
 

 

ABSTRACT 

EVALUATION OF THE IMPACT OF A BRIEF INTERVENTION 
ON PERCEPTIONS OF COLLECTIVE EFFICACY IN CLUB 

SPORT TEAMS 

Collective efficacy has been associated with enhanced group functioning, 

performance, and resilience (Bandura, 1997; Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001). 

Sport teams seeking a competitive edge may benefit from interventions designed 

to enhance perceptions of collective efficacy; however, little research exists on the 

effect of interventions on perceptions of collective efficacy (Feltz, Short, & 

Sullivan, 2008). The purpose of the study was to determine whether two collective 

efficacy interventions were effective in changing intercollegiate club team sport 

athletes’ perceptions and whether any changes were sustained over time. The first 

intervention consisted of an experiential learning program (ELP) offered in a 

challenge (i.e., ropes) course setting. The second intervention was based on the 

Game Plan Format (GPF; Gilbert, 2011) and used sport terms (Warm-up, Drill, 

etc.) and a multi-method approach to help participants learn about collective 

efficacy in a classroom setting prior to applying the concepts in two challenge 

course elements. Participants completed the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for 

Sports (CEQS; Short, Sullivan, & Feltz, 2005) three times: pretest, posttest, and 

follow up. Focus group data complemented the CEQS data. Results indicated that 

perceptions of collective efficacy were enhanced immediately after intervention. 

Over time, perceptions were dependent on effective application of collective 

efficacy concepts as well as team performance in competition.  

Arthur Albert Montejano 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

In Sacred Hoops, Phil Jackson (1996) observes that the Chicago Bulls 

teams of the 1980s and 1990s had to overcome the “archangel affect” (i.e., 

believing in and relying too heavily on a star to win) in order to achieve their 

potential. That is, it was only when the Bulls began to believe in themselves as a 

whole rather than leaning heavily on their star, Michael Jordan (the proverbial 

“archangel”), that they were able to attain elite status. True to life, positive 

perceptions of collective efficacy (i.e., a group’s belief in its conjoint ability to 

perform successfully) have been associated with enhanced performance and group 

functioning (Bandura, 1997; Feltz & Lirgg, 1998; Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 

2001). 

The story of Jackson’s Chicago Bulls exemplifies the emergent nature of 

collective efficacy and its origins in self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) defines self-

efficacy as “belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of 

action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). There are several sources of 

self-efficacy. In their landmark study, Vealey, Hayashi, Garner-Holman, and 

Giacobbi (1998) identified nine sources of efficacy in sport: mastery, 

demonstration of ability, physical and mental preparation, physical self-

representation, social support, coaches’ leadership, vicarious experience, 

environmental comfort, and situational favorableness. Upon examination, one 

might identify that these sources of efficacy relate to completion of sport-specific 

tasks. Therefore, self-efficacy in a sport context can be considered to be perceived 

certainty in one’s ability to be successful in sport (Vealey, 1986).  

Collective efficacy might be said to be an emergent property of the 

perceptions of collective ability of each individual on a team. The majority of the 
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literature therefore accepts Bandura’s (1997) definition of collective efficacy, “[a] 

group’s shared belief in its conjoint capability to organize and executive the 

courses of action required to produce given levels of attainment” (p. 477). The 

sources of collective efficacy are very similar to those of self-efficacy. Zaccaro, 

Blair, Peterson, and Zazanis (1995) and Bandura (1997) note that the primary 

source of collective efficacy is mastery experiences (i.e., past performance 

accomplishments). Bandura (1997) also notes that verbal persuasion is a source of 

collective efficacy. Zaccaro and colleagues (1995) also posited that group size 

might influence collective efficacy and that this might be tied to cohesion and 

other factors which affect confidence. However, the place of sport psychology 

interventions in facilitating the development of collective efficacy has yet to be 

explored. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the study was to determine which of two collective efficacy 

interventions was most effective in changing perceptions of collective efficacy. 

The first intervention consisted of a challenge course experience. The second 

intervention consisted of a collective efficacy specific intervention offered in the 

Game Plan Format (GPF; Gilbert, 2011). This intervention replaced the “Drill” 

portion of the Game Plan Format with two challenge course initiatives to produce 

a Hybrid Intervention. To assess the effect of time on treatment, the study included 

three measures: pretest (prior to intervention), posttest (immediately after 

intervention), and follow up (2 months after intervention). Participants were 

intercollegiate club team sport athletes. 

Research Questions 

1. How will each intervention affect perceptions of collective efficacy? 



 

 

3 3 

2. How will perceptions of collective efficacy change as a result of intervention 

over time? 

Significance 

In 2008, The New York Times reported on the dramatic increase in 

participation in collegiate club sports. In the period between 1988 and 2008, the 

national club volleyball tournament grew from 206 male athletes representing 20 

teams to almost 3,000 male and female athletes representing more than 250 teams 

(Pennington, 2008). In like manner, the national club tennis championship began 

with 11 teams and 89 participants in 2000 and by 2008 featured 64 teams and 523 

participants (Pennington, 2008). According to the National Intramural and 

Recreational Sports Association (NIRSA), an estimated 2 million athletes compete 

in club sports compared to 453,347 athletes in the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) (Brown, 2012; NIRSA, 2012; Pennington, 2008). Collegiate 

club sports are uniquely positioned, therefore, to become the most viable 

opportunity for athletes to continue playing at a high level when NCAA athletics 

are not an option. For this reason, the use of psychological skills by collegiate club 

sport athletes warrants further inquiry.  

According to Feltz, Short, and Sullivan (2008), several authors have 

suggested using team-building exercises to enhance cohesion; however, there is 

little research on the effect of team-building exercises on team efficacy. 

Delimitations 

For the purpose of the study the following delimitations are identified: 

1. The study will only include male collegiate club sports. 

2. The study included teams which need a high degree of interdependence (e.g. 

football, basketball, soccer, etc.) when competing. 
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3. The study included teams whose availability allowed them to participate in the 

study. 

Limitations 

For the purposes of the study the following limitations were identified: 

1. The team had completed less than 25% of its competitive season. 

2. The nature of a challenge course limited the number of interventions which can 

be conducted with a team. 

3. Results from the study cannot be generalized to the wider collegiate student-

athlete population (i.e., NCAA student-athletes). 

4. The results from the study cannot be generalized across sports because of the 

use of different teams. 

Definition of Terms 

Adventure Learning – Experiential 
Education 

Adventure Learning is an approach that … provides students with 

opportunities to investigate and experience authentic topics within collaborative 

learning environments. Adventure Learning environments and opportunities can 

take one of two forms: (a) a team of individuals go on an exploratory expedition of 

a topic of interest. The expedition is adventure based and occurs outdoors … [or], 

(b) a team of instructors and learners go on an exploratory expedition of a topic of 

interest. The expedition is adventure based and occurs outdoors (Veletsianos & 

Kleanthous, 2009). 
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Challenge Course 

High and low ropes courses and group initiatives used as an educational, 

developmental, and therapeutic medium to enhance both personal and professional 

growth (Attarian, 2001). 

Club Sport Team 

Club sport teams are student-initiated and student-managed organizations 

formed around shared interest in a sport that focuses on intercollegiate competition 

(California State University, Chico, 2012). 

Collective Efficacy 

Group’s shared belief in its conjoint capability to organize and execute the 

courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments (Bandura, 1997, 

p. 477). 

