .92), “My coach stands up for the team” (Identity-advancement, α = .88), “My coach creates a sense of cohesion within the team” (Entrepreneur of identity, α = .93), and “My coach devises activities that bring the team together” (Impresario of identity, α = .91). In-line with Stevens and colleagues’ (2019b), a global identity leadership measure (comprised of all 15 items) demonstrated excellent internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .97). Though a four-factor model of the ILI has been conceptualized, Steffens and colleagues (2014a) identified that the intercorrelations between the four principles have significant overlap. Given that this is the case, and to maintain sufficient statistical power, subsequent analyses are run on global identity leadership.
Group and relational identification. A 3-item questionnaire was used to identify how strongly athletes identified with their sport team (Slater et al., 2018): “I feel a strong connection with the team”, “I identify strongly with the team” and “I feel no connection with the team” (reverse scored). Responses were on a Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very true). This measure has been used by identity leadership researchers (e.g., Slater et al., 2018) and demonstrated good reliability in the current study (α = .86). The same three items and scale used for group identification were edited, replacing the words “the team” to “my coach”. These changes, in-line with Slater and colleagues’ (2018) procedure, identified an athletes’ level of relational identification with the leader. The measure showed good internal consistency (α = .89).
Self-efficacy. Derived from the self-efficacy scale using Bandura’s (2006) guidelines, two items measured how confident each athlete felt to perform well in the upcoming match (Turner et al., 2012). Specifically, the questionnaire asked; “In the next fixture, to what extent do you feel confident that you can perform well?” and “In the next fixture, to what extent do you feel confident that you can fulfil your potential?”. Participants reported on a Likert scale from 1 (not at all), to 5 (very much so). Cronbach’s alpha was acceptable (α = .76).
Perceived control. Adapted from the Academic Control Scale (Perry et al., 2001; Turner et al., 2012), a single item was used to identify perceived control over their upcoming performance: “The more effort I put into the following fixture, the better I will do?”. Typical of research measuring resource appraisals (e.g. Turner et al., 2014), the item was recorded on a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Achievement goals. The Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ: Conroy et al., 2003; Turner et al., 2012) was used to identify an athlete’s motivational disposition towards performance. This was condensed to a 4-item measure for brevity, with a single item for each subscale. The scale in this capacity has been individually validated (Conroy et al., 2003) in measuring resource appraisals (e.g., Slater et al., 2018; Turner et al., 2013). These 4 items were used to create two subscales, approach (from mastery approach and performance approach) and avoidance (from mastery avoidance and performance avoidance). Approach (α = .64) and avoidance (α = .72) subscales were internally consistent.
Athletes’ received support. A 22-item questionnaire identified an athlete’s perception of received support (ARSQ: Freeman et al., 2014). This measure identifies 4 dimensions of social support: emotional, esteem, informational, and tangible. All items followed from the stem “In the build up to the upcoming fixture, to what extent has someone”… “cheered you up” (emotional, α = .92), “comforted you” (esteem, α = .94), “given you tactical advice” (informational, α = .93), and “helped manage your training sessions” (tangible, α = .95). Freeman and colleagues (2014) found support for both a four-factor and a unidimensional model. Much like Freeman and colleagues, Cronbach’s alpha for all subscales combined was excellent (α = .96). Given that the intercorrelations between the four principles have significant overlap, and aiming to maintain sufficient statistical power, subsequent analyses are run on overall social support.
Task importance. A single item identified whether the upcoming fixture is important to them, from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so). This item is commonly used in TCTSA research, providing valid data in measuring task importance (e.g., Slater et al., 2018; Turner et al., 2014). Task importance is a prerequisite of challenge and threat responses (Jones et al., 2009).
Data analysis

[bookmark: _Hlk35359198]For main analyses, we identify the indirect effects of identity leadership on resource appraisals when approaching competition (Chadha et al., 2019; Cohen et al., 2003). Specifically, we identify the extent to which identification with a leader and group indirectly effect the relationship between perceived identity leadership and self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals, avoidance goals and received support. Given that power analyses calculations are necessary for robust research (Schinke et al., 2020), Monte Carlo estimations, via the MARlab application (Schoeman et al., 2017) were conducted. For path a1, a2 and d 21 parameter estimations between, and standard deviations of identity leadership (X) and group identification (M2) reported by Stevens and colleagues (2018) within sports teams were used. For paths b1, b2 and c’, estimations are based on previous associations between identity leadership parameters and resource appraisals (Slater et al., 2018). From this, small to medium (R2; b1, b2 and c’ = .28) associations for paths b1, b2 and c’ are anticipated (Slater et al., 2018; Thoemmes et al., 2010). Inline with previous studies (Stevens et al, 2019b), alpha was set at .05, and 5000 replications were conducted. From this, sample size estimates for the mediated paths indicated at least 135 participants to achieve a power of .80 (a1b1 N = 92, a2b2 N = 125, a1d21b2 N = 135). Analyses were conducted via the lavaan package of R software (v. 4.0.0). Structural equational model estimates (with two serial mediators) are reported alongside cluster-robust standard errors to control for non-independence of errors (i.e. controlling for a suspected correlation between error terms within each sports team). Given that (a) research has evidenced that relational identification informs social identification (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007; Sluss et al., 2012), and (b) that relational identification can be inferred as a result of group identification (Steffens et al., 2014b), both mediators (i.e., relational and group identification) are tested as mediator 1 and mediator 2. Simply, relational identification is placed in the models as mediator one, with group identification being placed as mediator two. Then, group identification is placed in the models as mediator one, with relational identification being placed as mediator two. Robust clustering enabled calculation of 95% confidence intervals (CI’s) for all indirect effects. If the CI does not cross zero, a significant indirect effect has occurred (Zhao et al., 2010). Further, a good-fitting model is required to interpret paths of a structural model (Imai et al., 2010). Hence, the robust comparative fit index (i.e., the discrepancy between the data and the hypothesized model; CFI), the standardised root mean square residual (i.e., standardized difference between the observed correlation and the predicted correlation; SRMR), and the robust root mean square error of approximation (i.e., absolute measure of fit; RMSEA) were reported. Values close to .08 for the robust RMSEA and .06 for the robust SRMR are indicative of a good model fit. Equally, values close to .95 for CFI (Hu & Bentler, 1999) constitute good model fit. An intercorrelation matrix (see Table 1) identified that intercorrelations between variables (excluding the four identity leadership principles) were below the .80 cut-off (Barry & Feldman, 1985). See Figure 1 for a generic model of the serial multiple mediation with two mediators.
[insert Figure 1]
[insert Table 1]
Results

