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Abstract
This study aimed to examine how athletes’ perceptions of supportive and controlling coaching behaviours 
influence their perceived performance through the mediating effects of psychological safety, self-efficacy, and 
psychological resilience. Unlike previous work, this study integrates these three psychological factors into a single 
structural model, offering a comprehensive understanding of the mechanisms linking coaching behaviours 
to performance perceptions. Data were collected from 369 Turkish athletes representing different sports and 
competitive levels using validated self-report questionnaires. Structural equation modelling (SEM) was employed 
to analyse the direct and indirect relationships among variables. The results revealed that supportive coaching 
behaviours positively predicted perceived performance through increased psychological safety, self-efficacy, 
and resilience, whereas controlling coaching behaviours had the opposite effect. Among the mediators, self-
efficacy emerged as the strongest predictor of performance perception. These findings provide novel evidence 
that psychological safety and resilience strengthen this relationship by fostering adaptive and confident athlete 
functioning. The study contributes to the literature by demonstrating the integrative role of psychological resources 
within the frameworks of self-determination and social cognitive theories. Practically, it underscores the importance 
of supportive coaching practices that enhance psychological resources essential for sustained motivation, well-
being, and optimal performance.
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Introduction
Athletic performance is a broad and multidimensional 
concept influenced by physiological, biomechanical, and 
psychological factors [1]. In this regard, sports psychol-
ogy constitutes a discipline that integrates psychological 
and physiological dimensions to provide a comprehen-
sive understanding of athletic performance [2, 3]. Since 
athletic development cannot rely solely on physical train-
ing, it is essential to acknowledge the equal importance 
of psychological preparation in achieving optimal per-
formance. Despite the abundance of studies focusing on 
physical parameters, the limits of athletic performance 
remain a matter of debate, and performance is increas-
ingly being examined not only through physiological but 
also through psychological constructs. Consequently, 
psychological performance is considered as important 
as physical performance in sports [4]. Research supports 
the need to consider all factors affecting psychological 
performance components when assessing overall ath-
letic capacity [5]. Therefore, developing both physical and 
mental skills and continuously monitoring athletes’ men-
tal health are essential for maintaining a balanced and 
sustainable sports system.

Within the sport context, psychological factors play a 
crucial role in shaping athletes’ perceptions of their own 
performance [6]. Perceived performance, one of these 
factors, refers to athletes’ self-assessments of their physi-
cal abilities, technical and tactical skills, self-confidence, 
and readiness [7]. This dynamic and multifaceted con-
cept is powerfully shaped by the social and psychologi-
cal environment, particularly the quality of coach–athlete 
relationships, which can satisfy athletes’ basic psycholog-
ical needs and foster mental development [8]. Therefore, 
coaches are encouraged to cultivate trust-based, sup-
portive relationships that promote athletes’ psychologi-
cal well-being and performance [9]. Supportive coaching 
behaviours have been consistently shown to enhance per-
ceived performance and motivation, whereas controlling 
or thwarting approaches may undermine these outcomes, 
contributing to higher anxiety, burnout, and lower per-
ceived performance [10–13]. Perceived performance 
itself can reinforce satisfaction with competence, creating 
a positive feedback loop [14–17]. However, the impact of 
coaching behaviours may vary depending on individual 
differences, contextual factors, and athletes’ psychologi-
cal resilience, which also plays a crucial role in shaping 
performance perceptions [18]. Building on these insights, 
recent literature has begun to focus on the mediating role 
of the coach–athlete relationship in shaping key psycho-
logical outcomes, although contextual influences remain 
insufficiently explored.

While the literature emphasises the role of the coach–
athlete relationship in key psychological outcomes, 
the influence of contextual factors on this role remains 

unclear. Although relationship quality has been shown 
to support basic psychological needs and enhance per-
formance [19, 20], it remains unclear which relational 
components most strongly shape specific psychological 
outcomes. Similarly, while relationship quality mediates 
the effects of coaching behaviours on psychological safety 
[21, 22], little is known about how this mediation varies. 
Research also indicates that coaches’ control-oriented 
behaviours can undermine athletes’ resilience [13], yet 
understanding these mechanisms is particularly impor-
tant, as alignment between coach and athlete perceptions 
has been shown to enhance basic need satisfaction [11]. 
Consequently, investigating the psychological mecha-
nisms through which the coach–athlete relationship 
shapes perceived performance can provide a more holis-
tic framework than existing research has examined.

Building on these insights, optimal performance 
requires self-awareness, which is closely linked to the 
quality of the coach–athlete relationship [23]. Support-
ive and healthy environments foster psychological safety, 
enhance self-efficacy, and promote resilience—mecha-
nisms that enable athletes to cope effectively under pres-
sure, maintain focus, and optimise performance [9, 21, 
24–26]. High-quality relationships facilitate competence 
satisfaction, social support, and autonomy, while tacti-
cal clarity, role definition, and task-oriented feedback 
further strengthen athletes’ perceived and actual capa-
bilities [27–29]. Psychological safety underpins resilience, 
enabling athletes to communicate openly, adapt to chal-
lenges, and make informed decisions under pressure [18, 
21, 30–36]. Individual differences, motivational climate, 
and relationship quality all shape the development of 
resilience, which in turn supports performance and well-
being [8].

Despite its global importance, sport psychology 
remains underdeveloped in Türkiye. Given the increasing 
awareness of mental health, examining these constructs 
in Türkiye is both timely and necessary. Although the 
importance of psychological factors is recognised, inte-
grating psychological skills training into daily practice is 
still limited [37, 38]. Supporting and monitoring athletes’ 
mental health is therefore essential for sustaining a well-
functioning and holistic sports system [39, 40].

Compared to global developments, Türkiye’s adoption 
of sports psychology is still in its early stages and has 
progressed at a slower pace [41, 42]. Despite advances in 
understanding psychological aspects of athletic perfor-
mance, gaps remain in the literature [43]. Globally, sports 
psychology is emphasised as indispensable for perfor-
mance, yet in Türkiye it remains underrecognized [2].

Finally, despite the growing emphasis on sport psychol-
ogy, limited empirical research has examined the psy-
chological dynamics shaping performance perception, 
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particularly in Türkiye. This study addresses this gap by 
empirically examining these mediating mechanisms.

Theoretical framework
This research was framed within the framework of Self-
Determination Theory [44] and Social Cognitive Theory 
[45] to understand athletes’ perceived performance and 
psychological mechanisms.

