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Examination of Youth Athletes’ Team
Cohesion and Collective Efficacy Beliefs

Geng Sporcularda Takim Sarginlig: ve
Kolektif Yeterlik Inanclarinin Incelenmesi

ABSTRACT Objective: This research aims to examine team cohesion beliefs of youth athletes
based on gender and team tenure, and team cohesion-collective efficacy relationship in youth
sport. Material and Methods: The participants were 180 males (age: 15.41+1.15 year) and 70 fe-
males (age: 14.70+1.09 year), 250 athletes in total (age: 15.10+1.16 year), involved youth acad-
emies for team sports (football, basketball and volleyball). The Collective Efficacy Scale and
Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire were used to assess the athletes’ collective efficacy be-
liefs and perceptions of team cohesion. Descriptive statistics, one-way MANOVA, one-way
ANOVA, Pearson Moment correlations, multiple regression and bootstrapping procedures were
used to analyze the research data. Results: Results showed significant differences on both the task
and social dimensions of team cohesion based on the gender of participants (p<0.05). Team co-
hesion beliefs did not differ based on team tenure (p>0.05). Significant negative correlations
were observed between task cohesion and collective efficacy (r=-0.312, p<0.01) and between
social cohesion and collective efficacy (r=-0.149, p<0.05). An indirect effect of social cohesion
on collective efficacy through task cohesion was observed ($=-0.05, BCa 95% CI=[-0.08 t0-0.03]).
Conclusion: The findings of this study suggest that high social cohesion may have adverse ef-
fects on collective efficacy in youth sport settings.

Keywords: Team cohesion; collective efficacy; youth athletes

OZET Amag: Bu aragtirmanin amaci, geng sporcularin takim sarginligi inanglarinda cinsiyet ve
takimda bulunma siiresi degiskenlerinin etkisini ve takim sarginligi-kolektif yeterlik iligkisini
incelemektir. Gereg ve Yontemler: Arastirmaya takim sporlar: (futbol, basketbol ve voleybol)
altyapi liglerinde miicadele eden 180 erkek (yas: 15,41+1,15 yil) ve 70 kadin (yas: 14,70+1,09 y1l)
sporcu olmak tizere toplam 250 sporcu (yas: 15,10+1,16 yil) katilmistir. Sporcularin kolektif ye-
terlik inanglarini degerlendirmek iizere Kolektif Yeterlik Olcegi kullanilirken, takim sarginligy
algilar1 i¢in ise Geng Spor Cevre Envanteri kullanilmigtir. Aragtirma verilerinin analizinde be-
timsel istatistikler, tek yonlit MANOVA, tek yonli ANOVA, Pearson Carpim Moment Kore-
lasyon analizi, ¢oklu regresyon ve bootstrapping yéntemi kullanilmigtir. Bulgular: Takim
sarginliginin gorev ve sosyal boyutlarinda cinsiyete gore anlamh bir fark oldugu (p<0,05), spor-
cularin takimda bulunma siirelerine gére ise takim sarginligi inanglarinda anlaml bir fark ol-
madig1 goriillmiistiir (p>0,05). Arastirmaya katilan geng sporcularin gorev sarginhigi ile kolektif
yeterlik inanglar (r=-0,312, p<0,01) ve sosyal sarginlik ile kolektif yeterlik inanglar1 (r=-0,149,
p<0,05) arasinda anlaml negatif yonde iligkiler saptanmistir. Sosyal sarginlifin kolektif ye-
terlik tizerinde gorev sarginligi yoluyla dolayli ve negatif bir etkiye sahip oldugu gérilmii-
stiir (B=-0,05, %95 yanlhilik hatasindan arindirilmig ve diizeltilmis giiven araligi=[-0,08-0,03]).
Sonug: Geng sporcularda yiiksek diizeyde sosyal sarginlik algisinin, sporcularin kolektif yeter-
lik inanglar tizerinde olumsuz etkilere sahip olabilecegi tespit edilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Takim sarginliy; kolektif yeterlik; geng sporcular
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he notions of team cohesion and collective

efficacy are group features that show up asa

consequence of group processes, greatly af-
fecting important team outputs like success and
performance. Cohesion is seen as an important
group dynamic, as it affects the group’s perform-
ance in a positive manner, along with providing in-
dividual work satisfaction and psychological
well-being.! While cohesion was described in ini-
tial studies as a one-dimensional construct, later
studies have revealed that cohesion is a construct
that is actually multi-dimensional.>® While Carron
approaches the concept from the multi-dimen-
sional perspective and defines it as “a dynamic
process which is reflected in the tendency for a
group to stick together and remain united in the
pursuit of its goals and objectives,” Campbell and
Martens define it as “the stimulated mutual pull
that enables the individuals in the group to stick