Preliminary Analyses
No missing data were revealed within all subscales. Following Smith’s (2011) guidelines, data-points with z scores greater than two were winsorized. This is a process in which extreme values are replaced to reduce the influence of outliers on the data. Overall, 5.24% of the data were winsorized. The multicollinearity assumption was met, and cook’s distance values were less than 1. Variance inflation factor values (≤ 5.432) and tolerance values (≥ .184) were acceptable (Hair et al., 1995). The independent errors assumption was satisfied, with Durbin-Watson values (1.64 – 1.937) all within the ≥1 to ≤3 range (Field, 2017). Normally distributed errors, linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions were satisfied across models.
Perceived Importance. Perceived importance is a prerequisite of challenge and threat responses (Jones et al., 2009). A one-sample t-test indicated that athletes reported the competition to be of significant importance (i.e., significantly different to zero, t(412) = 94.34, p < .001, M = 4.16 ± .90).
Serial Mediation Model Analyses
When including relational identification as mediator 1, all models were a good fit (Std. RMR ≤ .05, RMSEA < .08, CFI > .95). When group identification was included as mediator 1, all models were also a good fit (Std. RMR ≤ .06, RMSEA < .08, CFI > .95). Within the following analyses, global identity leadership forms the predictor variable (X), with relational identification as mediator 1 (MV), and group identification as mediator 2 (MV). The dependent (Y) variable is the respective resource appraisal. Total effects of identity leadership on resource appraisals were significant in most models (see Table 2). The total effect for identity leadership on avoidance goals was not significant (β = .04, 95% CI = -.14, .22).
There was a non-significant indirect effect for identity leadership on the resource appraisals of self-efficacy, control, approach goals, avoidance goals and social support through relational identification (β ≤ .08, 95% CI = -.23, .19). There was a significant indirect effect for identity leadership on self-efficacy, control and approach goals through group identification (β = .05, 95% CI = .01, .08). No such effect was found for social support (β = .02, 95% CI = -.001, .05) or avoidance goals (β = -.02, 95% CI = -.05, .02). Furthermore, there was a significant indirect effect for identity leadership on self-efficacy, control, approach goals, and social support through both relational and group identification (β ≥ .03, 95% CI = .004, .10). No such effect was found for avoidance goals (β = -.02, 95% CI = -.06, .02). Further, there was a significant positive direct effect for identity leadership on self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support (β ≥ .15, p ≤ .013) when both mediators were included in this order (i.e., relational and group identification). No significant direct effect was identified for avoidance goals (β = .06, p = .63).
When analyses were run with group identification placed before relational identification, all indirect effects through both mediators were non-significant (see supplementary file). Equally, when group identification was included as mediator 1, and relational identification at wave two as mediator 2, there was a significant direct effect of identity leadership on self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support (β ≥ .15, p ≤ .003), and this association was mediated by group identification at wave two (β ≥ .05, 95% CI = .007, .16; see supplementary file). A summary of standardised coefficients for total, direct and indirect effects of identity leadership on resource appraisals can be found in Table 4. Further, all mediation models in Study 1 (with mediators in both directions) can be found in the supplementary file.
[insert Table 2]
Discussion