SDT posits that human behaviour is motivated by the 
fulfilment of three basic psychological needs: autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness [44, 46]. Autonomy involves 
acting in accordance with one’s genuine interests and 
values; competence reflects the need to feel effective and 
capable; and relatedness entails feeling connected to oth-
ers and part of a social group [12]. When these needs are 
supported, they strongly relate to positive performance 
outcomes [20]; conversely, thwarting or neglecting even 
one need can diminish intrinsic motivation and positive 
experiences [46]. Coach–athlete relationships play a cru-
cial role in facilitating or hindering the fulfilment of these 
needs [28, 47]. Coaches’ behaviours can be categorised as 
(1) autonomy-supportive, offering choices and encour-
aging self-regulation (vs. controlling); (2) competence-
supportive, providing structure, tactical guidance, role 
clarity, and constructive feedback (vs. pressuring, incon-
sistent, or discouraging), and (3) relatedness-supportive, 
emphasising care, trust, and involvement (vs. rejecting) 
[12, 28]. Need supportive coaching, particularly when 
combined with genuine interest and encouragement for 
self-expression, has been linked to positive outcomes 
in sport [25, 47]. In contrast, controlling or pressuring 
coaching styles can impair need satisfaction, leading to 
lower motivation, higher anxiety, and risk of burnout [10, 
47]. Thwarting styles can impair need satisfaction, lead-
ing to lower motivation, higher anxiety, and an increased 
risk of burnout [10, 47].

According to SCT, human motivation and action are 
regulated by forethought. Among its core constructs, 
perceived self-efficacy—the belief in one’s ability to per-
form actions required to achieve desired outcomes—is 
central [48]. In the sports context, SCT has significant 
implications for both coaches and athletes. Coaches who 
understand and apply the principles of this theory can 
enhance athletes’ performance, motivation, and learn-
ing [49]. Empirical evidence further indicates a strong 
relationship between self-efficacy and need satisfaction 
[27]. Coaches who cultivate socially supportive environ-
ments characterised by trust, closeness, and commit-
ment enhance athletes’ self-efficacy perceptions, which, 
in turn, positively impact performance [29]. Supportive 
coach–athlete relationships specifically reinforce com-
petence needs, thereby promoting motivation and per-
formance [24, 25]. Consequently, athletes with higher 
self-efficacy are more likely to excel in their tasks, manage 

competitive anxiety effectively, and respond construc-
tively to both success and failure [50–53]. Together, these 
frameworks highlight the importance of psychological 
factors in shaping athletes’ motivation, performance, and 
responses to success and failure.

Aims and hypotheses
Under the integrated lenses of Self-Determination The-
ory and Social Cognitive Theory, this study aims to clarify 
how athletes’ perceptions of supportive versus control-
ling coaching behaviours shape perceived performance 
via three psychological resources—psychological safety, 
self-efficacy, and resilience—by testing their direct and 
mediated effects within a single structural framework 
and comparing their relative contributions to identify the 
most influential pathway(s) linking coaching climate to 
performance judgements [12, 20, 54, 55]. The originality 
lies in modelling psychological safety, self-efficacy, and 
resilience concurrently, rather than in isolation, thereby 
offering a layered explanation that spans interpersonal 
coaching behaviours, contextual safety climate, and 
intrapersonal efficacy and resilient functioning, which 
together inform athletes’ evaluations of their perfor-
mance [21, 31, 56]. By situating psychological safety as an 
enabling condition for need satisfaction and exploratory 
mastery attempts, and by positioning self-efficacy and 
resilience as proximal self-regulatory resources, the work 
bridges SDT’s need-supportive mechanisms with SCT’s 
efficacy-centric account of motivated behaviour and per-
formance appraisals [12, 53]. Tested with Turkish elite 
and elite-pathway athletes—where applied sport psychol-
ogy is recognised yet under-implemented—the model 
delivers practically actionable implications for coach edu-
cation, safeguarding, and everyday feedback practices [2, 
37, 38].

The study addresses three gaps: first, the field lacks uni-
fied evidence on how psychological safety, self-efficacy, 
and resilience operate together—both in parallel and 
sequentially—to transmit the effects of coaching style to 
perceived performance [20, 56]; second, the negative cas-
cade from controlling/thwarting behaviours to reduced 
safety, lower efficacy and resilience, and ultimately dimin-
ished performance perceptions has been comparatively 
under-tested [10, 13, 57]; third, there is limited compara-
tive evidence on the relative weight of these mediators 
within one model, leaving uncertainty over which psy-
chological route is most influential in competitive con-
texts [25, 58]. Building on evidence that need-supportive 
coaching enhances athletes’ competence, motivation, and 
performance, and that high-quality coach–athlete rela-
tionships promote safety, trust, and effective risk-taking, 
we propose a set of hypotheses to be evaluated with SEM 
[22, 26, 28, 59].
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We hypothesise that supportive coaching will posi-
tively predict perceived performance, while controlling 
coaching will negatively predict it [20, 25, 55]. We expect 
supportive (versus controlling) behaviours to increase 
(versus decrease) psychological safety, reflecting greater 
openness, trust, and protection from interpersonal risk 
[22, 26]. We anticipate that supportive coaching will bol-
ster self-efficacy through structure, competence-relevant 
feedback, and autonomy support, whereas controlling 
behaviours will undermine it, consistent with SDT–SCT 
mechanisms [12, 44]. We further predict that supportive 
coaching will enhance psychological resilience by foster-
ing adaptive coping, clarity of roles, and social support, 
while controlling style will erode these resources [32, 33, 
60]. In turn, psychological safety should promote self-
efficacy and resilience by enabling constructive risk-tak-
ing, non-punitive feedback exchange, and collaborative 
problem-solving [34–36]. Finally, we expect self-efficacy 
and resilience each to predict higher perceived perfor-
mance, with the self-efficacy pathway exerting the most 
substantial indirect effect overall, and mirrored negative 
chains for controlling behaviours [50–52, 61, 62].

This study is grounded in SDT and Social Cognitive 
Theory (SCT), aiming to integrate these frameworks 
within two proposed conceptual models (Model 1, Model 
2). Despite extensive evidence highlighting the impact 
of coaching behaviours, a notable gap remains in under-
standing the mediating roles of psychological safety, self-
efficacy, and resilience in shaping perceived performance. 
Accordingly, this study proposes and empirically tests a 
conceptual model linking perceived coach behaviours to 
perceived performance through these mediators.