Cohesion 

A multidimensional construct comprised of the interplay between social 

and task group integration and individual task and social attraction to the group 

(Carron & Brawley, 2000). 

Experiential Learning 

A continuous learning process wherein individuals are actively involved in 

new experiences, reflect on what has taken place, theorize about the experience, 

and apply this knowledge to new experiences (Kolb, 1984). 

Game Plan Format 

The Game Plan Format is an organizational framework used to teach sport 

psychology skills and concepts to student-athletes. It uses sport terms (e.g., Teams, 

Warm-up, Conditioning, Films, Practice, Chalk Talk, Drill, Game, Playbook, and 
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Statistics) to facilitate learning and connect the student-athletes to the content in a 

meaningful way (Gilbert, 2011).  

Hybrid Intervention 

The Hybrid intervention presented in this study blends the Game Plan 

Format intervention with elements of a challenge course (i.e., low elements). 

Specifically, the “Drill” portion of the Game Plan Format is replaced by two 

facilities-based low elements featured in the Challenge Course intervention. 

Leadership 

The process whereby an individual facilitates the achievement of a common 

goal through influence on a group of individuals (Northouse, 2001). 

NIRSA 

The National Intramural Recreational Sports Association (now officially 

referred to primarily by its acronym, NIRSA) was founded as the National 

Intramural Association by Dr. William N. Wasson in 1950. Its purpose is to serve 

as an advocate for recreation, sport, and wellness in higher education and 

communities worldwide (NIRSA, 2012). 

Self-efficacy 

Beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 

required to produce given attainments (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). 

Social Cohesion 

The extent to which members of a group like each other and enjoy one 

another’s company (Weinberg & Gould, 2011, p. 180). 
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Task Cohesion 

A measurement of the extent to which members of a group work together to 

achieve common goals (Weinberg & Gould, 2011, p. 180). 

Team Sport 

A collection of two or more individuals who possess a common identity, 

have common goals, and objectives, share a common fate, exhibit structured 

patterns of interaction and modes of communication, hold common perceptions 

about group structure, are personally and instrumentally interdependent, 

reciprocate interpersonal attraction, and consider themselves to be a group 

(Carron, Hausenblas, & Eys, 2005). 

 

 

 

 



   

 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Collective Efficacy 

Overview of Collective Efficacy 

Several definitions of collective efficacy have been formulated, each with 

nuances particular to its interpretation of the influences which matter most in 

determining a group’s perceived sense of confidence. The most prominent 

definitions – those proposed by Bandura (1997) and Zaccaro and colleagues 

(1995) – contend that the perception of collective efficacy is shared among 

teammates and therefore the perceptions of individual athletes cannot be 

considered independently. In both instances, collective efficacy is also seen as a 

situationally specific confidence (Bandura, 1997; Zaccaro et al., 1995). However, 

as noted by Feltz and colleagues (2008), the majority of research defines collective 

efficacy in a manner consistent with Bandura’s (1997) definition. Therefore, to 

maintain consistency with the literature, the present study adopted Bandura’s 

(1997) definition of collective efficacy as a group’s shared belief in its ability to 

attain given levels of performance. 

Bandura (1997) posits that the main source of collective efficacy is past 

performance accomplishments, otherwise known as mastery experiences. As will 

be discussed, studies such as those conducted in laboratory settings with artificial 

groups demonstrate that collective efficacy is affected by performance (Hodges & 

Carron, 1992; Lichacz & Partington, 1996). The same has been demonstrated for 

pre-existing teams with a history of working together. In a study which measured 

collective efficacy among collegiate basketball teams at the beginning and end of a 

season, Watson and colleagues (2001) found that performance throughout the 

course of the season predicted the collective efficacy at the end of the season 
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among basketball players. Teams which had been successful in terms of offensive 

and defensive statistical categories and end-of-season rank were found to be more 

efficacious than teams which had not performed as well (Watson et al., 2001). 

Watson and colleagues (2001) also found that athletes with a greater sense 

of self-efficacy (i.e., they felt that their presence on the team helped contribute to 

the team’s goals) had lower perceptions of collective efficacy at the beginning of 

the season (their team’s ability to perform successfully). It is possible that athletes 

with a greater sense of self-efficacy felt that their team relied on said athlete to 

execute difference-making performances; therefore, the athlete would exhibit 

greater trust in him or herself as opposed to others. Nonetheless, the researchers 

found that this was mitigated at the team level as teams with a high average self-

efficacy had positive perceptions of collective efficacy (Watson et al., 2001). 

Similarly, Magyar, Feltz, and Simpson (2004) studied a group of 154 male and 

female adolescent rowers and concluded that task self-efficacy significantly 

predicted perceptions of collective efficacy at the individual level while 

perceptions of a mastery climate predicted the same at the group level. Groups of 

individuals who have high perceptions of self-efficacy may therefore have a 

stronger sense of collective efficacy because they realize the mastery climate (i.e., 

consistency of successful performance) of their aggregate talent as well as that of 

the team in concert. 

Verbal persuasion is another source of collective efficacy that is supported 

by the literature. In a longitudinal qualitative study of a rugby team, Ronglan 

(2007) found that demonstration of positive perceptions of collective efficacy 

manifested itself through behaviors such as cheering, clapping, and other forms of 

verbal reinforcement. Magyar and colleagues (2004) concluded that teams which 

perceived that their coach verbally reinforced a mastery-oriented climate also had 
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a higher sense of confidence in their team’s ability to perform successfully. These 

findings are consistent with Bandura’s (1997) suggestion that factors external to 

the individual athlete such as verbal persuasion could positively influence 

collective efficacy. 

Team size may also have an impact on collective efficacy. Zaccaro and 

colleagues (1995) alternatively posited that: collective efficacy would decrease as 

team size increased (due to factors such as social loafing, lack of consensus, etc.); 

and, a larger team would have greater access to resources which could increase the 

chances of successful performance and, in turn, enhance collective efficacy. In 

examining the effect of team size on collective efficacy, Watson and colleagues 

(2001) found that group size negatively predicted collective efficacy at the end of 

the season in basketball teams. Conversely, Magyar and colleagues (2004) did not 

observe the same effect on smaller crew teams. However, as noted by Feltz and 

colleagues (2008), team size is often regulated by the rules of the sport and 

therefore would be a limitation in any study exploring multiple sports.  

Collective Efficacy and Team 
Functioning 

Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, and Beauien (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of 

collective efficacy research in sport and non-sport contexts and found that there 

were significant relationships between collective efficacy and group functioning. 

Collective efficacy was found to have a positive relationship with performance at 

the team level (Gully et al., 2002). Collective efficacy was significantly linked to 

performance especially in cases where interdependency (i.e., performance was 

dependent on collaboration, as in soccer, as opposed to the sum of individual 

performances, as in golf) was high (Gully et al., 2002).  
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Research on the effect of collective efficacy on team functioning can be 

divided into two categories: laboratory tests using ad hoc groups and field studies 

using established teams. Both stems of research conclude that there is a correlation 

between collective efficacy and performance. Specifically, greater levels of 

perceived collective efficacy are associated with better performance and low levels 

of collective efficacy are associated with sub-par performance (Hodges & Carron, 

1992; Lichacz & Partington, 1996). Likewise, previous performance has been 

found to affect perceptions of collective efficacy in the same manner (Hodges & 

Carron, 1992).  