In-line with our expectations, in Study 1 we established that identity leadership is positively associated with self-efficacy, control, approach goals, and social support (H1). There was no significant negative association between identity leadership avoidance goals. The positive associations between identity leadership and self-efficacy, approach goals and perceived control were mediated by group identification. Relational, and in turn group identification (H2), mediated the positive association between identity leadership and self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support. Against our expectations, the positive associations between identity leadership and self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support were not significantly mediated by relational identification. Further, the negative associations between identity leadership and avoidance goals were not significantly mediated by relational identification, group identification, or in serial (H2). When group identification was added as mediator 1, and relational identification was added as meditator 2, all indirect effects were non-significant. The non-significant reversed models’ evidence that, supporting Sluss and colleagues’ findings (2012), a dyadic emotional connection with the leader is more likely as a result of identity leadership, which then influences group level identification and athletes’ appraisals of events. Extending identity leadership and stress theory, Study 1 provides initial evidence that there is a positive relationship between identity leadership and resource appraisals, which is explained by relational and therefore group identification. While this is a useful step forward, Study 1 involved cross-sectional data, and thus, in Study 2, we adopted a longitudinal design to assess these relationships at two waves at the start and the end of an athletic season. Sport performance satisfaction indicators were also included in Study 2 to assess whether social variables and an athlete’s approach to competitive situations is conducive to better perceived performances (Turner et al., 2012; Turner et al., 2014).
Study 2

[bookmark: _Hlk10126275]Study 1 data indicated that there was a positive relationship between athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s identity leadership, and the athletes’ resource appraisals, and these relationships were explained by relational and group identification. Extending leadership theory, broadly, these findings show that those who perceive greater self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support perceive greater emotional connections with their coach and team as a result of sport coaches’ enactment of identity leadership principles.  Advancing Study 1, and to contribute theoretically to social identity and challenge and threat approaches, in Study 2 we examined the relationships between identity leadership and resource appraisals (with relational and group identification as mediators) over time. Given an athlete’s appraisal of a competitive event has implications for performance (González-Morales & Neves, 2015), in Study 2, we additionally examined whether identity leadership, identification (relational and group), and resource appraisals predicted performance satisfaction across an athletic season. 
Method
Participants and Design

A two-wave longitudinal design was adopted to investigate serial mediation models. One-hundred and thirty-six athletes (Mage = 24.73 ± 5.39; 118 males) of various sporting experience (Myears = 12.82 ± 6.45) within amateur (43%) and professional sport (57%) took part. The sample included athletes who participated in football (n = 81), rugby (n = 37) and netball (n = 18). Comparable with similar research (Stevens et al., 2020), a separate sample of 136 team sport athletes is assessed over time (whilst study 1 used a broader sample of athletes [individual and team sports]) in order to understand the effects of identity leadership in a targeted, under-researched population (within identity leadership research).
Measures
We used the same 7 questionnaires as in Study 1, prior to the competitive fixture. In addition, after the fixture (within an hour), we measured perceived performance satisfaction (Biddle, Hanrahan, & Sellars, 2001), with a single item: “Please indicate how satisfied you are with your performance in the match you have just participated in?”. This is a previously validated questionnaire anchored at 1 (totally dissatisfied) to 10 (totally satisfied). Cronbach’s alpha on self-efficacy (α = .54) at wave 2 was questionable. The results from these variables should be interpreted with caution. All other subscales on all items across wave 1 and 2 were at least acceptable (α ≥ .79).
Procedure
Following institutional ethical approval, convenience and snowball sampling techniques were adopted, contacting coaches via email, word of mouth, and social media. Once approved by the team’s coach (via convenience sampling) and athletes (via snowball sampling), paper surveys were given to the athletes within an hour of competition. Wave 1 surveys were handed out within the first two weeks of the season. On the first page it was noted that this was a two-wave study, and that the procedure will be repeated towards the end of the season. If consent was not granted, athletes were thanked for their consideration. Athletes then completed demographic information and the 7 questionnaires. After the competition fixture, within an hour of completion, the players were asked to rate their performance. Wave 2, which was an exact replication of the above, was completed in the final two weeks of the season (8 months later). 
Data Analysis
Main analyses involved two stages. First, serial mediation analyses (Cohen et al., 2003) were conducted. We tested whether identification (relational and group) at wave 2 mediated the relationship between perceived identity leadership at wave 1 and resource appraisals at wave 2. Like Study 1, initially, relational identification at wave 2 formed mediator 1, and group identification at wave 2 formed mediator 2. Then, mediators were reversed, placing group identification at wave two as mediator 1, and relational identification at wave 2 as mediator 2. Typical when assessing longitudinal autoregressive models, wave 1 repeated variables were used as controls (Adachi & Willoughby, 2015). As with Study 1, for indirect effects, analyses were conducted via the lavaan package of R software (v. 4.0.0). Structural equational model estimates (with two serial mediators) are reported using the Satorra-Bentler correction (see Chou et al., 1991) alongside cluster-robust standard errors to control for non-independence of errors (i.e. controlling for a suspected correlation between error terms within each sports team) and multivariate non-normality. Robust clustering was enabled, with statistical significance of indirect effects being determined using 95% CI’s (Zhao et al., 2010). Retaining the power analyses used for study 1[footnoteRef:1], sample size estimates for the mediated paths indicated at least 135 participants to achieve a power of .80 across all paths (a1b1 N = 92, a2b2 N = 125, a1d21b2 N = 135). Further, mediational research assessing the longitudinal associations between identification (Stevens et al., 2019b; Wakefield, Bowe, Kellezi, Butcher, & Groeger, 2020) and dependent variables has used similar participant numbers to the present study (N = 186, Stevens et al., 2018; N = 122, Wakefield et al., 2020). Second, typical of challenge and threat research within ecologically valid settings (Blascovich et al., 2004; Turner et al., 2012), hierarchical multiple regression analyses (via R software 4.0.0) were conducted to identify whether facets of social factors and resource appraisals at wave one predicted wave 2 performance satisfaction.  [1:  The monte carlo power estimations using the current software packages do not account for control variables as part of power analyses (Schoeman, Boulton, & Short, 2017). The present power calculation should be considered an approximate estimate. That said, these results ensure confidence that our final sample (N = 136) for study 2 was sufficient for mediation analyses.] 

