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ABSTRACT 
 
Th s study was appl ed to measure the team cohes on of basketball players play ng n the Türk ye Basketball 
Leagues n terms of some var ables. In the research, two d fferent forms have been used. F rst of these 
forms, the personal data form s prepared by a researcher to collect data about the act ve basketball per od 
of the part c pants, the r league category, camp ng w th the team at the start of the season, and the durat on 
of the r presence n the team. The second s the Moralı data form developed by Ne l W. W dmeyer, Lawrence 
R. Brawley and Albert Carron (1985) The Measurement of Cohes on n Sports Team Inventory adapted to 
Türk ye by 1994. The research group cons sts of a total of 266 basketball players act vely play ng n the 
Türk ye Basketball Leagues. The scale and personal data form were appl ed to the basketball players who 
part c pated n the study w th the onl ne method us ng the purposeful sampl ng method. The data obta ned as 
a result of the research were analyzed n the SPSS.22 program. Descr pt ve stat st cs were used n the 
analys s of the data, a t-test for ndependent groups was used n pa rw se group compar sons, and a one-
way analys s of var ance ANOVA test was used to compare mult ple groups. In add t on, posthoc tests were 
used to know the way of the d fference among groups. The s gn f cance level was taken as 0.05 n the 
nterpretat on of the results. The cohes on levels of the basketball players part c pat ng n the study were 
mostly at a better level. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Team cohes on s a not on that s the same as group 
cohes on, group cooperat on and group un ty n the 
l terature. All those not ons are expressed as cohes on, 
the comm tment that holds the team or group work ng for 
a part cular purpose together. Fest nger et al. (1950) 
express th s as the total ty of the forces that have a role 
to take the members of the group. Carron (1982), on the 
other hand, expresses group cohes on as a dynam c 
process that s reflected n trends for hold ng the group 
together as a whole n the pursu t of goals and object ves 
(Dorak and Vurgun, 2006). 

One of the most bas c features of the team s to create 
un ty among ts members. Cohes on means that 
members reach un ty of manners by establ sh ng a close 
bond among themselves and support ng each other and 
thus becom ng self-suff c ent players.  It s qu te d ff cult to 
qual fy a team w th a low level of un ty, so  th s  term  also  

creates the cons derat on of be ng a group (Hoog and  
Vaughan, 2007). 

Team cohes on depends on the members' degree of 
comm tment to the team and the r w ll ngness to stay n 
the team. Members of teams n close un ty are eager to 
part c pate n the team's act v t es, attend meet ngs, and 
the success of the team makes them happy. Members of 
teams w th weaker cohes on are not nterested n the 
team's c rcumstances. A h gh level of togetherness s 
accepted as a pos t ve feature of teams (Eren, 2001). Any 
trouble w th ach ev ng success cannot be seen n teams 
that have a h gher level of un ty. The a m of success 
represents the dea of nd v dual success by prov d ng a 
cogn t ve structure that regulates the def n t ons of 
success and fa lure, mot vat on processes, emot onal 
react ons and mot vat ng behav ors of nd v duals n the 
team (Kaplan and Akyüz, 2020).  
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Team un ty has certa n elements. The features and 
general cond t on of the team are the most regarded 
elements affect ng the un ty of the team. The n t al of 
those s nterrelat on w th n the team. The greater the 
nterrelat on among the team players and the more the 
players are cohes ve, the team un ty w ll be stronger. The 
next element s to share the a ms. Collaborat on 
ncreases when team players go toward the goal. Un ty of 
purpose takes the team together, mot vates them and 
creates an energy among members for ach evement. The 
th rd one s nd v dual dependence on the team. That 
means that members adopt the same manners and 
values and are keen on be ng together (Eren, 2001). 

Fest nger et al. (1950) def ned a team as a group of 
people who are nterconnected and nteract w th each 
other. Teamwork s def ned as more than synergy, 
cooperat on, un ty and harmony among athletes. The 
actual root of comm tment s putt ng one's nterests as de 
and putt ng the team's goals above the r own, and 
work ng w ll ngly and voluntar ly to make them happen. 
Accord ngly, they bel eved that a f eld of forces based on 
the attract on and common goal among the members had 
an effect on the group members, and that team un ty led 
to the cont nuat on of the members and adherence to the 
team norms (Hoog and Vaughan, 2007). 