Laboratory studies followed a similar pattern of creating artificial groups, 

having each group perform a prescribed task in a competitive setting, and 

manipulating feedback given to the teams in order to affect perceptions of 

collective efficacy (Bray, 2004; Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard, 1999; 

Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard, 2000; Greenlees, Nunn, Graydon, & Maynard, 

1999; Hodges & Carron, 1992; Lichacz & Partington, 1996). Hodges and Carron 

(1992) concluded that previous performance impacted perceptions of collective 

efficacy which in turn affected team performance. Lichacz and Partington (1996) 

came to a similar conclusion but also found a significant main effect for teams 

which shared a history together – these groups outperformed the others, possibly 

because of a greater sense of mastery or shared mastery experience. In addition to 

finding that collective efficacy was positively correlated to performance; Bray 

(2004) also found that selection of higher goals mediated the relationship between 

collective efficacy and performance. Finally, Greenlees, Graydon, and Maynard 

(1999; 2000) found that groups with low-efficacy were not as resilient in 

responding to failure as were groups with high-efficacy and that these teams also 

set lower goals after experiencing adversity. 
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Field studies reach similar conclusions concerning the relationship between 

performance and collective efficacy. Ronglan (2007) found that previous 

performances fueled perceptions of collective efficacy which then influenced 

preparation for the next performance. Further, in Ronglan’s study, it was also 

reported that the team observed would at times respond to adversity with increased 

emphasis on fostering a mastery climate thereby increasing collective efficacy. 

Feltz and Lirgg (1998) observed six collegiate hockey teams over the course of a 

season and found that aggregated collective efficacy scores accurately predicted 

performance. In response to winning and losing, their study found that perceptions 

of collective efficacy remained unchanged in the face of loss and increased when 

the teams won (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998). Myers, Feltz, and Short (2004) concluded 

that among football teams, previous performance positively predicted collective 

efficacy in the week following competition and predicted offensive performance. 

Heuzé, Raimbault, and Fontayne (2006) examined the relationship between 

group cohesion, collective efficacy and performance using the English and French 

versions of the Group Environment Questionnaire and a 27-item collective 

efficacy measurement developed for the study. They found that collective efficacy 

mediated the relationship between task cohesion and performance; likewise, task 

cohesion mediated the relationship between collective efficacy and performance 

(Heuzé et al., 2006). The authors suggested that staff members should tend to 

athletes who deliver performances that are below their usual level because of the 

potentially damaging effects such performances might have on the athlete’s 

perceptions of cohesion and collective efficacy. To the same end, the authors also 

suggested that staff focus on developing group functioning in sport and non-sport 

contexts (Heuzé et al., 2006).  Similarly, Heuzé, Bosselut, and Thomas (2007) 

found that collective efficacy was an antecedent of cohesion and suggested that 
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coaches should focus on using techniques which enhanced athletes’ perceptions of 

collective efficacy. 

That cohesion is a significant predictor of collective efficacy has been 

determined by several studies (Kozub & McDonnell, 2000; Paskevich, Brawley, 

Dorsch, & Widmeyer, 1999; Spink, 1990). In examining the relationship between 

group cohesion and collective efficacy in elite volleyball players, Spink (1990) 

found that group task cohesiveness was highly related to collective efficacy. 

Kozub and McDonnell (2000) found that, among rugby union clubs, cohesion was 

a significant predictor of collective efficacy. Within the same study, it was found 

that task cohesion was a more significant predictor of collective efficacy than was 

social cohesion (Kozub & McDonnell, 2000). Paskevich and colleagues (1999) 

similarly found that athletes who perceived greater task cohesion among members 

of the team also reported a stronger sense of collective efficacy. Therefore, team 

unity in the pursuit of goals and sport-specific tasks would significantly impact 

perceptions of confidence to attain performance outcomes. For this reason, group 

goal setting must be considered for inclusion in interventions specifically designed 

to influence team building and collective efficacy. 

Chow and Feltz (2008) examined the relationship between collective 

efficacy and team causal attributions among 71 male and female high school 

athletes on 20 track relay teams. Collective efficacy was measured prior to 

competition and causal attributions for team performance were measured after the 

race. Results found that athletes who had strong perceptions of collective efficacy 

were more likely to believe that the outcome of performance was within the 

control of the team (Chow & Feltz, 2008). Teams with a stronger sense of 

collective confidence would therefore be more likely to focus on themselves when 

seeking to regain confidence in order to affect the outcome of future performance. 
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The Use of Challenge Courses to Enhance Team 
Performance 

Challenge courses are comprised of a series of events, obstacles and/or 

activities which may take place on the ground or suspended off the ground by 

means of an apparatus that provide participants with opportunities to engage in 

problem solving and discovery in an experiential learning format (Attarian, 2001). 

Challenge courses are often assumed to augment team performance and cohesion 

because their programs include elements designed to encourage problem solving, 

collaboration and cooperation, risk-taking, communication, and other skills 

(Attarian, 2001). O’Bannon (2000) studied the effects of a challenge course 

experience on team performance as measured by the Team Performance 

Assessment and concluded that the challenge course significantly impacted 

perceptions of performance. 

Two assumptions underlie the use of challenge courses as a team-building 

tool. The first assumption is that risk (real or perceived in the form of socializing 

games, initiatives, high- and low-elements) leads to positive outcomes (Wolfe & 

Samdahl, 2005). The second is that these benefits are transferrable (Wolfe & 

Samdahl, 2005). Several studies have attempted to clarify the utility of challenge 

courses in developing team functioning as well as transference of knowledge 

gained.  

Hatch and McCarthy (2005) explored whether a low element, half-day 

course would affect group cohesion, group effectiveness and individual 

effectiveness among members of college organizations. They tested participants at 

four points: one week prior to the course (they termed this measure a baseline), 

immediately prior to the course (pre-test), immediately after the course (post-test), 

and 2 months thereafter (follow-up) . Like O’Bannon (2000), they found 

significant increases in group functioning from pre-test to post-test; however, 
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group functioning returned to pre-test levels at the time of follow-up . Therefore, it 

can be argued that benefits might be immediately transferable to the performance 

setting but may not exhibit longevity. 

Glass (1999) had adolescent participants (ages 11 to 14) participate in a 

low-elements challenge course. Participants reported that their perceptions of 

group cohesion were positively affected by the challenge course. Owen (1990) 

found that participants in a challenge course based intervention reported a decline 

in within-group conflict and an increase in group supportiveness and image. In a 

qualitative study of an adventure-based experiential training program developed 

for a soccer team, Allain (1997) found increases in the team’s cohesion level and 

reported a minor increase in team confidence. These studies reinforce the notion 

that lessons learned in a challenge course setting and feelings of cohesiveness can 

be transferred to other settings.  

Because challenge courses have been demonstrated to increase cohesion 

and due to the correlation between cohesion and collective efficacy, whether 

challenge courses have a similar effect on perceptions of collective efficacy merits 

further study. What is more, whether any effects are sustained over time would 

contribute to the literature on the longitudinal effects of challenge courses. 