Model 1 posits that coaches’ supportive behaviours 
have a positive influence on athletes’ psychological 
characteristics (Fig. 1), whereas Model 2 suggests that 
controlling coaching behaviours lead to adverse psycho-
logical outcomes (Fig. 2). Based on the conceptual model 
grounded in Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and 
Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), the following hypoth-
eses were developed. H1: Supportive and controlling 
coaching behaviours directly predict athletes’ perceived 
performance. This is supported by previous research 
indicating that autonomy-supportive coaching fosters 
intrinsic motivation and performance, while control-
ling behaviours hinder these outcomes. H2: Coaching 
behaviours directly predict athletes’ perceived psychologi-
cal safety. This hypothesis is based on the understand-
ing that supportive coaching climates enhance trust and 
open communication, thereby strengthening psychologi-
cal safety. H3: Coaching behaviours directly predict ath-
letes’ self-efficacy. Consistent with SCT, this hypothesis is 
grounded in the idea that constructive feedback and sup-
portive coach–athlete interactions enhance self-efficacy 
through mastery experiences and verbal persuasion. H4: 
Coaching behaviours directly predict athletes’ psycho-
logical resilience. This is hypothesised because support-
ive coaching environments are known to foster coping 
mechanisms and adaptability, which contribute signifi-
cantly to psychological resilience. H5: Psychological safety 
positively predicts self-efficacy. The rationale here is that a 
psychologically safe environment allows athletes to take 
necessary interpersonal risks and develop confidence in 
their capabilities. H6: Psychological safety positively pre-
dicts psychological resilience. This hypothesis is based on 
the premise that trust and emotional security facilitate 

Fig. 1  The role of psychological safety, resilience, and self-efficacy in the relationship between supportive behaviours and perceived performance
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adaptive responses under pressure, thereby strengthen-
ing resilience. H7: Self-efficacy positively predicts per-
ceived performance. This is a well-established hypothesis, 
as empirical evidence consistently shows that self-efficacy 
is a robust predictor of performance and motivation in 
sport. H8: Psychological resilience positively predicts per-
ceived performance. This hypothesis is supported by find-
ings that athletes with high resilience are better equipped 
to maintain consistent performance under stress and 
competitive pressure.

Method
Methodological design
This study employed a quantitative, cross-sectional, cor-
relational design to examine the relationships between 
athletes’ perceived coaching behaviours, psychological 
safety, self-efficacy, psychological resilience, and per-
ceived performance. Data were collected via validated 
self-report questionnaires from 369 Turkish athletes 
across multiple sports and competition levels at a single 
time point, allowing for the assessment of direct and indi-
rect associations within the proposed structural model.

We employed a convenience sampling approach, sup-
plemented by purposive targeting, to recruit athletes who 
were readily accessible through clubs, university teams, 
and regional federations within a limited data collection 
window. Convenience sampling was selected due to its 
feasibility, given the geographic dispersion and in-sea-
son scheduling constraints. Purposive targeting ensured 
coverage across team and individual sports, as well as 
gender and competition tiers available within elite path-
ways. To align measurement with the selected constructs, 
inclusion required athletes to (a) be actively training/

competing, (b) have worked with the same coach for at 
least one year, and (c) have been in the same club for at 
least one year. Recruitment occurred across varied sites 
and time slots, using standardised Turkish instructions 
to minimise comprehension barriers. No disproportion-
ate incentives were offered. All participants were elite or 
on elite pathways, which is central to the interpretability 
and external validity of our findings. Consequently, the 
target population for inference is elite Turkish athletes 
engaged in organised settings similar to our recruitment 
contexts. The sample was intended to be representative 
of this target population with respect to sport type (team 
vs. individual), gender, and competitive tier within elite 
structures. Given the non-probability sampling frame, 
findings should not be generalised to recreational or 
purely amateur athletes outside elite systems. Potential 
selection biases may persist for niche sports with limited 
regional presence and for athletes outside federation-
affiliated programs. To enhance transparency and assess 
robustness, we report detailed participant distributions 
in the Participants section and include sensitivity analy-
ses controlling for sport type, gender, and competition 
tier in the structural models.

Participants
The research included team (n = 252, 68.3%) and individ-
ual (n = 117, 31.7%) athletes (X ̄age ± SD = 20.92 ± 4.65). Of 
the participants, 48.8% were female (n = 180) and 51.2% 
were male (n = 189). 52.8% of the athletes were ama-
teurs (n = 195), and 47.2% were professionals (n = 174). 
21.1% of the athletes reported being national athletes 
(n = 78). The athletes’ average sporting experience was 
8.13 ± 4.93 years, the number of weekly training sessions 

Fig. 2  The role of psychological safety, resilience, and self-efficacy in the relationship between thwarting behaviours and perceived performance
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was 4.42 ± 1.42 days, and the daily training time was 
2.54 ± 1.37 h. The duration of working with the current 
coach was 3.80 ± 3.23 years, and the duration of being 
in the current club was 3.82 ± 3.19 years. As our mea-
surements included the coach-athlete relationship and 
psychological safety, a condition was required that the 
participants had been working with the same coach for 
at least 1 year and had been in the same club for at least 
1 year.

Measurements
Interpersonal behaviours in sport questionnaire (IBQ-Sport)
The IBQ-Sport [54] was used to assess the coach’s sup-
portive and thwarting behaviours. Specifically, 24 items 
measure three sub-dimensions of coach supportive 
behaviours: autonomy (4 items, e.g., “My coach gives 
me the freedom to make my own choices”), competence 
(4 items, e.g., “My coach tells me I can achieve things”), 
and relatedness (4 items, e.g., “My coach takes time to get 
to know me”). It also measures three sub-dimensions of 
coach thwarting behaviours: autonomy (4 items, e.g., “My 
coach pressures me to do things his/her way”), compe-
tence (4 items, e.g., “My coach points out that I will prob-
ably fail”), and relatedness (4 items, e.g., “My coach does 
not connect with me”). The validity and reliability analysis 
of the Turkish version of the IBQ-S was carried out by 
Yıldız and Şenel [63].