Hogg and Turner (1987) cons dered the team as a 
whole cons st ng of cooperat ve nd v duals and stated t 
n a framework that had the general character st cs of the 
model. They have argued that the fact that nd v duals 
who come together mutually meet each other's needs 
and can ach eve goals that they cannot ach eve alone, 
only when they are together, strengthens the bond 
among them. It s argued that th s v ew of team cohes on 
represents nterpersonal dependence of the soc al group 
or a much broader soc al cohes on (Bayar, 1997; Hoog 
and Vaughan, 2007). 

Teams that accept be ng n the team as a duty, enjoy 
the team as they are n, and have h gher attract veness 
among the r members have a h gher level of cohes on 
(Mullen and Copper, 1994). A more level of cohes on n a 
team means more closeness and nteract on among team 
members. Cohes on can be generally def ned as the 
degree to wh ch members f nd each other and the group 
attract ve (Kocaekş  and Koruç, 2012). 

In th s context, un ty n team sports takes great 
mportance. As n all other team sports, t s pred cted that 
success w ll come more eas ly w th the ex stence of un ty 
n basketball. The purpose of th s study s to contr bute to 
the l terature by a m ng to determ ne the level of team 
un ty of basketball players. 
 
 
METHOD 
 
Research model 
 
Scann ng  model  was  used  n  the  study. The scann ng  

model s def ned as a research model that purposes to 
nd cate the degree and/or degree of co-var ance 
between two or among more var ables (Karasar, 2009). 
 
 
Research group 
 
The research group cons sts of 266 basketball players 
act vely play ng n Türk ye Basketball Leagues n the 
2022-2023 Basketball Season. 
 
 
Data collect on tools 
 
In th s study, Personal Data Form and Team Cohes on 
Scale, wh ch were prepared by the researcher n 
cohes on w th ts des gn, were used n cohes on w th ts 
purpose. Data on the measurement tools used n the 
research s g ven below. 
 
 
Personal data form 
 
The personal data form was prepared by the researcher 
to ach eve the purpose of the research, to gather 
demograph c data about the athletes; The purpose of th s 
study s to obta n data about the var ables of act ve 
basketball play ng year, league category they play, 
camp ng w th the team they are n at the start ng of the 
season, and the year they spent n the r present team. 
 
 
Team cohes on scale 
 
The adaptat on of The Measurement of Cohes on n Sport 
Team nventory brought on by Ne l W. W dmeyer et al. 
(1985) to the Türk ye populat on was appl ed by Moralı 
(1994). The nventory used to measure Team Cohes on 
ncludes measur ng t and also group members' thoughts 
about the r teams. The nventory cons sts of 18 quest ons 
and 4 sub-d mens ons. Items 5,9,10,12,15 and 16 of the 
scale are scored stra ghtly and other tems are scored n 
reverse. A separate cohes on score was obta ned for 
each sub-d mens on by summ ng the marked scale 
values, and a general cohes veness score was obta ned 
by summ ng the scores obta ned from the sub-
d mens ons. A h gher score shows a h gher percept on of 
cohes veness. The nternal cons stency value of the scale 
was found to be 0.78 n the or g nal study. In th s study, 
the nternal cons stency value was found to be 0.82. 
 
 
Data collect on 
 
The scale and personal data form were appl ed to the 
basketball players who part c pated n the study w th the 
onl ne method us ng the purposeful sampl ng method. 
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Analys s of data 
 
The data ga ned as a consequence of the research were 
exam ned n the SPSS.22 program. Descr pt ve stat st cs 
were taken to use n the analys s of the data, a t-test for 
ndependent groups was used n pa rw se group 
compar sons, and a one-way analys s of var ance ANOVA 
test was used to compare mult ple groups. In add t on, 
post-hoc tests were put to use to see the d rect on of the 

d fference between groups. The s gn f cance level was 
taken as 0.05 n the nterpretat on of the results. 
 
 
RESULTS 
 
The demograph c nformat on of the basketball players 
tak ng part n the study and the stat st cal results of the 
scale appl ed are g ven n Tables 1 to 5. 

 
 
 

Table 1. F nd ngs regard ng the demograph c var ables of the research group. 
 