Interventions 

Currently, there is a lack of research concerning interventions designed to 

enhance collective efficacy (Brown, 2003; Feltz et al., 2008). The present study 

examines the effect of two types of brief interventions (each 3 hours in length) on 

participants’ perceptions of collective efficacy. In like manner, the present study 

contributes to the literature concerning the longitudinal efficacy of brief 

interventions. 
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As previously mentioned, Hatch and McCarthy (2005) found that a half-

day challenge course produced immediate results but that these same changes 

were not present as soon as 2 months after the intervention. O’Bannon (2000) 

found that perceptions of team performance in the experimental group were 

significantly higher than those of the control group three to five weeks after 

participation in a day-long challenge course. Zizzi and Perna (2003) found that a 

45-minute group workshop had a positive impact on participants’ perceptions of 

sport psychology as well as impacted their stages of change profiles. Of the 71 

athletes who underwent a shift in stages following the workshop, 34% (n=24) 

moved from precontemplation to contemplation and 15% (n=11) moved from 

contemplation to action (Zizzi & Perna, 2003). The study conducted by Zizzi and 

Perna did not include longitudinal elements like that of Hatch and McCarthy. 

However, Zizzi and Perna’s study does indicate that change can occur as a result 

of a brief intervention. 

Brown (2003) created a verbal self-guidance (VSG) intervention designed 

to enhance collective efficacy. The study conducted found that VSG improved 

perceived collective efficacy and performance. This is consistent with Bandura’s 

(1997) assertion that verbal persuasion has a positive effect on collective efficacy. 

Brown also concluded that the study reinforces the notion that collective efficacy 

training increases team performance (2003).  

Therefore, the design of the present study is appropriate. It compares two 

types of interventions: a more traditional type of team-building in the form of the 

challenge course and a hybrid intervention which blends elements of the challenge 

course and Game Plan Format intervention (i.e. the “Drill” is replaced with 

challenge course initiatives) which has been shown to be effective with college-

aged populations (Horn, Gilbert, Gilbert, & Lewis, 2011).  



   

 

CHAPTER 3: METHODS 

Participants 

Participants in this study included student-athletes from two club sports 

teams – Men’s Rugby and Men’s Volleyball – from a public university in central 

California. The teams were chosen for their high degree of interdependency. Each 

of the teams was in the early stage of the season (i.e., before completion of 25% of 

scheduled matches). All of the participants signed informed consent forms to 

participate in the study as well as a waiver required by the challenge course 

(Appendices A and B, respectively). The participants who represented each team 

were drawn from the team’s roster at the time of intervention. Demographic 

information was obtained via the Demographic Questionnaire in Appendix C. To 

control for any differences due to gender, all participants were male.  

Men’s Rugby 

The roster comprised 40 individuals at the time of intervention. Twenty-

five athletes participated in the intervention. The 25 participants represented 

62.5% of the roster at the time of pre- and postintervention measurement. At the 

time of follow-up measurement 1 month after the treatment, the roster consisted of 

40 individuals. On the date of follow-up data collection, 16 athletes were present 

who participated in the intervention. This sample represented 40% of the team’s 

roster. Thus only data for these 16 athletes were included in data analysis. Finally, 

eight of the Men’s rugby athletes who completed the study participated in the 

focus group.  

The 16 rugby athletes who completed the study were 18 to 25 years of age. 

Their mean age was 21.20 years. The group comprised three freshman, two 

sophomores, two juniors, and nine seniors. Five of the athletes held leadership 



 

 

18 18 

roles on the team. The athletes possessed one semester (counted as half of a year) 

to 4 years of experience playing the sport (M = 2.56). Finally, the average length 

of time on the team was 2.28 years with a range of one semester to 4 years 

participating.   

Men’s Volleyball 

The roster comprised twelve individuals at the time of intervention, but 

eight athletes participated due to schedule conflicts. Thus, the eight participants 

represented 66.67% of the roster at the time of pre- and postintervention 

measurement. At the time of follow-up measurement 1 month after the treatment, 

the roster consisted of 10 individuals. Scheduling conflicts meant that only six 

athletes participated in the follow-up data collection procedures. Thus, quantitative 

data were obtained for six of the volleyball team athletes, which represented 60% 

of the team’s final roster. Only data for these six athletes were included in data 

analysis. Finally, five of the six volleyball athletes participated in the focus group.  

The six volleyball athletes who completed the study were 18 to 24 years of 

age. Their mean age was 21.33 years. The group comprised two freshman, one 

junior, and three seniors. Two of the athletes held leadership roles on the team. 

The athletes possessed 5 to 10 years of experience playing the sport (M = 6.67). 

Finally, the average length of time on the team was 2.6 years with a range of 1 to 5 

years participating.  

Procedure 

The teams were randomly assigned to one of two conditions to determine 

whether there were any noticeable changes in perceived collective efficacy as a 

result of intervention. The first condition consisted of an experiential learning 

program offered in a challenge course setting (“Challenge Course”). The second 
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blended elements of the Game Plan Format (“GPF”; Gilbert, 2011) with challenge 

course elements to produce a hybrid intervention in line with experiential learning 

models (“GPF Hybrid”). Participants in the GPF Hybrid intervention were first 

introduced to the collective efficacy concepts in a traditional classroom, and were 

then given an opportunity to apply the newly-learned information in a physical 

way. Bethel and Morgan (2011) employed a similar design: introducing physical 

education students to concepts in a classroom setting prior to application. The GPF 

portion of the Hybrid intervention was designed with an emphasis on elements of 

collective efficacy – goal setting, verbal persuasion, and task-oriented focus – as 

identified in the literature (Feltz et al., 2008). Each intervention was 3 hours in 

length.  

Participants completed the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports 

(CEQS; Short, Sullivan, & Feltz, 2005; Appendix D) to determine changes in 

perceptions of collective efficacy over time. Each team completed the 

questionnaire three times: pretest (immediately prior to intervention), posttest 

(immediately after intervention), and follow-up (1 month after intervention) 

(Hatch & McCarthy, 2005). The repeated measures of the study were intended to 

determine whether there were any short- and long-term changes in collective 

efficacy as a result of intervention (see Figure 1). Participants then participated in 

a focus group within one week of follow up to complement the quantitative data 

collected. 

In a qualitative study, Bethel and Morgan (2011) found that students 

preferred the practical nature of experiential, problem-based learning. In the study, 

students received an overview of a topic (e.g., motivational climate). The students 

would then divide into small groups to address any gaps in knowledge and came 

back together to review solutions and create new knowledge (Bethel & Morgan,  
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Challenge Course – Rugby GPF Hybrid – Volleyball 

Pretest  

Challenge Course 

Posttest  

Pretest  

Game Plan Format Hybrid 

Posttest  

4 Weeks 

Follow Up  Follow Up  

Up to 1 Week 

Focus Group* Focus Group* 

Figure 1. Study design and timetable by treatment group. *Completed within one 

week of follow-up data collection. 

2011). Participants in the aforementioned study indicated that “to be able to take 

the theory [researched] and apply it to a practical setting reinforced their 

knowledge” and increased understanding (Bethel & Morgan, 2011, p. 132). 

Therefore, there may be value in providing an overview of factors that contribute 

to collective efficacy prior to engaging in a practical application of knowledge as 

took place in the Hybrid Intervention in the present study. The Hybrid intervention 

is contrasted with the Challenge Course intervention. 