Psychological safety scale
The 7-item Psychological Safety Scale [64, 65] was used 
to assess athletes’ perceptions of psychological safety in 
their teams. The scale includes items such as “It is safe 
to take a risk in this team” and “If I make a mistake in 
this team, it is not held against me.” The psychometric 
properties of the Psychological Safety Scale have been 
found to be acceptable in previous studies [26, 30, 66]. 
Since there is no Turkish version of the scale adapted 
for sports, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis to 
examine its factor validity. The analyses showed good fit 
[χ2 = 19.388, df = 10, χ2/df = 1.9, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.96, 
RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.02].

General self-efficacy scale
The General Self-Efficacy Scale, developed by Schwarzer 
and Jerusalem [67] and adapted into Turkish by Yesilay 
et al. [68], was used as the measure of self-efficacy. The 
General Self-Efficacy Scale was developed to assess the 
understanding of perceived general self-efficacy, esti-
mating the ability to cope with daily life disturbances  
and adapt after experiencing various stressful life  
events (​h​t​t​p​​:​/​/​​u​s​e​r​​p​a​​g​e​.​​f​u​-​​b​e​r​l​​i​n​​.​d​e​​/​h​e​​a​l​t​h​​/​e​​n​g​s​c​a​l​.​h​t​m). 
The ​evaluation was calculated by averaging the 10 items on  
the scale. Confirmatory factor analysis was applied for the 
construct validity of the scale [χ2 = 72.034, df = 33, χ2/ 

df = 2.18, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR 
= 0.03].

Brief resilience scale
The Brief Resilience Scale is a 5-point Likert-type scale 
developed by Smith et al. [69], consisting of 6 items. 
Items 2, 4, and 6 are reverse-coded. After reverse scor-
ing, higher scores indicate higher levels of psychological 
resilience. Confirmatory factor analysis was applied for 
the construct validity of the scale [χ2 = 5.062, df = 6 χ2/
df = 0.84, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.00, SRMR 
= 0.00]. Doğan [70] conducted the Turkish adaptation of 
the scale.

Perceived performance scale
We developed a four-item measurement to assess ath-
letes’ perception of their performance. The general per-
formance perception measurement was used to assess 
athletes’ overall perceptions of their current perfor-
mance. The instrument consists of four items (i.e., “I 
generally perform well”) and is calculated by scoring ath-
letes’ subjective evaluations of their current performance 
(χ2 = 6.04, df = 2 χ2/df = 3.02, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.18, 
SRMR = 0.05, McDonald’s ω = 0.77, Cronbach’s α = 0.76).

Data collection process
The data were collected through an online question-
naire administered to athletes via Google Forms. Before 
launching the survey, the researchers contacted coaches, 
athletes, and team managers via email and phone to 
explain the study’s purpose and request their coopera-
tion in distributing the questionnaire. Once contact was 
established, the online survey link was shared with those 
who met the inclusion criteria and expressed interest in 
participating. Athletes who volunteered to participate 
accessed the questionnaire through the provided link 
and completed it individually at their own convenience. 
Participation was entirely voluntary, and informed con-
sent was obtained electronically before proceeding to 
the main section of the questionnaire. Respondents 
were assured that their data would remain anonymous 
and confidential and that they could withdraw from the 
study at any stage without any consequence. The ques-
tionnaire took approximately 10–15 min to complete. No 
incentives were offered for participation. Responses were 
screened for completeness, and only fully completed 
questionnaires were included in the final analysis.

Pilot study
Before the main data collection, a pilot study was con-
ducted with 35 athletes to ensure that the proposed 
model and the measurement instruments functioned 
effectively within the intended research context. The pri-
mary purpose of the pilot test was to assess the clarity 

http://userpage.fu-berlin.de/health/engscal.htm
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of the items, the comprehensibility of the instructions, 
and the feasibility of the online administration process. 
The pilot study also allowed the researchers to run pre-
liminary analyses to examine whether the hypothesised 
model operated as expected and to detect any potential 
issues in data collection or item interpretation. Conduct-
ing this preliminary stage helped to avoid unnecessary 
time and resource loss during the full-scale study and 
provided an opportunity to make minor wording adjust-
ments to enhance item clarity and consistency. The pilot 
results indicated that the scales were understandable and 
the model structure worked as intended, confirming the 
suitability of the instruments and the procedure for the 
primary data collection phase.

Analysis
To ensure the integrity of our study, we conducted a com-
prehensive examination of the data. This included analys-
ing patterns of missing data and assessing the normality 
of our data by examining skewness and kurtosis scores 
[71]. Means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis 
values, as well as Pearson correlations, were calculated 
using SPSS 26.0. Two models were tested: Model 1 tested 
perceived coach supportive behaviour as a predictor of 
perceived performance (outcome), with psychological 
safety, self-efficacy, and psychological resilience as medi-
ators; Model 2 tested perceived coach thwarting behav-
iour as a predictor of perceived performance (outcome), 
with psychological safety, self-efficacy, and psychologi-
cal resilience as mediators. These analyses were con-
ducted using IBM AMOS®, employing the delta method 
for standard errors, normal theory confidence intervals, 
and the maximum likelihood estimator, with bias-cor-
rected 95% confidence intervals estimated for all effects. 
Our analytical approach commenced with Confirmatory 
Factor Analyses (CFAs) to establish the measurement 
properties of our latent constructs, including perceived 
coaching behaviours (supportive and controlling), psy-
chological safety, self-efficacy, psychological resilience, 
and perceived performance. The primary purpose of 
these CFAs was to validate the factorial structure and 
ensure adequate discriminant validity among these theo-
retically distinct yet related variables, thereby confirm-
ing their suitability for subsequent structural modelling. 
Following the successful validation of our measurement 
model, path analyses were conducted to address our 
research questions directly. These analyses specifically 
examined the direct effects of coaching behaviours on 
perceived performance, as well as the indirect effects 
mediated by psychological safety, self-efficacy, and psy-
chological resilience. By testing these hypothesised path-
ways, the path analyses allowed us to rigorously evaluate 
the proposed structural relationships and determine the 
extent to which our psychological mediators explained 

the influence of coaching behaviours on athletes’ perfor-
mance perceptions.