                  Results
Preliminary Analyses
Missing values analyses revealed that all missing data at both time points were missing completely at random (χ2 ≥ .322, p ≥ .149), with .1% of overall data responses being missing. From this, multiple imputations were conducted, and following Smith’s (2011) guidelines, data-points with z scores greater than two were winsorized. Across all regression models, Cook’s distance values were less than 1, the multicollinearity assumption was met and variance inflation factor (≤ 1.094) and tolerance values (≥ .914) were acceptable (Hair et al., 1995). Independent errors (Durbin-Watson, 1.767 – 2.308), normally distributed errors, linearity, and homoscedasticity assumptions were satisfied across models. The assumption of multivariate normality (Mardia Skewness < .05) was violated across all endogenous variables. In dealing with this, the Satorra-Bentler model was run, and robust-cluster standard errors are reported (see Chou et al., 1991). Intercorrelation matrices for wave 1 and wave 2 can be seen in Table 3. 
Perceived Importance. Two one-sample t-tests indicated that athletes (at both waves) reported the competition to be of significant importance (i.e., significantly different to zero: wave 1, t(145) = 48.69, p < .001, M = 3.86 ± .96; wave 2, t(135) = 57.35, p < .001, M = 4.01 ± .82). A paired samples t-test identified that there was a non-significant increase in perceived importance from wave one to wave two, t(135) = -1.55, p = .123. 
[insert Table 3]
Serial Mediation Model Analyses
When including relational identification as mediator 1, self-efficacy, approach goals, avoidance goals and social support models were an acceptable fit (Std. RMR ≤ .06, Robust RMSEA < .08, Robust CFI > .90). With mediators in this order, acceptable fit was not identified within the control model (Std. RMR = .06, Robust RMSEA = .13, Robust CFI = .87). When group identification was included as mediator 1, the self-efficacy, control, approach, avoidance and social support models were an acceptable fit (Std. RMR ≤ .06, Robust RMSEA < .08, Robust CFI > .90). Within the following analyses, perceived identity leadership at wave 1 forms the predictor variable (X), with relational identification at wave two forming M1. Group identification at wave two formed M2 and respective resource appraisal at wave two formed the Y variable. Lastly, all wave one variables were used as covariates to control for stability effects. Total effects of identity leadership at wave one on self-efficacy at wave two was significant (p = .05). All remaining total effects of identity leadership at wave one on resource appraisals at wave two were non-significant. Complete mediation models can be seen in the supplementary file.
Self-efficacy and control. There was a significant indirect effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on self-efficacy and control at wave 2 through relational identification at wave 2 (β ≥ .10, 95% CI = .02, .20). There was a non-significant indirect effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on self-efficacy and control at wave 2 through group identification at wave 2 (β < .001, 95% CI = -.04, .03). Furthermore, there was a non-significant indirect effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on self-efficacy and control at wave 2 through both relational and group identification at wave 2 (β ≤ .01, 95% CI = -.02, .04). Further, there was a significant positive direct effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on self-efficacy at wave 2 (β = .10, p = .03).
Approach goals, avoidance goals and social support. There was a significant indirect effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on social support at wave 2 through relational identification at wave 2 (β = .06, 95% CI = .004, .12). The association between identity leadership at wave 1 and approach goals, avoidance goals and social support at wave two was not significantly mediated by group identification at wave two (β ≤ .04, 95% CI = -.03, .09). There was a significant indirect effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on approach goals at wave 2 through both relational and group identification at wave 2 (β = .07, 95% CI = .02, .13). Both relational and group identification at wave 2 did not significantly mediate the relationship between identity leadership at wave 1 and social support at wave two (β = -.01, 95% CI = -.05, .02). Further, there was a non-significant direct effect for identity leadership at wave 1 on approach goals, avoidance goals and social support at wave 2 (β ≤ .10, p > .05; see supplementary file).
When analyses were run with group identification at wave two placed before relational identification at wave two, all indirect effects through both mediators were non-significant (see supplementary file). Equally, when group identification at wave two was included as mediator 1, and relational identification at wave two as mediator 2, there was a significant direct effect of identity leadership at wave one on self-efficacy (β = .10, p = .03), and this was mediated by relational identification at wave two (β = .12, 95% CI = .06, .18).  In assessing bi-directional relationships (e.g. self-efficacy at wave one predicting identity leadership at time 2), no significant associations were found. A summary of standardised coefficients for total, direct and indirect effects of identity leadership at wave one on resource appraisals at wave two can be found in Table 4. Further, all mediation models in Study 2 (with mediators in both directions) can be found in the supplementary file.
[insert Table 4]
Performance Satisfaction 
Within hierarchical multiple regression models, wave one performance satisfaction was added at Step one, followed by identity leadership (Step 2), relational identification (Step 3), group identification (Step 4), and all resource appraisals (Step 5). For wave one performance satisfaction (Step 1: R2 = .002, p > .05), identity leadership (Step 2: R2 = .01, p > .05), relational identification (Step 3: R2 = .02, p > .05) and group identification (Step 4: R2 = .03, p > .05), there was a non-significant proportion of variance accounted for after each addition. For resource appraisals, a significant proportion of variance was accounted for by the addition of step 5 (Step 5: R2 = .08, p < .05). Specifically, wave one social support was significantly associated with performance satisfaction at wave two (β = .40, p = .019).
		Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk31638847]Overall, Study 2 indicated mixed support for our hypotheses. In-line with expectations, identity leadership at wave 1 was positively associated with self-efficacy at wave 2 (H3), and this was mediated by relational (but not group, in simple or serial mediation) identification at wave 2 (H4). Contrary to our expectations, identity leadership was not associated with perceived control, approach goals or social support temporally (H3). When group identification was added as the M1 variable, and relational identification as the M2 variable, all indirect effects (i.e. through both group and relational identification) were non-significant. Further, when assessing bi-directional relationships (e.g. self-efficacy at time one predicting identity leadership at time two), all models were non-significant. With this finding, the present research supports that perceptions of leadership serve as an antecedent to the outcome, being athletes’ resource appraisals. From this it can be argued that an individual’s appraisal of an event is based on feedback received from an individual’s subjective reality, inclusive of the leader (see Slater et al., 2018). In-line with our hypotheses, perceived social support at the start of the season predicted greater performance satisfaction at the end of the season (H5), but contrary to expectations, no other social factors or resource appraisals did. Collectively, our findings evidence that sport coaches who are perceived to display identity leadership at the start of the season are likely to positively influence athletes’ self-efficacy on approach to sporting competition at the end of the season. Further, the association between identity leadership and self-efficacy is explained through a greater relational connection with the coach. 