Challenge Course Intervention - 
Men’s Rugby 

Baseline data were collected for the rugby team during the 2012-2013 

preseason 2 months prior to intervention. After completion of baseline data 

collection, the team was randomly selected to participate in the Challenge Course 

intervention. The 3-hour intervention took place prior to the completion of 25% of 
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the competition schedule and was facilitated by the author. The athletes completed 

the CEQS immediately prior to intervention. The intervention program began with 

an icebreaker activity which was followed by two team initiatives and culminated 

in two facilities-based low elements.  

The icebreaker activity “Have You Ever?” served to introduce the 

participants to elements of teamwork as well as familiarize participants with one 

another.  

Have You Ever?. The goal of “Have You Ever?” is to introduce athletes to 

the idea of having something in common with each of their teammates. An 

assortment of objects (rubber chickens, poly spots, action figures, etc.) equal in 

number to the participants is placed so that it forms a circle. The participants then 

choose to stand on an object. The facilitator stands in the middle of the circle and 

explains the game. Each round begins with one person in the middle. This 

individual introduces himself and then poses the question “Have you ever?” and 

will add an activity they have completed. Everyone around the circle, including 

the facilitator and person in the middle, who has also completed the stated activity 

then must run to another object in the circle. One individual will be left in the 

middle and the process is repeated. For example, the person in the middle would 

say “Hi, my name is John. Have you ever eaten pizza?”; everyone around the 

circle who has eaten pizza would run to another object until one person is left in 

the middle. After this initial round, the facilitator removes another object from the 

circle so that in the following round there will be two individuals left in the 

middle. Once multiple people are left in the middle, they must work together to 

find an activity they have completed in common (e.g., bungee jumping) then each 

person introduces themselves and, after the introduction, they pose the question to 
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the group. The game continues in this fashion – with the facilitator removing 

another object each time so that more people end up in the middle – until the time 

allotted runs out or each person has been in the middle once. 

Following the ice breaker activity, the athletes took part in two low 

initiatives, “Tanks” and “Mission Impossible.” Descriptions of the initiatives are 

as follows: 

Tanks. The goal of Tanks is to introduce participants to concepts regarding 

communication and locus of control by challenging athletes to work in teams to 

eliminate the other teams. The athletes formed pairs. The athletes then decided 

who would be a “tank” and who would be a “turret.” The “tank” was blindfolded 

and had the task of throwing yarn balls at opposing “tanks” to eliminate them. The 

“turret” was tasked with providing direction to and protecting the “tank.” Each 

tank was only allowed to be hit twice by another team before being eliminated. 

The final remaining team was declared the victor, the blindfolds were removed 

and a short debrief occurred. The pairs then swapped roles and play resumed until 

one team was left. Another debrief was conducted and the athletes were tasked 

with comparing and contrasting their experiences as tanks and turrets. 

Mission Impossible. The goal of Mission Impossible is to engage 

participants in dialogue about goal setting, communication, and focus by 

challenging them to obtain five yarn balls representing goals from the middle of a 

large circle. The participants were gathered around a large circle and asked to 

share five goals the team had for the season. A yarn ball was tossed into the center 

of the circle to represent each goal. The team was then challenged to obtain the 

yarn balls without stepping into the circle. It was stipulated that anyone who 

wished to obtain the ball must be blindfolded. Also, each individual could only 
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recover a maximum of two yarn balls for the team. The team was only allowed to 

use equipment in the immediate area which included a rope, harnesses, blindfolds 

and helmets. The team then had to figure out that it needed to tie the rope around a 

pole at one point of the circle and suspend a teammate in a manner similar to the 

film “Mission Impossible,” as this was the only way to obtain the yarn balls. 

Everyone else on the team was needed to hold the weight of their teammate by use 

of the rope. The activity continued until all five balls were recovered. Following 

the initiative, a debrief followed concerning the topics previously outlined. 

Two facilities-based low elements were the concluding activities in the 

intervention program. The procedure used for each element follows. 

High V. The goal of the High V is to work as teams through a trial-and-

error method to have two individuals walk as far out on two steel wires as 

possible. Two lengths of steel cable were suspended between three poles forming 

a “V” four feet off the ground. The team is then divided into four roles – explorers, 

spotters, stuffers, and baskets – each with its own set of responsibilities. Explorers 

don helmets and are tasked with traveling as far out on the wires as they can. 

While traveling on the wires, the explorers were only allowed the use of their feet 

to stay on the wire. They could support one another but were not otherwise to be 

assisted. Spotters stood on the outside of the “V” and followed the explorers as 

they traveled along the wires; their role was to catch the explorers should they fall 

backwards. Baskets formed two lines facing each other inside the “V” and placed 

their arms in front of them, alternating in a manner similar to a “zipper.” They 

served to catch the explorers should they fall forward. Finally, stuffers stood 

behind the baskets with their hands up, ready to guide the explorers into the arms 

of the baskets. After the explorers had traveled as far out onto the wires as they 
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could, they fell or were helped down from the wire. The group then came together 

to debrief the technique used to travel on the wire, determine what worked, and 

where improvements should be made. Then, the next two explorers were 

determined and the process was repeated. Approximately half of the team was able 

to serve as an explorer due to time constraints. Each member of the team was able 

to experience at least one of the roles described. The activity was debriefed upon 

completion. 

The Wall. The Wall is intended to serve as the culminating experience for a 

group. The group is tasked with scaling a 12-foot wall constructed of wood. Every 

member of the group had to climb over the wall for the activity to be completed. 

The participants were not allowed to use any tools to assist them in their climb 

except for the materials given to them by the facilitator (i.e., harnesses and 

helmets). Further, they were not allowed to grasp onto the sides of the wall for 

help. The Wall features a platform on which participants can stand to help their 

group members up. For the purposes of the present study, only two athletes were 

allowed to remain on the platform at a time. Once a participant had scaled the wall 

and had come back down, they were only allowed to act as a spotter. Upon 

completion of the activity, the group came together to debrief. 

GPF Hybrid Intervention - Men’s 
Volleyball 

The second condition consisted of a collective efficacy-specific 

intervention offered in the Game Plan Format (GPF), the teaching curriculum used 

by the Psychological UNIFORM (Gilbert, 2011). After agreeing to participate in 

the study, the men’s volleyball team was randomly selected to participate in the 

GPF Hybrid Intervention. The 3-hour intervention was facilitated by the author 
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and took place prior to the completion of 25% of the formal competition schedule. 

The athletes completed the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS; 

Short et al., 2005) immediately prior to intervention.  

The Psychological UNIFORM was developed to address the need for 

psychological skills training amongst high school student-athletes. The GPF uses 

sports language athletes are familiar with to teach them the desired skills. The 

GPF, while traditionally used to teach a specific mental skill, was modified to 

inform participants of concepts and practices that may enhance their team’s 

collective efficacy. These included, but were not limited to, goal setting, verbal 

persuasion, and reinforcement of mastery experiences.  Traditionally, there is a 

concept mastery day (termed Lesson A) during which athletes learn the assigned 

skill and a day of skill application (termed Lesson B). For the purposes of the 

study, both sessions took place on the same day within a 3-hour length of 

time. Thus, the team was kept intact throughout the intervention. 

Each athlete received a copy of the Game Plan Format (Gilbert, 2011) 

documents at the start of the intervention. The intervention followed an interactive 

format whereby the athletes were taught collective efficacy via the GPF elements 

and debriefing sessions. Lesson A of the GPF comprised the first hour of the 

intervention. More specifically, this consisted of the Warm-up, Conditioning, 

Proof it Works, Films and the distribution of the Practice assignment.  