User-defined estimates are created by entering syntax 
prepared by the researcher into the programme when 
there are multiple mediating variables and the predictor 
variable has several indirect effects on the outcome vari-
able. The purpose here is to examine the contributions 
to the overall effect by calculating observations that the 
programme does not compute itself. The methodological 
design was strengthened to clarify representativeness and 
sampling procedures, with the sample defined as elite 
athletes in Türkiye across multiple sports and competitive 
levels. This delineates the population to which inferences 
most appropriately apply, while cautioning against gener-
alisation to recreational or purely amateur athletes. The 
sampling frame employed convenience sampling supple-
mented by purposive quotas to enhance heterogeneity 
across salient characteristics (e.g., sex, sport type, age, 
and years of experience). Recruitment was conducted 
through clubs and sports organisations, using predefined 
eligibility criteria and obtaining informed consent. The 
section is organised under target population and repre-
sentativeness, sampling technique and rationale, recruit-
ment procedures, diversity and inclusion strategies, and 
generalisability and limitations, to improve transparency 
and reproducibility. For measurement model evaluation, 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) fit was assessed using 
multiple indices considered jointly in line with estab-
lished guidance, interpreting CFI and TLI values ≥ 0.95 
as indicative of good fit [72, 73], RMSEA ≤ 0.06 as good 
and 0.06–0.08 as acceptable depending on model com-
plexity and sampling variation [72, 74, 75], and SRMR ≤ 
0.08 as good [72], while treating such thresholds as heu-
ristics contingent on context, model complexity, esti-
mation method, and sample characteristics rather than 
immutable cut‑offs [76, 77].

Results
Descriptive statistics and correlation analyses
Table 1 shows the correlations, means, standard devia-
tions, and reliability coefficients for the variables. The 
mean value in the supportive behaviours variable indi-
cates that athletes perceive their coaches’ behaviours 
as supportive (M = 5.93), while the mean in thwarting 
behaviours confirms this finding (M = 2.35). Moreover, 
the mean scores indicate that athletes feel relatively psy-
chologically safe (M = 5.42). Additionally, it was observed 
that athletes have a high level of self-efficacy perception 
(M = 5.73) and exhibit psychological resilience (M = 4.71). 
Athletes’ perceptions of their overall performance are 
also quite high (M = 5.84). Correlation analysis showed 
a negative relationship between supportive behaviours 
and thwarting behaviours (r = −0.56, p < 0.01), while 
revealing a positive relationship between psychological 
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safety (r = 0.57, p < 0.01), self-efficacy (r = 0.51, p < 0.01), 
psychological resilience (r = 0.31, p < 0.01), and perceived 
performance (r = 0.49, p < 0.01). Furthermore, a negative 
relationship was found between thwarting behaviours 
and psychological safety (r = −0.49, p < 0.01), self-efficacy 
(r = −0.27, p < 0.01), psychological resilience (r = −0.28, 
p < 0.01), and perceived performance (r = −0.28, p < 0.01). 
Finally, a positive relationship was determined between 
psychological safety and self-efficacy (r = 0.39, p < 0.01), 
psychological resilience (r = 0.33, p < 0.01), and perceived 
performance (r = 0.38, p < 0.01). A positive relationship 
was identified between self-efficacy and psychological 
resilience (r = 0.51, p < 0.01) and perceived performance 
(r = 0.56, p < 0.01). The relationship between psychologi-
cal resilience and perceived performance is also positive 
(r = 0.38, p < 0.01).

Measurement model
Initially, we tested the 5-factor two measurement mod-
els we created in confirmatory factor analysis (SEM 
step 1) by assessing the relationships of the items/vari-
ables analysed with their latent factors. Acceptable lev-
els of fit indices were found for measurement model 1 
[χ2(656) = “469.326, χ2/df = 2.24, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, 
RMSEA = 0.06 (95% C.I.: 0.05–0.06)]. Similar results were 
found for measurement model 2 [χ2(662) = 1420.014, χ2/
df = 2.14, CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.05 (95% C.I.: 
0.05–0.06)]. Since each regression coefficient was sta-
tistically significant, internal consistency and structural 
properties were also found to be adequate. The com-
posite reliability coefficients are as follows: SB = 0.94, 
TB = 0.91, SE = 0.89, PS = 0.75, PR = 0.77, PP = 0.75. The 
AVEs are as follows: : SB = 0.59, TB = 0.91, SE = 0.55, 
PS = 0.69, PR = 0.56, PP = 0.59. We used the Unmeasured 
Latent Method Construct to test if the data had common 
method bias. Results showed that CMB is not an issue for 
our models. In this sense, the latent model was accepted 
and verified, thus allowing the second step to be per-
formed (SEM step 2). Therefore, the measurement of the 
structural model was started.

Structural model
In this context, two structural models were proposed. 
Model 1 proposes that the coach’s supportive behaviours 

affect perceived performance through psychological 
safety, self-efficacy, and psychological resilience, while 
Model 2 includes the coach’s thwarting behaviours as a 
predictor variable.

As theoretically proposed, positive and direct effects 
were identified between the variables in Model 1 (Fig. 3): 
the coach’s supportive behaviours positively predicted 
psychological safety (β = 0.56; R² = 0.32), self-efficacy 
(β = 0.34; R² = 0.26), psychological resilience (β = 0.19; R² 
= 0.13), and perceived performance (β = 0.21; R² = 0.38). 
Psychological safety positively predicted self-efficacy 
(β = 0.12) and psychological resilience (β = 0.25), and 
subsequently, self-efficacy and psychological resilience 
influenced perceived performance (β = 0.36; β = 0.08; R² = 
0.38, respectively) (Table 2).

However, in this model, the direct effect between psy-
chological resilience and perceived performance was not 
statistically significant. Next, we began to examine spe-
cific indirect pathways. The coach’s supportive behav-
iours indirectly affected self-efficacy (0.070, p > 0.05) and 
psychological resilience (0.14, p < 0.05) through psycho-
logical safety; ultimately, an indirect effect was observed 
on perceived performance (0.18, p < 0.05). In Model 1, the 
pathway from the coach’s supportive behaviour through 
psychological safety and self-efficacy was not statistically 
significant. Since Model 1 included unspecified indirect 
pathways, user-defined estimates were calculated. Table 2 
presents the direct and indirect effects of the proposed 
first model, along with user-defined estimates. Support-
ive behaviour, self-efficacy, psychological resilience, and 
psychological safety, as well as self-efficacy and psycho-
logical safety, indirectly affected perceived performance 
(0.12, p < 0.05; 0.01, p > 0.01; 0.01, p > 0.05; 0.02, p < 0.01, 
respectively). In Model 1, the total indirect effect was 0.18 
(95% CI: 0.11–0.25), and the total effect was 0.39 (95% CI: 
0.25–0.54). The results are statistically significant.