General Discussion
The purpose of this programme of research was to examine the influence of athletes’ perceptions of sport coach’s identity leadership on relational and group identification, resource appraisals, and athletic performance. In sum, findings provided mixed support for our hypotheses. In-line with H1, in Study 1, perceptions of coach identity leadership were positively associated with athletes’ self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals, and social support. In support of H2, relational and group identification (in this order) mediated the positive association between identity leadership and self-efficacy, control, approach goals and social support. Further, alone, group identification mediated the positive relationship between identity leadership and self-efficacy, control and approach goals. In contrast to H2, alone, relational identification did not significantly mediate the relationship between identity leadership and all resource appraisals. Lastly, group identification did not significantly mediate the positive relationship between identity leadership and social support. Overall, identity leadership did not negatively associate with avoidance goals, nor was the relationship mediated by relational nor group identification. In Study 2, supporting H3, perceptions of coach’s identity leadership at wave 1 were positively associated with athletes’ self-efficacy (but not control, approach goals, avoidance goals and social support) at wave 2. When relational identification at wave 2 was included as a mediator, there was a positive association between identity leadership at wave 1 and self-efficacy at wave 2 (H4). In contrast to H4, in serial mediation models, relational and group identification at wave 2 did not explain the relationship between identity leadership at wave 1 and resource appraisals at wave 2. Further, when mediators were reversed (i.e., group identification placed before relational identification), no significant indirect effects were identified. Thus, over time, a strong relational identification with a leader did not, in turn, positively influence group identification (Sluss & Ashforth, 2012), nor was a sense of relational identification inferred from a follower’s group identification (Steffens et al., 2014b). Regarding performance satisfaction, supporting H5, perceptions of social support at the start of the season predicted greater performance satisfaction at the end of the season. No other social factors or resource appraisals at the start of the season predicted performance satisfaction at the end of the season.
         Theoretical Contributions
Overall, our two studies contribute to theory in three noteworthy ways. First, extending leadership theory, across Study 1 and 2, broadly, we find evidence that perceptions of coaches’ identity leadership positively influenced athletes’ resource appraisals towards motivated performance situations as a result of a sense of connection with their coach and sport team. One reason for this could be due to a sport coaches role in influencing athletes to internalize their coach-athlete relationship as part of their self-concept (i.e., relational identification), and this may have been the basis for athletes’ attitude and behaviour, mobilizing athletes to engage with the group they identify with, in turn appraising the competition more adaptively (i.e., greater resources appraisals). Slater and colleagues (2018) found similar results in that relational identification with a leader aided intentional mobilization and resource appraisals. Extending Slater and colleagues’ (2018) findings, our research suggests that relational and group identification serve as mechanisms through which identity leadership influences appraisals within an ecologically valid setting. 
Second, Study 2 advances identity leadership theory by providing initial evidence pointing to the temporal mechanisms behind sport team dynamics and athletes’ stress appraisals. We found that perceived identity leadership played a part in creating a strong relationship between athlete and coach over time, in turn, predicting greater perceptions of self-efficacy. That said, similar to Slater et al. (2018), we present inconsistent findings regarding resource appraisals.  A potential reason for this may be the meaning behind the dyadic relationship (i.e., shared identity content; Slater, Coffee, Barker, Haslam, & Steffens, 2019), not explored in ours, nor Slater et al’s (2018) study. The belief that a leader and follower have similar ideas about the meaning of the group, such as being results-focused, influences follower mobilization of efforts toward a performance task. As the leader and followers share collective meaning (e.g., to approach tasks with confidence), dyadic identification is likely to be endorsed, and thus psychological resources are likely to be bolstered alongside enhanced mobilization (Slater et al., 2019). To this end, there is scope for future research to identify whether shared identity content serves as the mechanism through which resource appraisals are improved, and performance is enhanced. 
Inconsistent with our first study, in Study 2, we found that identity leadership did not contribute to creating a strong relationship between athlete and group over time, nor did group identification predict elevated appraisals. Because perceived identity leadership influenced relational identification, to then influence group identification in the serial mediation models (Study 1), our evidence suggests that the emotional connection between leader and athlete that was formed may supersede group identification, as per Sluss and colleagues’ (2012) propositions. In other words, self-efficacy may form as a result of relational identification rather than group identification. In sum, evidence from Study 2 indicates that it is pivotal within competitive sport that sport coaches make every effort to display identity leadership consistently across athletic seasons in order to retain and develop relational identification, which in turn enhances perceptions of efficacy in their athletes. It may be so that a leader’s influence is bolstered as a result of a dyadic connection, (see Slater et al., 2018) thus persuasion to engage in activities may be endorsed by a follower, improving efficacy over time (Maddux, & Gosselin, 2003).