The Warm-Up provided an overview of collective efficacy with an 

emphasis on process-oriented goals, focus, and speech (verbal persuasion). The 

Conditioning expanded upon the aforementioned concepts and provided the 

athletes with an opportunity to work through differentiating between process-

oriented and outcome-oriented goals. The Proof It Works document featured the 

San Francisco Giants and their 2012 World Series campaign.  The club’s use of 
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process-oriented focus, verbal persuasion, and the ways through which a higher 

sense of collective efficacy enhances resiliency were highlighted. The Films 

component consisted of a clip from the 2004 film Miracle which depicted Coach 

Herb Brooks outlining the 1980 USA Olympic hockey team’s strategy and the 

team’s eventual coming together after a loss. This concluded the first half of the 

intervention at which point the team broke for 20 minutes to complete the Practice 

on an individual basis. This break simulated the time lapse found in the traditional 

GPF as a result of each Lesson taking place on different days. 

The athletes reconvened for Lesson B which began with a short debrief of 

the Practice. The Practice tasked the participants with identifying process-oriented 

goals, speech, and focus in a variety of scenarios including matching and critical 

reading. After a review of the Practice, the athletes were reintroduced to collective 

efficacy through the Chalk Talk. The author and athletes left the classroom and 

went to the challenge course on campus for the Drill which consisted of two 

challenge course facilities-based elements: the Wall and the High V, which are 

described in the “Challenge Course” procedures above. Each element was 

followed by a debrief roughly equal in length to the time taken to complete the 

activity. The semi-structured debrief included predetermined questions and 

follow-up probes consistent with challenge course facilitation; content centered on 

process-oriented focus, language, and transference of knowledge gained to sport 

contexts. Upon completion of the Drill, the athletes returned to the classroom for 

the Game. They were divided into two teams, asked to come to a consensus on 

answers for the questions presented and then competed to answer the questions 

correctly. Finally, the team completed the Playbook which asked the athletes to 

reflect on what the team did to build confidence and where it could improve with 

regard to maintaining confidence. 
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Upon completion of Lesson B, the participants took the posttest 

measurement of collective efficacy in the form of the CEQS. The athletes’ GPF 

documents were collected, scanned electronically, and then returned to the 

participants.  

Each treatment group completed the CEQS 1 month after intervention (see 

Figure 1, p. 20). Follow-up data collection occurred immediately prior to practice. 

Volunteers from each group then participated in a focus group to complement the 

quantitative data obtained. 

Instruments 

Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for 
Sports 

The limitations (i.e., the use of teams from different sports) of the present 

study necessitate the use of an instrument that is more general in nature. Short and 

colleagues (2005) developed the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports 

(CEQS; Appendix D) to be used across sports. It is a multidimensional measure of 

collective efficacy using a scale comprised of five interrelated factors: Ability, 

Effort, Preparation, Persistence, and Unity (Short et al., 2005). The 

appropriateness of the CEQS is strengthened when one compares it to other 

measures of collective efficacy. For example, the CEQS places greater emphasis 

on factors other than team ability, as it measures aspects of team functioning 

which instruments such as that developed by Paskevich and colleagues (1999) 

place less emphasis on (Short et al., 2005). The multidimensional nature of the 

CEQS provides further insight into the relationships between the factors measured 

and is framed as a state measurement (Short et al., 2005). 
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Short and colleagues developed the CEQS by first creating a 42-item 

questionnaire that was tested with 271 college-aged student-athletes (Short et al., 

2005). Exploratory factor analysis of the first test supported five collective 

efficacy factors and 27 items retained; further testing with 286 college-aged 

student-athletes and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) yielded a 5-factor 

measure with 20 items (Short et al., 2005). Finally, to test the construct validity of 

the CEQS, Short and colleagues (2005) examined the relationship between 

collective efficacy and team cohesion positing that there would be significant 

correlations between the measures because both cohesion and collective efficacy 

are team characteristics. Cohesion was measured using the Group Environment 

Questionnaire (GEQ) which distinguishes between individual and group concerns 

and task and social cohesion (Widmeyer, Brawley, & Carron, 1985). All 

correlations between the CEQS and GEQ were found to be statistically significant 

(Short et al., 2005). However, the greatest correlations were found between the 

CEQS subscales and the task cohesion (GI-T) subscale of the GEQ (range= .37-

.57) (Short et al., 2005). The researchers concluded that the correlations between 

the CEQS and GEQ validated the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sport as a 

measurement of confidence that could be used across sports. 

Since the CEQS measures collective efficacy relative to a forthcoming 

competition, the CEQS would provide the necessary insight into the effect of the 

interventions on perceived collective efficacy. The factors specifically affected by 

each intervention may also be discerned. Therefore, one would be able to 

determine which intervention is most effective in a target area as well as the 

impact on perceived collective efficacy. 
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GPF Documents 

The GPF Hybrid athletes completed several documents as part of their 

intervention program (e.g., Warm-up, Conditioning, etc.). At the conclusion of the 

intervention, the documents were collected, scanned electronically, and then 

returned to the participants. The GPF documents required participants to critically 

engage with and apply the concepts being learned. They reflected the athletes’ 

comprehension of the material being presented. In particular, the Playbook journal 

required participants to reflect on their team’s confidence and identify strengths 

and weaknesses. Collection of the GPF documents was made more important 

because the study did not attain statistical power. 

Focus Group 

Each team participated in a focus group within one week of collection of 

follow-up data. Focus groups were scheduled according to the team’s availability. 

In the case of Men’s rugby, this was after a practice. The focus group for Men’s 

volleyball took place immediately prior to a practice. Participation in the focus 

group was done on a volunteer basis. 

Each group met in a predetermined location that was familiar to participants 

for approximately 1 hour. Participants were asked to respond to six open-ended 

questions/statements. Follow-up questions probed the participants for further 

information. The semi-structured guide used during the focus groups was as 

follows:  

1. Describe your understanding of collective efficacy and how it has 

evolved over time. 

2. Describe your team’s level of confidence over the course of 

participation in the study. (Show team scores.) Could you provide 

insight into changes in the scores? 
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3. Can you provide any examples of the team applying the concepts 

covered in the intervention? 

4. Do you think the team will to continue to use those concepts? If so, 

how? 

5. What are your thoughts regarding the intervention design? 

6. Do you have any final comments regarding your experience 

participating in the study? 

A tape recorder was used to capture dialogue. The recording was then 

transcribed verbatim. Notes taken by the moderator (who was the researcher) 

complemented the transcript.  

Non-participant Observation Field 
Notes  

The final source of evidence for the present study was the researcher who 

kept field notes throughout the course of the study. The researcher was a 2
nd

 year 

Master’s in Kinesiology – Sport Psychology Option student. The researcher had 

experience in applied sport psychology projects for the duration of the degree 

which included authoring Game Plan Format documents. In addition to serving in 

a leadership role in student government, the researcher had experience in the 

following areas:  8 years of coaching at a developmental level; 2 years working 

with intercollegiate club sports; 3 years of peer consulting with college student 

organizations; and 1 year of experience as a lead facilitator in a challenge course 

setting. The researcher was also preparing a manuscript which involved the use of 

content analysis. These experiences supported the researcher in (a) developing the 

material used in the intervention, (b) making critical observations of the athletes 

engaged in the interventions, and (c) writing accurate, reflective notes about the 

observations.  