together and desire to always work together.””#

For the purpose of measuring cohesion, which
is considered a key variable in team success, Group
Environment Questionnaire - GEQ was developed
by Carron et al. Some researchers, however, have
questioned the Group Environment Question-
naire’s structuring of factors.”!! The concern is
whether the items in the Group Environment
Questionnaire can be used with groups and/or cul-
tures other than the original target population,
which consisted of male and female athletes aged
between 18-30 years who were competing as part
of competitive or recreational sports teams.'? Since
individual’s age and development determine the as-
pect and density by which the individual will be
affected by the group process in a psycho-social
context, perceptions of team cohesion within var-
ious age groups is an important matter.

Another important notion to be approached
when looking at group and team processes is the
belief about collective efficacy, a group feature that
arises from members’ interactions and coordinative
dynamics. Bandura defined collective efficacy as “a
group’s shared belief in their conjoint capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action required
to produce given levels of attainments.” Collective
efficacy reflects a common sense that requires con-

sensus on a certain level. In this context, collective
efficacy, as much as it is a construct at the group
level, represents the team members’ individual per-
ceptions towards the whole of the group.®'

While previous conceptualizations of team co-
hesion have considered collective efficacy to be a
premise of team cohesion, later research has re-
vealed that collective efficacy is both a result of and
a premise of team cohesion, so much so that a
group’s collective efficacy belief can affect the ef-
fort they actually make or the level of persistence
they show when met with an obstacle.”*'> The
team’s cohesion and collective efficacy mutually
feed each other, affecting the group dynamics. Var-
ious studies in the field have revealed that there ex-
ists a linear relationship between team cohesion
and collective efficacy.'®?! When these studies are
evaluated in the context of the collective efficacy-
cohesion relationship, what emerges is that a high
perceived collective efficacy is related to cohesion’s
three dimensions of Group Integration-Task, Group
Integration-Social, and Individual Attractions to
the Group-Task.!6%!

Validated team cohesion instruments that dif-
ferentiate between adults, adolescents and children
already exist in the published literature, yet not
many studies have so far considered the relation-
ship between team cohesion and collective efficacy
in younger populations.®'>* Hence, team cohesion
and collective efficacy relationship in different age
stages needs exploration within the context of the
relevant age group. In this study, we examined the
effects of gender and team tenure on team cohe-
sion, and the relation of collective efficacy to co-
hesion in youth sport.

I MATERIAL AND METHODS

PARTICIPANTS

A total of 250 athletes (age: 15.10+1.16 year) resid-
ing in Eskisehir-TURKEY participated in this re-
search. These included 170 males (age: 15.41+1.15)
and 80 female athletes (age: 14.70+1.09) participat-
ing in team sports such as football (121 males, age:
15.00+1.07), basketball (49 males, age: 16.16+0.89;
28 females, age: 15.57+1.23) and volleyball (52 fe-



Umut SEZER et al.

Turkiye Klinikleri J Sports Sci 2018;10(1):1-8

males, age: 14.07+0.26) in the adolescent age cate-
gory.

PROCEDURE AND MEASURES

Various sampling methods were considered during
the design of the study and the convenience sam-
pling method was chosen over random sampling
due to practical constraints of time and resources.

The study protocol was approved by the sci-
entific ethics committee of Anadolu University.
Due to the participants being minors under the age
of 18, the researchers needed to ask permission
from the families and coaches. It was ensured that
participation occurred on a strictly voluntary basis
by sending out a Parent Permission Form. A train-
ing day was designated for each team solely for the
sake of data collection and it was conducted by the
researcher himself before each training session.
The participants were briefed before the com-
mencement of the training about the purpose and
the importance of the study, the measurement tools
used in the research were introduced, and any ath-
letes who did not want to participate in the re-
search have been held outside of its extent.

Measures used in the study included a demo-
graphic form (age, gender and team tenure which
was operationalized as the number of years with
the team), the Youth Sport Environment Ques-
tionnaire (YSEQ) and Collective Efficacy Scale
(CES).

COLLECTIVE EFFICACY SCALE

CES, a 7-item scale that developed by Riggs et al. to
measure individuals’ beliefs towards their team’s
capacity.”® It is graded on a 5-point Likert scale
(1=strongly disagree, 5=absolutely agree). The
Turkish adaptation of the scale was realized by
Ocel as cited by Toros.?* For the chosen sample of
this research, the Cronbach alpha value was as 0.72,
indicating good internal consistency.