In the second theoretical model, positive and direct 
effects were identified between the variables (Fig. 4): 
the coach’s thwarting behaviours negatively predicted 
psychological safety (β = −0.44; R² = 0.23), self-efficacy 
(β = −0.08; R² = 0.15), psychological resilience (β = 0.16; 
R² = 0.13), and perceived performance (β = −0.09; R² = 
0.34). However, the parameter between thwarting behav-
iours and self-efficacy was not statistically significant. 

Table 1  Summary of bivariate correlations, means, standard deviations, reliability, skewness, and kurtosis scores
−
X±ss

Skew. Kur. α 1 2 3 4 5

Supportive Behaviour 5.93±1.27 −1.73 2.86 0.95 -

Thwarting Behaviour 2.35±1.36 1.52 2.09 0.91 −0.56** -

Psychological Safety 5.42±1.26 −0.70 −0.12 0.80 0.57** −0.49** -

Self-Efficacy 5.73±1.05 −0.97 0.71 0.88 0.51** −0.27** 0.39** -

Psychological Resilience 4.71±1.37 −0.28 −0.08 0.81 0.31** −0.28** 0.33** 0.51** -

Perceived Performance 5.84±1.03 −1.27 2.25 0.68 0.49** −0.28** 0.38** 0.56** 0.38**

**p < 0.01
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Psychological safety positively predicted self-efficacy 
(β = 0.27) and psychological resilience (β = 0.27), and 
subsequently, self-efficacy and psychological resilience 
influenced perceived performance (β = 0.46; β = 0.07; R² = 
0.38, respectively) (Table 3).

However, in this model, the direct effect between psy-
chological resilience and perceived performance was 
not statistically significant. Next, we began to examine 
specific indirect pathways. The coach’s thwarting behav-
iours indirectly affected self-efficacy (−0.12, p > 0.05) and 
psychological resilience (−0.12, p < 0.05) via psychologi-
cal safety; ultimately, an indirect effect was observed on 
perceived performance (−0.12, p < 0.05). In Model 2, the 
pathway from the coach’s thwarting behaviour through 
psychological safety and self-efficacy was not statistically 
significant. Since Model 2 included unspecified indirect 
pathways, user-defined estimates were calculated. Table 3 
presents the direct and indirect effects of the proposed 
second model, along with user-defined estimates. User-
defined estimates are created by entering syntax pre-
pared by the researcher into the programme when there 
are multiple mediating variables and the predictor vari-
able has several indirect effects on the outcome variable. 
Thwarting behaviour, self-efficacy, psychological resil-
ience, and psychological safety, as well as self-efficacy and 
psychological safety, indirectly affected perceived per-
formance (−0.03, p > 0.05; −0.01, p > 0.01; 0.03, p > 0.05; 
0.05, p < 0.01, respectively), although some pathways were 
not statistically significant. In Model 2, the total indirect 
effect was − 0.12 (95% CI: −0.24 to −0.05), and the total 
effect was − 0.13 (95% CI: −0.21 to −0.07). The results are 
statistically significant.

Discussion
This study aimed to empirically examine the impact of 
athletes’ perceived coaching behaviours (both support-
ive and controlling) on their perceived performance, with 
particular attention to the mediating roles of psychologi-
cal safety, self-efficacy, and psychological resilience. The 
findings of this study indicate that athletes’ perceptions 
of coaching behaviours significantly influence their per-
formance perceptions through psychological resources 
such as psychological safety, self-efficacy, and psychologi-
cal resilience. Recent research has highlighted the impact 
of psychological safety and supportive coaching behav-
iours in sports environments, emphasising their effects 
on both the psychological well-being and performance 
outcomes of athletes [21, 25, 56].

In particular, coaching behaviours that support athletes’ 
needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness appear 
to enhance motivation and perceived performance [20, 
55]. This finding aligns with current meta-analyses within 
the framework of SDT, which reveal that fulfilling basic 
psychological needs strengthens athletes’ intrinsic moti-
vation and self-efficacy [25]. Indeed, a qualitative study 
by Nicol and Allen [28] involving professional footballers 
demonstrated that coaches’ structured and supportive 
feedback directly influenced athletes’ perceptions of com-
petence and performance. Similarly, research indicates 
that perceived coaching behaviours are closely linked to 
the fulfilment of these psychological needs, which are 
foundational to intrinsic motivation and sport commit-
ment [78, 79]. Koka et al. [58] argue that the relationship 
between coaching behaviours and athletic performance 
can be effectively understood through the SDT frame-
work, whereby supportive coaching enhances motivation 

Fig. 3  The role of psychological safety, self-efficacy, and psychological resilience in the relationship between the coach's supportive behaviours and 
perceived performance. Standardised coefficients are shown
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and performance by satisfying athletes’ needs for auton-
omy, competence, and relatedness. Kassim and Boardley 
[59] found that effective communication regarding tech-
nical and tactical development fosters a greater sense of 
competence among athletes, leading to improved per-
formance. Our findings are consistent with these results, 
which suggest that supportive coaching behaviours have 
a positive impact on perceived performance.

Our study found that psychological safety has a direct 
and indirect effect (via self-efficacy and psychological 
resilience) on performance perception. This result cor-
responds with findings that psychological safety pro-
motes team communication, risk-taking behaviour, 
and innovation, thereby enhancing individual and team 
performance [34, 36]. Furthermore, it has been dem-
onstrated that psychological safety enhances athletes’ 
ability to cope with stress and make informed decisions 
under pressure, thereby strengthening their psychologi-
cal resilience [31, 32]. Lundqvist et al. [80] emphasised 
that perceived psychological safety is essential for main-
taining mental health among elite athletes, particularly in 
balancing the dual demands of athletic responsibilities. 
Similarly, Ojio et al. [81] highlighted that psychologically 
safe and supportive environments are associated with 
improvements in both physical and mental health, which 

are fundamental to optimal athletic functioning. Taken 
together, these findings underscore the importance of 
cultivating psychologically safe environments within elite 
sport settings—not only to enhance perceived perfor-
mance but also to support athletes’ holistic development 
and well-being.