 

 

31 31 

Statistical Analysis 

To assess the effect that time (pretest, posttest, and follow up) and 

treatment (challenge course and Hybrid) had on the dependent variable, total 

collective efficacy score (TCEQS), a 2x3 mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

with repeated measures on the time factor was performed. This method of analysis 

is consistent with that used by Hatch and McCarthy (2005) in examining the effect 

of time on group functioning. A significance of p<0.05 was set a priori. The 

results of a Mauchly’s W was used to test for the assumption of compound 

symmetry. 

If there was a significant main effect for time, an additional one-way 

ANOVA was performed to test where the differences occurred. If a significant 

Time x Treatment interaction was observed, an independent t-test was used to 

assess differences. In order to determine if each of the treatment groups changed 

significantly over time with respect to their collective self-efficacy, separate one-

way repeated measures ANOVAs were performed for each treatment group. A 

significant main effect for time led to three paired samples t-tests (pretest to 

posttest, posttest to follow up, and pretest to follow up) using a Bonferroni 

correction to determine where the differences were located. Statistical analysis of 

the data was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics (SPSS, v19). 

The qualitative data were entered into a MS Word file for content analysis 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994). Their purpose was to complement the quantitative 

data and provide contextual information about the intervention and their potential 

outcomes. Thus, the researcher looked for emergent themes related to collective 

efficacy and the potential impact of the intervention programs in improving this 

characteristic. Pseudonyms are used in the reporting of qualitative data.



   

 

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

Effect of Time and Treatment on Perceptions of 
Collective Efficacy 

To assess the effect of treatment and time on perceptions of collective 

efficacy, a 2x3 mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) with repeated measures on 

the time factor was performed. The value of Mauchly’s W was high (0.798), so 

sphericity was assumed and no adjustment to the degrees of freedom was needed. 

Results of the mixed ANOVA with repeated measures can be found in Table 1. 

Table 1 

 

Effect of Time, Treatment, and Time x Treatment 

Source of 

Variation 

Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square(s) F Sig. 

Time 9.50 2 4.75 2.84 0.07 

Time x 

Treatment 
15.30 2 7.65 4.57 0.02 

Treatment 19.40 1 19.40 12.5 0.002 

The p-value for the within-subjects factor for time exceeded 0.05 (p = 

0.07); therefore, it was concluded that there was no overall significant main effect 

for time. A significant main effect was found for ‘Treatment’: F = 12.5; df = 1; p = 

.002. Overall, the Hybrid group (M = 8.31) reported higher perceptions of 

collective efficacy than the Challenge Course group (M = 7.09). There was a 

significant (p = 0.02) time by treatment interaction (see Figure 2). Follow up 

independent samples t-test revealed a significant difference for two of the three 

measurements for time: pretest, t(20) = 2.23, p = .04; and, follow-up, t(20) = 3.55, 

p = .002. That is, there was a difference in perceptions of collective efficacy 

between the two groups at pretest and follow up (see Figure 2). There was no 
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significant difference between each group’s perceptions of collective efficacy 

immediately after treatment, t(20) = -0.09, p = 0.93.  

 

Figure 2. The effect of time and treatment on perceptions of collective efficacy 

(Total CEQS scores). *Significant difference (p < 0.05) found at pretest. 

**Significant difference (p <0.05) found at posttest. 

To assess the effect of time on perceptions of collective efficacy, a one-way 

ANOVA with repeated measures was performed for each treatment group. The 

assumption of sphericity was met (Mauchly’s W = 0.563) for the Challenge 

Course group. The results indicated there was a significant main effect for time 

(see Table 2). Therefore, three paired samples t-tests (pretest to posttest, posttest to 

follow up, and pretest to follow up) using a Bonferroni correction (new α = 0.016) 

were performed. A significance difference was found for two of the three 

conditions: pretest-posttest and posttest-follow-up (see Figure 3). 
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Table 2 

 

Effect of Time on Total CEQS for Challenge Course Group 

Source of 

Variation 

Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Time 38.19 2 19.10 9.71 0.001 

 

 

 
Figure 3. Mean scores for collective efficacy over time. *Significant difference 

(p<0.05) between pretest and posttest. #Significant difference (p<0.05) between 

posttest and follow up. 
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Mauchly’s W was 0.103 for the Hybrid group, so the assumption of 

sphericity was met. The results of the indicated that there was no significant main 

effect for time for Hybrid group (see Table 3). However, mean scores for 

collective efficacy did trend upward.  

Table 3 

 

Effect of Time on Total CEQS for Hybrid Group 

Source of 

Variation 

Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Squares F Sig. 

Time 2.73 2 1.36 1.73 0.23 

Perceptions of Collective Efficacy 

To measure perceptions of collective efficacy, participants completed the 

CEQS three times: pre-intervention, post-intervention, and follow-up (1 month 

after treatment). The mean scores for the Total CEQS (overall perception of 

collective efficacy) and subscales – Ability, Effort, Persistence, Preparation, and 

Unity – represent the team’s conjoint perception of each scale of measurement. 

Descriptive statistics for each measurement for the Challenge Course Intervention 

can be found in Table 4 (Pretest), Table 5 (Posttest), and Table 6 (Follow-up). 

Descriptive statistics for each point of measurement for the Hybrid Intervention 

can be found in Table 7 (Pretest), Table 8 (Posttest), and Table 9 (Follow-up). 

Because statistical power was not reached, it was important to complement the 

quantitative data. This was accomplished via triangulation using two participant 

sources of qualitative data (written responses to prompts and a focus group) as 

well as non-participant field notes. 
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Challenge Course – Rugby 

The team’s overall perception of its collective efficacy (Total CEQS) was 

6.75 (see Table 4). The team perceived its greatest efficacy in Ability which had a 

mean score of 7.33. The subscale in which the team perceived it had the lowest 

efficacy was Persistence which had a mean score of 6.30. 

Table 4 

 

Challenge Course Pre-Intervention CEQS Mean Scores 

Scale n M SD Range 

Ability 16 7.33 1.45 5.00 

Effort 16 6.72 1.37 4.33 

Persistence 16 6.30 1.65 5.25 

Preparation 16 6.53 1.42 5.00 

Unity 16 6.86 1.19 3.50 

Total CEQS 16 6.75 1.12 3.20 

Mean scores increased for all subscales immediately after treatment (i.e., 

participation in the challenge course intervention) (see Table 5). The Unity 

subscale produced the highest mean score (8.64). Preparation had the lowest mean 

score (8.14). Overall, perceptions of collective efficacy increased to 8.32. 

Table 5 

 

Challenge Course Post-Intervention CEQS Mean Scores 

Scale n M SD Range 

Ability 16 8.22 1.38 5.75 

Effort 16 8.31 1.48 6.25 

Persistence 16 8.28 1.26 5.00 

Preparation 16 8.14 1.45 6.50 

Unity 16 8.64 1.09 3.50 

Total CEQS 16 8.32 1.27 5.40 
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Each subscale fell below pre-test levels at the time of follow up (see Table 

6). Persistence was once again the lowest subscale at 5.67. Ability had the highest 

mean score (6.81). Perceptions of collective efficacy (Total CEQS) were also 

below pre-intervention levels with a mean score of 6.22. 