Third, broadly, the findings from Study 1 and 2, reflecting two independent samples of athletes, show that identity leadership and identification (with a leader and group) influences athletes’ self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals, and social support, indicating support for the propositions within the TCTSA-R (Meijen et al., 2020). Our research points to social antecedents of stress appraisals, such as perceptions of leadership. Particularly, we evidence that identity leadership may serve as a dispositional factor within the stress process, influencing the transaction between the environment and the stress response. It is important for an athlete to perceive that support is available from those who they share a strong connection with (i.e., a leader or group) to in turn use opportunities for support in anticipating motivated performance situations. This is particularly noteworthy given that leadership and other social factors (e.g., number of positive group memberships) have been found to be vital in other approaches to health/stress (e.g., the social cure; Haslam et al., 2018). Thus, our findings support the notion of social resources, in that resources (friends; memberships in clubs and organizations) have been found to attenuate stressful situations (Billings & Moos, 1981). In turn, these social resources predict greater overall performances as a result of collective supportive climates (Peñalver et al., 2019), which are products of leadership (Zhu et al., 2015). To this tune, our findings add to initial conceptualizations (Slater et al., 2016) and evidence (Slater et al., 2018) that identity-based leadership serves as a significant antecedent to resource appraisals on approach to motivated performance situations (Meijen et al., 2020). Specifically, athletes believing that their coach shows identity leadership behaviours is likely to be associated with greater self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals and perceived support cross sectionally (Study 1), and self-efficacy over time (Study 2). 
As evidenced, some inconsistencies were found across our studies. In Study 1, group identification, cross-sectionally, influenced the process through which perceived coach identity leadership influenced athlete resource appraisals. Further, we found that perceptions of identity leadership positively influenced relational identification, in turn, positively influencing group identification and resource appraisals (excluding avoidance). However, in Study 2, longitudinally, only relational identification (not group identification) proved influential in the process through which perceptions of identity leadership at the start of the season influenced resource appraisals at the end of the season (i.e., only self-efficacy). Because our findings point to a relationship between perceptions of identity leadership and psychological appraisals over time, practically, identity leadership interventions such as the 3R’s (Haslam et al., 2011) may prove pivotal in improving athletes’ competitive appraisals and performance satisfaction. By this, leaders should aim to understand the social identities within a group (i.e., reflect), act in line with group expectations and norms (i.e., represent), and help set structures to achieve group goals (i.e., realize). In doing this, identification (i.e. relational and group) is likely to be enhanced (Haslam et al., 2011), and competitive appraisals and performance satisfaction improved. In response to Slater et al. (2018) and Nicholls et al.’s (2012) calls, our data adds to previous findings, identifying that there are psychological consequences of identity leadership (Study 1) over time (Study 2), and that performance satisfaction can be influenced by social support across an athletic season (Study 2). Indeed, practically speaking, given the positive influence of social support at wave 1 predicting performance satisfaction at wave 2, we recommend that at the start of athletic seasons, coaches and sport psychologists should look to develop social support interventions (e.g., proactively during pre-season). 
           Limitations and Future Research Directions
Our studies are not without limitations. First, in both studies, we did not measure athletes’ appraisals of the event in the few seconds immediately before the event started due to ethical reasons (Tenenbaum et al., 2002). Evidence has indicated that appraisals are fluid (Blascovich & Mendes, 2000; Chadha et al., 2019), and thus, it is plausible that the appraisals athletes reported an hour before the competition changed in the imminent seconds before the start. Though we know reappraisal happens in the moments before competition, we captured data as close to competition as feasible. Second, we based our research on stress theory (Jones et al., 2009), but the polychotomous propositions of the TCTSA-R were not included in this research (Meijen et al., 2020). By this without measuring Lazarusian appraisals of motivational relevance (i.e., the intensity of the competitive stress response) and goal congruence (i.e., the pursuit of goals that align with goals that the group intend to achieve; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), it was not possible to test the TCTSA-R in this study (Meijen et al., 2020). There is merit in future studies identifying whether physiological reactivity to stressful situations can be influenced by identity leadership and identification variables over time, as well as researchers developing measurement tools that align with the TCTSA-R (Meijen et al., 2020). Speaking of measurement, there has been evidence that single item measures (i.e. AGQ; Conroy et al., 2003; Turner et al., 2012), compared to full-length scales, may not be sufficient indicators of a construct, reducing reliability (Hays et al., 2012). Although this is the case, the used scales have proven valid in measuring resource appraisals (Slater et al., 2018; Turner et al., 2013). Although study 2 measured intraindividual associations over time, there was a gender imbalance, and thus it may be beneficial for future research to incorporate stratified sampling techniques ensure a gender balance (e.g. Fransen et al., 2015). Those who took part in the study Finally, regarding performance, other pertinent markers were not considered. Future research may benefit in taking a holistic perspective when measuring performance, such as individual-objective (i.e., km ran, percentage pass completion) parameters.
           Conclusion
In the present research we examined whether the perceptions of sport coach’s identity leadership predicted athletes’ resource appraisals cross-sectionally (Study 1) and longitudinally (Study 2), and whether these relationships were explained by relational and group identification. We also explored the influence of identity leadership on performance satisfaction across a season (Study 2). Broadly, we find evidence that perceptions of identity leadership influenced athletes’ self-efficacy, perceived control, approach goals and perceived support, through identification with both the coach and the team (Study 1). In addition, we identified that perceptions of identity leadership at the start of a season was associated with athletes’ self-efficacy at the end of the season through relational (but not group) identification (Study 2). Additionally, receiving social support at the start of the season positively predicted increased performance satisfaction at the end of the season. These findings stimulate the need for sport coaches to understand both: (1) the importance of displaying identity leadership behaviours for their athletes’ resource appraisals and performance satisfaction, and 2) how relational and group identification may be key mechanisms through which resource appraisals are optimized.
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Table 1