Self-efficacy stands out as one of the strongest predic-
tors of performance in sports psychology. Recent stud-
ies suggest that the quality of coach-athlete relationships 
has a positive impact on athletes’ self-efficacy and, con-
sequently, their performance outcomes [27, 29]. Spe-
cifically, supportive and trusting relationships reinforce 
athletes’ belief in themselves, enabling them to be more 
resilient and motivated in challenging situations [60]. 
Baretta et al. [50] emphasise that athletes with higher 
self-efficacy beliefs tend to excel in their sports tasks. This 
notion aligns with SCT, which suggests that one’s belief 
in their capabilities is crucial for achieving performance 
[53]. Moreover, Besharat and Pourbohlool [51] found 
that sport self-efficacy acts as a buffer against competitive 
anxiety, enhancing performance in stressful situations. 
Athletes with high self-efficacy are more likely to tackle 
challenging tasks with resilience, which positively influ-
ences their performance perceptions. This is further sup-
ported by findings from Gernigon and Delloye [52], who 

Table 2  Coefficients for the direct and indirect effects in model 1
Independent Variable Mediator(s) Dependent Variable Unstandardised 

Estimates
Standardised 
Estimates

p

Indirect Effects

Supportive Behaviour Psychological Safety Self-Efficacy 0.070 0.084 p > 0.05

Psychological Resilience 0.143 0.132 p < 0.01**

Psychological Safety, Self-Efficacy, and 
Psychological Resilience

Perceived Performance 0.180 0.221 p < 0.01**

Psychological Safety Self-Efficacy and Psychological Resilience Perceived Performance 0.066 0.080 p < 0.01**

User-Defined Indirect Effect

Supportive Behaviour Self-Efficacy Perceived Performance 0.127 0.156 p < 0.01**

Psychological Resilience Perceived Performance 0.016 0.019 p > 0.05

Psychological Safety and Psychological 
Resilience

Perceived Performance 0.011 0.014 p > 0.05

Psychological Safety and Self-Efficacy Perceived Performance 0.026 0.031 p < 0.05*

Direct Effects

Supportive Behaviour — Psychological Safety 0.565 0.567 p < 0.01**

— Self-Efficacy 0.348 0.417 p < 0.01**

— Psychological Resilience 0.194 0.179 p < 0.01**

— Perceived Performance 0.216 0.266 p < 0.01**

Psychological Safety — Self-Efficacy 0.125 0.149 p > 0.05

— Psychological Resilience 0.253 0.232 p < 0.01**

Self-Efficacy — Perceived Performance 0.365 0.375 p < 0.01**

Psychological Resilience — 0.080 0.107 p > 0.05
χ2 = 1.56 df = 1 χ2/df = 1.56,CFI = 0.99,TLI = 0.98,IFI = 0.99,GFI = 0.99,AGFI = 0.99,RMSEA = 0.04,SRMR = 0.01 Total Indirect Effect = 0,180 (%95CI 0,110-0,255); Total Effect = 0,396 
(%95CI 0,259-0,542); p < 0,01 Mardia’s Coeffcient:11,792 (c.r. 10,780)
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noted that self-efficacy influences how athletes respond 
to both success and failure, shaping their performance 
outlook. Our findings emphasise that self-efficacy has a 
positive effect on shaping sports performance.

Psychological resilience emerges as a key element 
determining athletes’ capacity to adapt to challenges 
and maintain their performance [33, 82]. Recent profile 
analyses have shown that athletes with high psychologi-
cal resilience exhibit higher levels of well-being and per-
formance [60]. Barczak-Scarboro et al. [61] emphasise 
that psychological resilience enabl```es athletes to adapt 
their responses to challenges, which in turn allows them 
to maintain performance levels despite high-stress situ-
ations. Resilient athletes are better equipped to handle 
competitive pressure, resulting in a more optimistic per-
formance perception [83]. The capacity to utilise these 
mental strategies enhances athletes’ resilience and, sub-
sequently, their perception of performance under duress. 
Kumbar and Patil [84] suggest that resilient athletes are 
likely to engage more effectively with their environment, 
resulting in enhanced performance perceptions. Li and 
Pan [62] suggest that resilience serves as a mediator that 
ultimately influences achievement motivation. Increased 
resilience leads to heightened motivation, enabling ath-
letes to experience flow states during competitions that 
improve performance outcomes. In this context, our 
finding that supportive coaching behaviours and psy-
chological safety strengthen psychological resilience and 
positively influence performance perception is consistent 
with current literature.

Another significant finding of our study is that thwart-
ing coaching behaviours negatively impacts psychological 
safety, self-efficacy, and psychological resilience, thereby 

reducing performance perception. This result aligns with 
findings by Şenel et al. [26] and Isoard-Gautheur et al. 
[85], which indicate that supportive coaching styles are 
associated with a lower level of burnout. Furthermore, 
athletes who perceive controlling coaching behaviours 
tend to report lower satisfaction with their basic psycho-
logical needs [86]. In line with these findings, Morales-
Sánchez et al. [57] demonstrated that a controlling 
coaching style positively predicts the thwarting of basic 
psychological needs, which in turn predicts burnout.

Our study demonstrates that supportive behaviours 
exhibited by coaches play a central role in meeting ath-
letes’ psychological needs and strengthening their per-
formance perceptions. In particular, psychological safety 
and self-efficacy mediate the shaping of performance 
perception, while psychological resilience supports this 
process. These findings highlight the importance of inter-
ventions that promote psychological safety, self-efficacy, 
and resilience in coach education within the field of 
sports psychology.

Theoretical implication
The present study provides theoretical enrichment to 
self-determination theory (SDT) and social cognitive 
theory (SCT) by integrating psychological safety, self-
efficacy, and psychological resilience into the explanatory 
model connecting perceived coaching behaviours with 
athletes’ performance perceptions. From the perspective 
of SDT, the findings extend the theory beyond traditional 
motivational constructs by demonstrating how support-
ive environmental conditions foster psychological safety. 
This antecedent state allows athletes’ basic psychological 
needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness to be 

Fig. 4  The role of psychological safety, self-efficacy, and psychological resilience in the relationship between the coach’s supportive behaviours and 
perceived performance. Standardised coefficients are shown
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fulfilled [20, 25, 55, 58]. This highlights that need-sup-
portive coaching not only enhances intrinsic motivation 
but also establishes a psychologically secure context in 
which athletes can engage in adaptive learning and sus-
tained performance regulation.

