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This study examined the relationship between collective efficacy §CE),
cohesion (CO), and team performance. The study results clarified that the perceptions of collective
efficacy could be a predictor of team performance; moreover, a spiral relationship prevailed between
team performance and CE. Furthermore, this study also investigated the effect of coaching (coaching
behavior) on CE and CO, and the study results suggested that coaching may contribute toward the
cultivation of CE rather than CO.
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