Study 1 Scale Reliabilities, Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations
	
	Mean +/- SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. Prototypical
	5.08 +/- 1.32
	.92
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Advancement
	5.16 +/- 1.27
	.87*
	.88
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Entrepreneurship
	4.71 +/- 1.53
	.79*
	.74*
	.93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Impresarioship
	4.69 +/- 1.53
	.71*
	.71*
	.83*
	.91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Global Identity Leadership
	4.92 +/- 1.27
	.91*
	.90*
	.93*
	.90*
	.97
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Relational Identification
	5.16 +/- 1.45
	.76*
	.72*
	.73*
	.67*
	.79*
	.89
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Group Identification
	5.61 +/- 1.09
	.50*
	.48*
	.49*
	.46*
	.53*
	.56*
	.86
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Self-efficacy
	3.95 +/- .86
	.45*
	.44*
	.41*
	.40*
	.47*
	.45*
	.48*
	.76
	
	
	
	

	9. Control
	4.16 +/- .79
	.44*
	.42*
	.40*
	.40*
	.46*
	.41*
	.47*
	.59*
	---
	
	
	

	10.  Approach
	5.62 +/- 1.12
	.41*
	.41*
	.31*
	.30*
	.39*
	.37*
	.37*
	.50*
	.42*
	---
	
	

	11. Avoidance
	4.45 +/- 1.56
	.08
	.11*
	.04
	.07
	.08
	.03
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.42*
	---
	

	12. Overall Support
	4.13 +/- 1.26
	.45*
	.44*
	.51*
	.47*
	.51*
	.46*
	.36*
	.34*
	.39*
	.26*
	.13*
	.96


Note: p ≤ .05**, p ≤ .01*


Table 2

Summary of Total, Direct and Indirect Effects Study 1
	
	Self-Efficacy
	Control
	Approach
	Avoidance
	Social Support

	Total Effect
	β = .21*
	β = .23*
	β = .24*
	β = .04
	β = .41*

	Direct Effect
	β = .15*
	β = .18*
	β = .18*
	β = .06
	β = .38*

	Relational Identification
	β = .06
	β = .003
	β = .06
	β = -.04
	β = .08

	Group Identification
	β = .05*
	β = .05*
	β = .05*
	β = -.02
	β = .02

	Relational*Group Identification
	β = .06*
	β = .06*
	β = .05*
	β = -.02
	β = .03*

	Group*Relational Identification 
	β = .008
	β ≤ .001
	β = .008
	β = -.005
	β = .01


Note: p ≤ .05*, Relational*Group Identification = Relational identification as mediator 1, and group identification as mediator 2. Group*Relational Identification = Group identification as mediator 1, and relational identification as mediator 2.