Variables Groups n % 

Period of playing basketball actively 

1-7 years 78 29.3 
8-14 years 111 41.7 
15 years and + 77 28.9 
Total 266 100 

    

Category of league 

Basketball Super League 39 14.7 
Türkiye Basketball League 71 26.7 
Türkiye Basketball 2nd League 156 58.6 
Total 266 100 

Camping with the team at the start of the 
season 

Yes 150 56.4 
No 116 43.6 
Total 266 100 

    

Playing period at the team 

1 year 129 48.5 
2-4 years 99 37.2 
5 years and + 38 14.3 
Total 266 100 

 
 
 
As shown n Table 1, 29.3% of the basketball players 
part c pat ng n the research played basketball act vely for 
1 to 7 years, 41.7% for 8 to 14 years, and 28.9% for 15 
years or more. 14.7% of these basketball players play n 
the Türk ye Basketball Super League, 26.7% n the 
Türk ye Basketball League, and 58.6% n the Türk ye 
Basketball Second League. Wh le 56.4% of the 
basketball players n our research attended the camp at 
the start of the season w th the r team, 43.6% d d not 
attend the camp at the start of the season. 48.5% of 
these basketball players work for 1 year, 37.2% for 2 to 4 
years, and 14.3% for 5 years or more n the r present 
teams. 

As shown n Table 2, there s a stat st cally s gn f cant 
d fference n the whole scale n the analyzes a med at 
measur ng the level of team cohes on accord ng to the 
var able of act ve basketball play ng t me of basketball 
players (p < 0.05). As w th the whole scale, we could see 
a s gn f cant d fference n the " nd v dual task 
attract veness" and " nd v dual soc al attract veness" sub-
d mens ons (p < 0.05), wh le any stat st cally s gn f cant 
d fference has not been seen n the other sub-d mens ons 

(p > 0.05). As a consequence of the research made to 
expla n between wh ch groups the ment oned d fference 
s, there s a s gn f cant d fference n favor of "1-7 years" 
between "1-7 years" and "8-14 years" and "15 years and 
above" groups n the " nd v dual task attract veness" sub-
d mens on. In the " nd v dual soc al attract veness" sub-
d mens on, we could see that there s a s gn f cant 
d fference between the "1-7 years" and "8-14 years" 
groups n favor of "1-7 years". When the whole scale s 
exam ned, t s seen that a s gn f cant d fference has been 
determ ned between the "1-7 years" and "15 years and 
above" groups n favor of "1-7 years". 

As shown n Table 3, t has been determ ned that there 
s a stat st cally s gn f cant d fference n the whole scale n 
the analyses to measure the level of team cohes on 
accord ng to the league category var able n wh ch the 
basketball players play (p < 0.05). As n the whole scale, 
a s gn f cant d fference was found n the sub-d mens ons 
of " nd v dual task attract veness", " nd v dual soc al 
attract veness" and "group task un ty" (p < 0.05), wh le 
any stat st cally s gn f cant d fference was not determ ned 
n the "group soc al cohes on" sub-d mens on (p > 0.05).
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Table 2. One-way Anova test results regard ng the team cohes on scale and ts sub-d mens ons accord ng to the var able of act ve 
basketball play ng per od of the research group. 
 

Scale and its sub-dimensions Period of playing basketball actively n 
 

ss F p Scheffe 

Individual task attractiveness 
1-7 years (1) 78 27.85 6.74 

6.01 0.00* 
1-2 
1-3 8-14 years (2) 111 24.21 8.56 

15 years and + (3) 77 24.08 8.03 
        

Individual social attractiveness 
1-7 years (1) 78 33.29 6.52 

7.77 0.00* 1-3 8-14 years (2) 111 30.88 8.85 
15 years and + (3) 77 28.16 8.47 

        

Group task unity 
1-7 years (1) 78 32.23 7.23 

2.01 0.14  8-14 years (2) 111 32.45 8.43 
15 years and + (3) 77 30.13 8.93 

        

Group social unity 
1-7 years (1) 78 22.03 5.01 

0.97 0.38  8-14 years (2) 111 22.14 5.43 
15 years and + (3) 77 21.04 6.50 

        

Team collaboration scale 
1-7 years (1) 78 115.40 18.94 

5.22 0.01* 1-3 8-14 years (2) 111 109.68 24.64 
15 years and + (3) 77 103.40 24.66 

 

* p < 0.05 s gn f cance level. 
 
 
 

Table 3. One-way ANOVA test results regard ng the team cohes on scale and ts sub-d mens ons by league category var able of the 
research group. 
 