YOUTH SPORT ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

The Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire
(YSEQ) was developed by Eys et al. and is used to
evaluate the level of team cohesion among young
athletes.!? YSEQ evaluates team cohesion on two
different dimensions: “task” and “social.” The scale
consists of 18 items, with 8 items each for the task
and social subscales, and 2 negatively-worded spu-
rious items. YSEQ uses a 9-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 9= absolutely agree), with the
subscale’s items added together to calculate a final
score. The instrument has shown high internal
consistency with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from
0.89t0 0.94.12

In the present study, the YSEQ was adapted
to Turkish culture by taking Hambleton and Pat-
sula’s cross-cultural scale adaptation suggestions
into consideration.”” To examine and support
YSEQ’s construct validity, confirmatory factor
analysis was utilized on the same dataset (N=250).
After the necessary modifications were made to
improve the model data fit, the goodness of fit in-
dices suggest that the two-factor model fits the
data quite well (Table 1). Internal consistency of
the adapted YSEQ was satisfactory (social cohe-
sion=0.087, task cohesion=0.87, and 0.89 for the
whole scale).

DATA ANALYSIS

The construct validity of the YSEQ was verified by
confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 23. De-
scriptive statistics, one-way MANOVA, one-way
ANOVA and Pearson correlation analysis, multi-
ple regression and bootstrapping procedures were
used to analyze the research data. The normality of
the data was assessed from the estimates of skew-
ness and kurtosis, which should have a range
within + 1.5.% These analyses were performed via
SPSS 23.

TABLE 1: The goodness of fit indicators related to confirmatory factor analysis.

Index %2 df P GFI AGFI RMR NNFI CFl RMSEA SRMR
Value 241.52 102 0.000" 0.893 0.858 0.237 0.909 0.923 0.074 0.0601

df: degrees of freedom; GFI: Goodness-of-fit index; AGFI: Adjusted goodness-of-fit index; RMR: Root mean squared residual; NNFI: Non-normed fit index; CFI: Comparative fit index;
RMSEA: Root mean square error of approximation; SRMR: Standardized root mean square residual.
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I RESULTS

The one-way MANOVA test conducted to deter-
mine gender differences on cohesion factors, task
cohesion (Pillai’s Trace=0.41, F(2, 247)=8.53,
p=0.004, n2=0.033) and social cohesion (Pillai’s
Trace=0.41, F(2, 247)=6.835, p=0.009, n2=0.027),
revealed significant results (Table 2). While gender
explains 3% of variance in the task cohesion sub-
scale, in the social cohesion subscale it explains 2%
of the variance. In this context, there is low level of
influence between gender and team cohesion sub-
scales. According to the findings, female partici-
pants’ perception of cohesion (task = 7.325; social =
7.305) was higher than that of the male participants
(task = 6.751; social = 6.824).

There was no significant difference in YSEQ
subscales based on team tenure (p>0.05). While the
average scores increased over the first three value
ranges (0-1 years, 2-3 years, 4-5 years), there was a
decrease in average scores on both subscales for the
athletes who had been on the team for 6 or more
years (Table 3).

There was a statistically significant but nega-
tive relationship between collective efficacy scores
and the team cohesion subscales, task (r=-0.312,

p<0.01) and social (r=-149, p<0.05) (Table 4). When
the coefficient of correlation (r) is taken as an ab-
solute value, values which are < 0.35 indicate a
weak relationship, 0.36 to 0.67 indicate a moderate
relationship and 0.68 to 1.00 indicate a strong rela-
tionship.” When the coefficient of correlation (r) is
taken as a negative, Green and Salkind have stated
that a relationship between variables may not be
linear, meaning that one of the variables may in-
crease while the other decreases.”® When the re-
sults are viewed in this context, it is clear that the
subscales related to team cohesion have an inverse
relationship with collective efficacy; there is a
moderate relationship between the task cohesion
and collective efficacy, and a weak relationship be-
tween the social cohesion and collective efficacy.
A hypothesis to explain these inverse relationships
in youth athletes’ perceptions is that, social cohe-
sion might lead to lower levels of collective effi-
cacy through task cohesion. In other words, task
cohesion may mediate an indirect effect of social
cohesion on collective efficacy. This model de-
picted in Figure 1.

Multiple regression analyses and bootstrapping
procedure were conducted to assess indirect effects
of social cohesion on collective efficacy through

TABLE 2: MANOVA comparison table based on the gender variable of the YSEQ subscales.