Within the SCT framework, this research highlights 
self-efficacy as a central self-regulatory mechanism, 
situating it within a broader network of contextual and 
psychological influences [53]. By incorporating envi-
ronmental factors such as perceived coaching style and 
climate, the study extends SCT to emphasise that self-
efficacy beliefs develop not only through mastery and 
verbal persuasion but also through the presence of psy-
chological safety and emotional resilience. This multi-lay-
ered interpretation refines the theoretical links between 
cognitive appraisals, motivation, and behavioural 
performance.

By integrating motivational (SDT) and cognitive–social 
(SCT) perspectives, the study contributes a more holistic 
model of athlete development that recognises the inter-
play between interpersonal support, individual belief sys-
tems, and adaptive psychological processes. Introducing 
psychological safety and resilience as connecting con-
structs between the two theoretical traditions advances 
conceptual understanding in sport psychology, as it 
positions these constructs as essential mechanisms that 

translate coaching climate into perceived performance. 
Thus, the study bridges existing motivational and cogni-
tive paradigms, offering a unified theoretical framework 
that accounts for both the interpersonal and intraper-
sonal determinants of perceived athletic performance.

Practical implications
The findings offer several evidence-based recommenda-
tions for enhancing athlete performance and well-being 
through supportive coaching practices. Coaches should 
prioritise creating autonomy-supportive and trust-based 
environments that address athletes’ fundamental psy-
chological needs for autonomy, competence, and relat-
edness. The evidence from this study suggests that such 
environments foster psychological safety, enhance self-
efficacy, and promote resilience, collectively contributing 
to improved performance perceptions.

At the individual coaching level, adopting commu-
nication strategies that enable open dialogue and non-
punitive feedback can be highly effective. Implementing 
structured feedback sessions, reflection meetings, or 
one-on-one progress reviews provides athletes with 
opportunities to express concerns and receive targeted 
guidance without fear of criticism. These practices, sup-
ported by the present findings, can enhance psychologi-
cal safety, which in turn can improve self-efficacy and 

Table 3  Coefficients for the direct and indirect effects in model 2
Independent Variable Mediator(s) Dependent Variable Unstandardised  

Estimates
Standardised  
Estimates

p

Indirect Effects

Thwarting Behaviour Psychological Safety Self-Efficacy −0,125 −0,161 p < 0,01

Psychological Resilience −0,124 −0,123 p < 0,01

Psychological Safety, Self-Efficacy, 
and Psychological Resilience

Perceived Performance −0,120 −0,158 p < 0,01

Psychological Safety Self-Efficacy and Psychological 
Resilience

Perceived Performance −0,151 0,185 p < 0,01

User-Defined Indirect Effect

Thwarting Behaviour Self-Efficacy Perceived Performance −0,039 −0,040 p > 0,05

Psychological Resilience Perceived Performance −0,013 −0,016 p > 0,05

Psychological Safety and Psycho-
logical Resilience

Perceived Performance −0,038 −0,028 p > 0,05

Psychological Safety and 
Self-Efficacy

Perceived Performance −0,058 −0,076 p < 0,05

Direct Effects

Thwarting Behaviour — Psychological Safety −0,449 −0,484 p < 0,01

— Self-Efficacy −0,085 −0,109 p > 0,01

— Psychological Resilience −0,166 −0,164 p < 0,01

— Perceived Performance −0,092 −0,121 p > 0,01

Psychological Safety — Self-Efficacy 0,279 0,332 p > 0,05

— Psychological Resilience 0,277 0,254 p < 0,01

Self-Efficacy — Perceived Performance 0,466 0,478 p < 0,01

Psychological Resilience — 0,076 0,101 p > 0,05
χ2 = 5.82, df = 1 χ2/df = 5.82, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.82, IFI = 0.98, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.85, RMSEA = 0.144; SRMR = 0.02 Total Indirect Effect=−0.120 (−0,204- −0,057); Total Effect= 
−0.130 (−0,212- −0, −078); p < 0,01; Mardia’s Coefficient = 10.7378 (c.r. 9,488)
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motivation. Similarly, embedding competence-oriented 
feedback—focusing on effort, improvement, and learning 
outcomes—supports athletes’ perceived mastery and fos-
ters resilient responses to competitive challenges.

At the organisational level, sport institutions should 
integrate psychological safety and need-supportive 
approaches into coaching education and continuous 
professional development. Training programmes should 
include modules on effective feedback, autonomy-sup-
portive coaching, and the identification of controlling 
or need-thwarting behaviours that may undermine ath-
letes’ motivation and well-being. Regular assessment 
of athletes’ psychological states using validated instru-
ments—such as scales measuring psychological safety, 
self-efficacy, and resilience—can facilitate early interven-
tion when performance or well-being risks are identified.

Furthermore, the findings underline the necessity of 
comprehensive safeguarding and ethical frameworks to 
prevent controlling or coercive coaching practices. Insti-
tutional policies should explicitly define and discour-
age behaviours that harm athletes’ psychological health 
and performance, ensuring accountability mechanisms 
within teams and organisations. By embedding these 
principles into coaching practice and policy develop-
ment, sport systems can cultivate environments that not 
only enhance performance but also support holistic ath-
lete development and long-term well-being.

Limitations and future research recommendations
The cross-sectional design limits causal inferences. 
Future studies should adopt longitudinal or experimen-
tal methods to confirm the directionality of relationships 
between coaching behaviours, psychological mediators, 
and performance perception. The sample’s specific geo-
graphic and competitive characteristics restrict general-
isability; thus, future studies with more diverse sports, 
cultural contexts, and competition levels are encouraged. 
By requiring athletes to work with the same coach and 
club for at least one year, the study enhanced relational 
consistency but reduced perceptual variability. Moreover, 
focusing on SDT and SCT excluded other relevant vari-
ables such as leadership style, family support, and team 
cohesion. Future longitudinal studies should explore how 
supportive coaching behaviours influence psychological 
safety and resilience across different sports and cultural 
contexts, and how these interact with team dynamics and 
leadership over time.

Conclusion
Supportive coaching behaviours enhance athletes’ per-
ceived performance by promoting psychological safety, 
self-efficacy, and resilience, while controlling behaviours 
diminish these outcomes. The results enrich SDT and 
SCT by integrating emotional and adaptive processes 

into the understanding of performance perception. Prac-
tically, developing psychologically safe, autonomy-sup-
portive environments can improve motivation, resilience, 
and well-being among athletes. Future research should 
employ longitudinal and cross-cultural approaches to 
validate these relationships and inform effective coaching 
education models.
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