Scale and ts sub-d mens ons Category of league n 
 

Ss F p Scheffe 

Ind v dual task attract veness 
Basketball Super League (1) 78 28.62 7.21 

4.12 0.02* 1-3 Türk ye Basketball League (2) 111 24.73 7.70 
Türk ye Basketball 2nd League (3) 77 24.62 8.25 

        

Ind v dual soc al attract veness 
Basketball Super League (1) 78 34.46 7.63 

6.07 0.00* 
1-2 
1-3 Türk ye Basketball League (2) 111 28.79 9.01 

Türk ye Basketball 2nd League (3) 77 30.80 7.89 
        

Group task un ty 
Basketball Super League (1) 78 35.67 7.55 

5.40 0.01* 
1-2 
1-3 Türk ye Basketball League (2) 111 30.87 7.51 

Türk ye Basketball 2nd League (3) 77 31.11 8.56 
        

Group soc al un ty 
Basketball Super League (1) 78 23 5.62 

2.01 0.14  Türk ye Basketball League (2) 111 20.82 4.92 
Türk ye Basketball 2nd League (3) 77 21.93 5.91 

        

Team cohes on scale 
Basketball Super League (1) 78 121.74 22.59 

6.93 0,00* 
1-2 
1-3 Türk ye Basketball League (2) 111 105.21 20.30 

Türk ye Basketball 2nd League (3) 77 108.46 24.18 
 

* p < 0.05 s gn f cance level. 
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Table 4. T-test results of the research group on the team cohes on scale and ts sub-d mens ons accord ng to the var able of camp ng 
w th the team at the start of the season. 
 

Scale and its sub-dimensions Camping with the team at 
the start of the season n 

 

ss t df p 

Individual task attractiveness Yes 150 24.89 8.20 -0.81 264 0.33 
No 116 25.69 7.88 

        
Individual social 
attractiveness 

Yes 150 30.04 8.84 
-1.70 264 0.26 No 116 31.78 7.53 

        

Group task unity Yes 150 31.45 8.13 
-0.60 264 0.70 

No 116 32.06 8.50 
        

Group social unity Yes 150 21.95 5.71 0.52 264 0.99 
No 116 21.59 5.57 

        

Team cohesion scale Yes 150 108.32 23.73 
-0.96 264 0.92 

No 116 111.12 23.18 
 
 
 
As a result of the analyses made to determ ne between 
wh ch groups th s d fference s, t was determ ned that the 
" nd v dual task attract veness" sub-d mens on was n 
favor of Basketball Super League players between 
Basketball Super League players and Türk ye Basketball 
2nd League players. It has been determ ned that the sub-
d mens ons of " nd v dual soc al attract veness" and 
"group task un ty" are n favor of Basketball Super 
League players between Basketball Super League 
players and Türk ye Basketball League and Türk ye 
Basketball 2nd League players. When the whole scale s 
exam ned, t has been determ ned that the sub-
d mens ons of " nd v dual soc al attract veness" and 
"group task ntegr ty" are n favor of Basketball Super 
League players among Basketball Super League players 
and Türk ye Basketball League and Türk ye Basketball 
2nd League Players. 

No stat st cally s gn f cant d fferences were found n the 
whole scale and ts sub-d mens ons n the analyzes 
a med at measur ng the level of team cohes on accord ng 
to the var able of camp ng at the beg nn ng of the season 
w th the teams of basketball players (p > 0.05) (Table 4). 

There was no stat st cally s gn f cant d fferences n the 
whole scale and ts sub-d mens ons n the analyzes to 
measure the level of team cohes on accord ng to the 
var able of the t me that the basketballers are n the r 
present teams (p > 0.05) (Table 5). 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In team sports, the nd v dual ab l t es of the team 
members usually come to the fore for success. However, 
t s not poss ble for a team to ach eve success by only 
tra n ng nd v dually. And also; Team dynam cs and team 

un ty are mportant for team success. In add t on, t s 
more reasonable that teams cons st ng of members who 
l ke each other and l ke to play together w ll be more 
successful than teams that lack th s qual ty. It s known 
that the level of un ty of the teams n basketball, wh ch s 
a team sport, w ll be benef c al n ach ev ng success. For 
that, th s research was purposed to measure the team 
cohes on levels of basketball players play ng n Türk ye 
basketball leagues. 