Effect Dependent Value Pillai's Trace Hypothesis Df p Error Df n2
Gender Task Cohesion A 8.532 2 .004 247 .033
Social Cohesion 6.835 2 .009 247 .027

*p<0.05

TABLE 3: ANOVA comparison table of the YSEQ subscales according to length of time on team.

Scales T N

0-1 year 74 15.25

Task 2-3 years 89 14.96

4-5 years 40 14.97

6 years of more 47 15.23

0-1 year 74 15.25

Social 2-3 years 89 14.96

4-5 years 40 14.97

6 years or more 47 15.23

X Sd F p
6.87 1.34 .358 .783
6.99 1.49
7.07 1.44
6.79 1.65
6.64 1.32 2.239 .084
7.07 1.38
7.21 1.52
713 1.21

TT: Team Tenure.




Umut SEZER et al.

Turkiye Klinikleri J Sports Sci 2018;10(1):1-8

TABLE 4: Correlation analysis results of participants’
team cohesion and collective efficacy beliefs.

Task Cohesion Social Cohesion Collective Efficacy

Task Cohesion 1 A481** -.312%
Social Cohesion 1 -.149*
Collective Efficacy 1

*p<.05; ** p<.01

task cohesion by employing INDIRECT.SPS macro
with 1000 resamples (Figure 1).” Results showed
the indirect effect of social cohesion on collective
efficacy through task cohesion was significant
(Table 5) (B = -.05, BCa 95% CI=-.08 to -.03).

I DISCUSSION

The goals of the present study were to determine
gender differences in cohesion levels, examine
team tenure -cohesion, and cohesion -collective ef-
ficacy relationships in youth sport.

Gender differences were observed in percep-
tions of the task and social cohesion. According to
our findings, female participants had higher scores
compared to the male participants for both the so-
cial and task subscales. Our results are inconsistent
with Paradis and Loughead’s findings.*® In their
study, no gender differences were found for youth
cohesion. It’s important to note that literature has
not provided definitive gender differences con-
cerning team cohesion. In the present study, fe-
males had particularly higher scores on the social
cohesion subscale. Limited evidence, however, sug-
gests that young athletes may display higher levels

of social cohesion than older athletes with more
competition.®! In previous work, it is stated that
gender is one of the individual factors that affect
team cohesion; male and female athletes have their
differences in terms of task and social cohesion, and
reactions may differ based on gender due to the ap-
proach the coach takes.* In the meta-analysis that
Carron et al. conducted on the relationship be-
tween cohesion and performance, it was revealed
that female athletes show a stronger bond between
cohesion and performance, compared to male ath-
letes.?® When our results are evaluated in this con-
text, it is believed that in order to develop team
cohesion among female athletes, focus should be
placed on social cohesion. Future research, there-
fore, should attempt explore the gender differences
and seek an explanation.

On the participants’ perception of task and so-
cial cohesion, there was no statistically significant
difference based on the tenure of the team members.
This result does not support Jewitt et al.’s findings of
a statistically significant difference on social cohe-
sion based on athletes’ time on the team.* Brawley
et al. stated that the athletes on a team during the
periods immediately following the team’s formation
have focused on task cohesion rather than social co-
hesion.> Although there were no statistically signif-
icant findings in this study for team tenure, the
average social cohesion score of the new team mem-
bers was higher than the average score on task co-
hesion. In this context, it has been emphasized that
the athletes who have been on the team for a longer
period have a stronger perceived general cohesion

Task Cohesion
a b
C
Social Cohesion ; > Collective Efficacy
C

FIGURE 1: Proposed indirect effect model
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TABLE 5: Mediation of the effect of social cohesion on collective efficacy through task cohesion.

Path a Path b

B p B p
Social Cohesion 51 .00 - 10" .00

Path ¢ Path ¢’ Indirect effect
Point estimate BCa 95% ClI
p B p B Lower Upper
018 .00 .98 -.057 -.08 -.03

Path a = Social Cohesion - Task Cohesion

Path b = Task Cohesion — Collective Efficacy

Path ¢ = Social Cohesion — Collective Efficacy (total effect)
Path ¢’ = Social Cohesion — Collective Efficacy (direct effect)
BCa = bias corrected and accelerated; CI = confidence interval.
*p<.05; ** p<.01

than those who have just joined the team.3* As such,
research has shown that cohesion is positively asso-
ciated with perceived belonging.