Classification: Restricted 

Note: Wave 1 correlations are below the diagonal, and wave 2 correlations are above the diagonal, p ≤ .05**, p < .01*

Note: Wave 1 correlations are below the diagonal, and wave 2 correlations are above the diagonal, p ≤ .05**, p < .01*
Table 3
Study 2 Pearson’s correlations coefficients (r) between the variables across timepoints

Table 5. Pearson’s correlations coefficients (r) between the variables across timepoints

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	1. Prototypical
	-
	.86*
	.80*
	.76*
	.93*
	.70*
	.39*
	.58*
	.44*
	.50*
	18**
	.48*
	.46*
	.39*
	.32*
	.45*
	.27*
	.10

	2. Advancement
	.88*
	-
	.79*
	.74*
	.93*
	.69*
	.40*
	.65*
	.40*
	.52*
	.17**
	.48*
	.46*
	.34*
	.32*
	.44*
	.23*
	.08

	3. Entrepreneur
	.74*
	.66*
	-
	.84*
	.93*
	.68*
	.39*
	.65*
	.46*
	.48*
	.17**
	.47*
	.46*
	.40*
	.38*
	.47*
	.24*
	-.00

	4. Embedder
	.62*
	.63*
	.79*
	-
	.89*
	.61*
	.34*
	.60*
	.41*
	.46*
	.21**
	.46*
	.43*
	.38*
	.36*
	.45*
	.29*
	.04

	5. Global identity leadership
	.92*
	.89*
	.90*
	.84*
	-
	.74*
	.43*
	.68*
	.46*
	.54*
	.19**
	.51*
	.49*
	.41*
	.38*
	.49*
	.28*
	.06

	6. Relational Identification
	.84*
	.77*
	.78*
	.72*
	.88*
	-
	.64*
	.57*
	.45*
	.48*
	-.02
	.37*
	.35*
	.25*
	.20**
	.32*
	.27*
	.11

	7. Group Identification
	.42*
	.43*
	.46*
	.44*
	.51*
	.54*
	-
	.41*
	.31*
	.47*
	-.14
	.23*
	.18*
	.03
	.01
	.12
	.16
	.16

	8. Self-efficacy
	.47*
	.43*
	.43*
	.40*
	.50*
	.43*
	.45*
	-
	.51*
	.53*
	.20**
	.40*
	.38*
	.26*
	.18**
	.32*
	.27*
	.16

	9. Control
	.51*
	.41*
	.34*
	.31*
	.46*
	.46*
	.43*
	.65*
	-
	.53*
	.07
	.40*
	.39*
	.20**
	.16
	.30*
	.19**
	.07

	10.  Approach
	.46*
	.45*
	.36*
	.33*
	.46*
	.36*
	.43*
	.54*
	.58*
	-
	.23*
	.43*
	.36*
	.28*
	.26*
	.35*
	.21**
	.19**

	11. Avoidance
	.36*
	.30*
	.38*
	.28*
	.38*
	.26*
	.29*
	.40*
	.40*
	.71*
	-
	.21**
	.08
	.21**
	.22*
	.19**
	.15
	.06

	12. Emotional
	.46*
	.36*
	.46*
	.40*
	.49*
	.47*
	.41*
	.49*
	.56*
	.53*
	.46*
	-
	.87*
	.74*
	.62*
	.87*
	.24*
	.11

	13. Esteem
	.42*
	.32*
	.51*
	.42*
	.48*
	.44*
	.4*
	.47*
	.51*
	.47*
	.47*
	.87*
	-
	.77*
	.68*
	.91*
	.25*
	.09

	14. Informational
	.31*
	.29*
	.44*
	.36*
	.40*
	.38*
	.27*
	.25*
	.35*
	.22*
	.34*
	.62*
	.66*
	-
	72*
	.90*
	.24*
	.08

	15. Tangible
	.25*
	.24*
	.36*
	.28*
	.33*
	.31*
	.16
	.17*
	.23*
	.04
	.22**
	.43*
	.47*
	.74*
	-
	.87*
	.11
	.02

	16. Overall Support
	.42*
	.35*
	.52*
	.43*
	.49*
	.47*
	.36*
	.40*
	.47*
	.34*
	.42*
	.83*
	.86*
	.90*
	.81*
	-
	.24*
	.06

	17. Performance Satisfaction
	.24*
	.21*
	.13
	.20**
	.23*
	.30*
	.18**
	.19**
	.21**
	.26*
	.16
	.21**
	.20**
	.18**
	.05
	.18**
	-
	.03





Table 4

Summary of Total, Direct and Indirect Effects Study 2
	
	Self-Efficacy
	Control
	Approach
	Avoidance
	Social Support

	Total Effect
	β = .11*
	β = -.001
	β = .06
	β = .07
	β = .02

	Direct Effect
	β = .10*
	β = -.002
	β = -.01
	β = .10
	β = .03

	Relational Identification
	β = .10*
	β = .11*
	β = .03
	β = .03
	β = .06*

	Group Identification
	β = -.01
	β = -.001
	β = -.08
	β = .04
	β = .02

	Relational*Group Identification
	β = .01
	β = .001
	β = .07*
	β = -.03
	β = -.01

	Group*Relational Identification
	β = -.02
	β = -.02
	β = -.004
	β = -.004
	β = -.01


Note: p ≤ .05*, Relational*Group Identification = Relational identification at wave two as mediator 1, and group identification at wave two as mediator 2. Group*Relational Identification = Group identification at wave two as mediator 1, and relational identification at wave two as mediator 2.



Figure 1
Serial multiple mediation model with two mediators within study 1.
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Notes: X—independent variable; Y—Dependent. Variable; M1, M2—Mediators. a1, a2, b1, b2, d21, c’—Regression coefﬁcients.
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