A s gn f cant d fference was found n the levels of team 
cohes on accord ng to the var able of act ve basketball 
play ng per od of basketball players (p < 0.05). As a result 
of the analyzes made, when the whole scale has been 
researched, t was found a s gn f cant d fference between 
the "1-7 years" and "15 years and above" groups n favor 
of "1-7 years". In add t on, a s gn f cant d fference was 
seen n the " nd v dual task attract veness" and " nd v dual 
soc al attract veness" sub-d mens ons of the scale (p < 
0.05), wh le any stat st cally s gn f cant d fference was not 
seen n the other sub-d mens ons (p > 0.05). We can say 
that th s d fference s based on when basketball players 
ga n exper ence, they focus more on the r nd v dual 
performance and th nk less about the team. When we 
look at the l terature, t has been seen that there are 
stud es support ng our study. Dorak and Vurgun (2006), 
n the r study analyz ng the relat onsh p between empathy 
and team cohes on n terms of team sports, reveals that 
the level of team cohes on decreases as exper ence 
ncreases. Tatar (2009) also found a s gn f cant 
d fference, support ng our study, among the scores of the 
answers g ven by the athletes to the percept ons of 
" nd v dual attract veness-task", wh ch s the sub-
d mens on of team un ty, accord ng to the var able of 
football play ng year n h s research named "Exam nat on 
of team cohes on n football and the mpact of the capta n  
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on team un ty" has found. Contrary to our study, Polat 
(2019) could not f nd a s gn f cant d fference between the 
years of do ng sports and the level of team cohes on n 
h s study on curl ng athletes. He found a d fference only 
n the " nd v dual soc al attract veness" sub-d mens on of 
the team cohes on scale. 

It was seen a stat st cally s gn f cant d fference n the 
whole scale n the analyses to measure the level of team 
cohes on accord ng to the league category var able n 
wh ch the basketball players play (p < 0.05). No 
stat st cally s gn f cant d fference was determ ned only n 
the "group soc al un ty" sub-d mens on of the scale. 
Accord ng to the result of th s d fference, t can be sa d 
that the level of team cohes on ncreases as the league 
category played by basketball players ncreases. Look ng 
at the l terature, Tatar (2009) found a s gn f cant 
d fference n the " nd v dual soc al attract veness" sub-
d mens on of the level of team cohes on accord ng to the 
league category n wh ch they played n h s study named 
"Exam nat on of team cohes on n football and the mpact 
of the capta n on team un ty". Tatar (2009) concluded that 
an ncrease n the league category reduces the level of 
team cohes on. Th s result contrad cts the result found n 
our study. Tatar (2009) d d not f nd a s gn f cant d fference 
n the other sub-d mens ons and the whole scale, except 
for the " nd v dual soc al attract veness" sub-d mens on of 
the scale. Th s supports the result found n the "group 
soc al un ty" sub-d mens on of the scale n our study. 
However, the other sub-d mens ons and the whole scale 
do not support our study. 

Any stat st cally s gn f cant d fference was not 
determ ned n the whole scale and ts sub-d mens ons n 
the analyzes a med at measur ng the level of team 
cohes on accord ng to the var able of camp ng at the start 
of the season w th the teams of basketball players 
(p>0.05). It can be sa d that the basketball players' 
camp ng or not at the start of the season w th the teams 
they are n has no effect on the levels of team cohes on. 
When the l terature s exam ned, W dmeyer and Martens 
(1978) and Ruder and G ll (1982) revealed n the r stud es 
that, contrary to our study, camp ng at the start of the 
season ncreases the level of cohes on dur ng and at the 
end of the season. 

Any stat st cally s gn f cant d fference was not 
determ ned n the whole scale and ts sub-d mens ons n 
the analyzes to measure the level of team cohes on 
accord ng to the var able of the t me that the 
basketballers are n the r present teams (p>0.05). It can 
be sa d that the years spent w th the teams of basketball 
players play ng n the Türk ye leagues have no effect on 
team un ty. When the l terature s exam ned, Tatar (2009) 
n h s research named "Exam nat on of Team Cohes on n 
Football and the Impact of the Capta n on Team Un ty" 
could not detect a s gn f cant d fference between the 
average scores of the answers g ven by the athletes to 
the quest ons regard ng the sub-d mens ons of team 
un ty, accord ng to the "years they played n the r team" 
var able. Th s result supports our study. Contrary to our 

study, Polat (2019) found a s gn f cant d fference n the 
sub-d mens ons of " nd v dual soc al attract veness" and 
"group soc al un ty" between the years they played n 
the r teams and the r level of team cohes on n h s study 
on curl ng athletes. He found that as the number of years 
they played n the r team ncreased, the r level of team 
cohes on decreased. Donelly et al. (1978) n the r study 
on major baseball league teams found that as the years 
n the teams ncreased, the levels of team cohes on also 
ncreased. 
 
 
Conclus on 
 
Consequently, the levels of team cohes on of basketball 
players play ng n Türk ye leagues d ffer n terms of act ve 
play ng years, league category, camp at the start of the 
season and the t me they are n the r present teams. 
Accord ng to the var ables n our study, the level of team 
cohes on of the basketball players was at a better level n 
l ne w th the answers they gave to the scale. 
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