There was a negative but statistically signifi-
cant relationship between the participants’ collec-
tive efficacy scores and the team cohesion task and
social subscales. While a weak relationship was
seen between social cohesion and collective effi-
cacy, there was a moderate relationship between
task cohesion and collective efficacy. In other
words, there was a stronger effect of task cohesion
on collective efficacy. When the aspect of this re-
lationship is taken into consideration, it can be said
that the athletes who have a higher task cohesion
also have a low level of collective efficacy belief.
No findings supporting this result were found in
the literature. The few team cohesion and collec-
tive efficacy studies that have been conducted on
adult athletes have pointed to a positive and recip-
rocal relationship between team cohesion and col-
lective efficacy.!®1%%739 In particular, some aspects
of task cohesion are associated with collective effi-
cacy.® In Toros’s study evaluating adolescent bas-
ketball players’ team cohesion and collective
efficacy before and after the tournament, the rela-
tionship between these two concepts was found to
be positive.*! However, in Price and Weiss’s study
of adolescent female athletes, a moderate positive
relationship between collective efficacy and the so-
cial and task cohesion subscales was found.*? When
the results are evaluated in this context, it was ex-
pected that the teams with a higher perception of
team cohesion would also have a higher level of
collective efficacy. The common ground held by
studies about cohesion is that idea that cohesion is

a group feature that has a positive effect on team
processes. Sports psychologists’ and coaches’ desire
to enhance their teams’ cohesion level is an ulti-
mate result of this common ground in the litera-
ture. However, the ever-increasing literature on
team cohesion may also be yielding some negative
outcomes.**> A high-level of task cohesion may
cause decreased group-level social relations, com-
munication problems, negative responses on an in-
dividual-level, contradictory attitudes, increased
perceived pressure, and a decrease in the individ-
ual’s contribution. A high-level social cohesion, on
the other hand, may cause group level time
wastage, purpose-related problems, negative out-
comes like communication problems, individual-
level decreases in focus and task commitment,
social-isolation, and social commitment issues.**
According to our findings, social cohesion had neg-
ative indirect effects on collective efficacy through
task cohesion. That is to say, the more social cohe-
sion develops within a youth team, the more it sets
back the task cohesion and thus it negatively af-
fects collective efficacy. Considering the mediation
effect of social cohesion on the relationship be-
tween ingroup ties and antisocial behavior toward
teammates, high social cohesion predicted more
frequent antisocial behaviors toward teammates.*
Furthermore, Bruner et al. observed that high so-
cial cohesion is associated with increased percep-
tions of negative experiences.? It is thought that
these potential negatives should be evaluated using
the argument of Zaccaro et al. that individual-level
cohesion may be a precursor to collective effi-
cacy.?¥ Approached from this perspective, it can
be said that the negative relationship between
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team cohesion components and collective efficacy
may be a result of individual-level negativity.
Based on our findings, the athletes who partici-
pated the study had a higher level of social cohe-
sion. Rovio et al’s idea of high-level social
cohesion may gradually affect the team’s process
in a negative way; can be treated as another argu-
ment for what leads to the negative relationship
between team cohesion components and collective
efficacy beliefs.** According to Langfred, in teams
that care about both team and the individual pro-
ductivity, cohesion is an auxiliary feature that
keeps the individuals under control via the force
of informal group pressure.** However, in groups
that do not place an emphasis on productivity, a
reverse effect can be seen. Therefore, a group hav-
ing a high-level of cohesion will increase its resist-
ance in a similar manner.”® When evaluated from
this point of view, with a high perceived level of
cohesion, in a youth sports environment whose
priority is to build character, the athletes’ individ-
ual care and effort will be aimed at staying within
the boundaries determined by the team norms and
past experiences.”’ In line with this suggestion,
Hoigaard et al. has found that perceived cohesion
is associated with increased conformity to group
norms.>® Highly cohesive teams, in other words,
will likely comply with the normative behavioral
standards that have been set in the team. At this
point, anyone who wants to develop different ap-
proaches and apply these approaches on a group
level will need to face the issue of group resistance.
The higher the team’s cohesion level, the higher
the level of resistance will be. To emphasize this
point in a different manner, cohesion has a struc-
ture that protects the team’s dynamic. Therefore,
we believe that high levels of perceived social co-
hesion may have adverse effects on collective effi-
cacy.

In summary, it is believed that high team cohe-
sion in young athletes may lead to decreased collec-
tive efficacy beliefs due to various team dynamics;
in this context, athletes with a higher social cohe-
sion perception are thought to showcase a lower ef-
ficacy belief. However, the findings herein should
be interpreted cautiously in the light of several lim-
itations and assumptions. First, it is assumed that
CES has validity for youth in measuring what it pur-
ports to measure. Hence, the validity of the findings
is limited to a large extent by the validity of CES in
youth. Second, our small sample size and conven-
ience sampling from a single city limits the power
and possibly the generalizability of our findings.
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