Table 6 

 

Challenge Course Follow-up CEQS Mean Scores 

Scale n M SD Range 

Ability 16 6.81 1.70 5.00 

Effort 16 6.02 1.95 6.75 

Persistence 16 5.67 2.07 7.00 

Preparation 16 6.36 1.97 6.75 

Unity 16 6.21 1.73 6.75 

Total CEQS 16 6.22 1.73 6.23 

Qualitative data were collected via written responses to debriefing 

questions during intervention, field notes from non-participant observation, and a 

focus group. Selected meaning units from each source are reported in categories 

corresponding to the subscales of the CEQS. 

Ability.  Ability was consistently scored on the higher end among the 

subscales. Throughout participation in the study, field notes reveal that both the 

coach and participants expressed a favorable perception of the team’s ability. 

During the intervention, the participants displayed an awareness of each other’s 

physical capabilities. For example, to complete the Wall, the team selected two 

athletes whom they perceived had the most strength to assist members over the 

wall. Similarly, during the same activity the team made use of the scrum technique 

which relied again on individual strengths and weaknesses. 
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During the focus group, three participants (Daniel, Joseph, and Andrew) 

indicated that the team had a lot of talented players. However, as the season 

continued and athletes left the team, it affected perceptions of ability – but more so 

unity, which will be discussed. One athlete, Andrew, offered an explanation 

during the focus group as to why some players left the team: 

…Some of the High school guys that came up recently through high school. 

They came up through high school where they were the dominant athletes 

to the point where they get to college and now they might not be as good, 

as dominating as they were. So it’s kind of like a reality check for them, so 

… a lot of their confidence is going to be lower because they went from 

being on top of their game to hitting a huge learning curve. And not being 

as effective as they were and that’s a reality check for guys like that as well. 

Effort. The athletes cited a lack of consistency of effort as a limiting factor 

for their team. This view was shared among the participants in the focus group, 

starters and non-starters alike. John, a non-starter, noted that:  

…Like coach always says, we play in spurts and it seems like not everyone 

is on the same page. You see a couple of people trying harder than others, 

and if we were all to play consistently on the same level, I think that’s when 

we play our best, our most potential. Because it hasn’t been able to click 

where everyone is playing … 

Field notes confirm that the coach also felt the team lacked consistency. 

Matthew, a starter, postulated that displays of effort could boost a team’s 

confidence and a lack of effort could have a detrimental effect:  

On average we have about 26 players who show up on the field and finish 

off practice. Today, we finished off with 19. So, the [lack of] confidence 
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definitely shows. I know a couple of people had prior commitments 

beforehand but a lot of people just didn’t show up. And a lot of times, they 

show up off and on, a lot of the time right before the game, the practice 

before the game. (Focus Group) 

Persistence.  Athletes similarly reported that the team lacked the mental 

toughness to persevere. As explained in the field notes, the coach observed that the 

team reacted unfavorably to adversity. During the intervention, the team cited that 

one of the lessons it could draw from the experience was the need to assume the 

quality of perseverance. The focus group confirmed these perceptions as well as 

illuminated potential sources. 

Mark, like the coach, stated that the team would perform poorly when faced 

with adversity: “When things go bad, we let them get worse. We don’t stop it 

before it escalates. … Once we get down, we start getting down on each other and 

… it ends up getting worse.” Andrew agreed with his teammate: 

The mental aspect of the game is something we’re struggling with right 

now. People just aren’t ready to play, or we start ready and we start doing 

good, and then things start to unravel and the mind goes … There’s just a 

little bit of a lack of mental toughness, slightly, because I feel like we’re so 

easily derailed as a team instead of being able to persevere. We just kind of, 

something goes wrong the wheels come off, instead of stopping there and 

fixing it. (Focus Group) 

Preparation.  During the intervention, the team stated that one of the lessons 

is could apply was the need for planning and working towards goals. Preparation 

was seen as factor that was within the team’s control. As can be seen from the 
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CEQS measurements, the Preparation subscale was routinely reported as 

something the team was moderately confident in. 

Results from the focus group indicate that effort and attendance had an 

effect on perceptions of the team’s preparedness. Mark put it succinctly, “we don’t 

practice as hard as we should be practicing to see results. We want the results but 

we’re not putting in the work to see the result” (Focus Group). Matthew elaborated 

further:  

We’ve either been spot-on with preparation and the result would be a game 

where we played strong through at least half of the game, and there would 

be a lot more occurrences where we would just come off the bus and not be 

ready to play a game at all. … On average we have about 26 players who 

show up on the field and finish off practice. Today, we finished off with 19. 

… And a lot of times, they show up off and on, a lot of the time right before 

the game, the practice before the game. And that doesn’t help our 

confidence at all. (Focus Group) 

Unity.  Perceptions of unity suffered from problems similar to those which 

affected preparation. Namely, the loss of players and the lack of consistency of 

participation influenced athletes’ perceptions. During the focus group, Daniel 

observed that some factors (such as injury or disenrollment from the university) 

were outside of the team’s control. However, he stated that simply failing to attend 

practice regularly “causes a lot of distrust and a lack of real confidence in your 

teammates.” 

Unity was also affected by the team’s performance. Andrew summarized 

how the team’s performance influenced this subscale: 
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I think our cohesion comes down to, basically, it’s there and it’s not. When 

we’re moving and doing things together, it’s fine, and it’s come down to, 

when things go wrong, our cohesion goes out the window and everybody 

becomes individual out there rather than working as a team to stop it, and 

fix it, and start moving forward again. … We lack cohesion when things go 

wrong, and we lack the ability to get it back. (Focus Group) 

Perceptions of unity peaked immediately after intervention. Joseph offered 

an explanation as to why:  

The ropes course kicked it [Unity] back up because we had everyone out 

there, teambuilding exercise and everything. We knew each other better … 

Any single event where we can gather everyone together just kind of 

extends that team bonding and sociability with each other. (Focus Group) 

Collective efficacy.  Participants indicated that there was a complex 

interplay between individual self-efficacy and collective efficacy. For example, 

Andrew shared how he perceived self-efficacy influenced collective efficacy:  

If you have confidence in yourself it ultimately translates to the team 

because you are part of the team. So if every single person on that team has 

confidence in themselves, therefore the team has overall good confidence in 

itself. (Focus Group) 

In like manner, Matthew stated that individual displays of confidence could have a 

positive effect on collective efficacy: 

Using your self-confidence to try and inspire your teammates would be, I 

mean, ideal … I feel that if I can try and take out as many people as I can, I 

can inspire everyone else to do the same thing. That will bring up their 

confidence level as well. (Focus Group) 
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His teammates Luke, Adam, and Daniel each stated that collective efficacy 

existed on a group level. Luke stated that collective efficacy was having 

confidence in one’s teammates. Adam offered that collective efficacy was 

dependent on the individual’s perception of his teammates’ confidence in the 

team. Finally, Daniel offered an example of how teams demonstrate collective 

efficacy:  

[There’s] … two parts to because … you have the individual’s confidence 

in the team and then you have … [the] concept of an overall team 

confidence. We’ll play the teams where you just know, you know they have 

that fire in them, they know what each and every other person on the team 

is going to do. It inspires the individual’s confidence in the team and you 

need both [individual confidence and team confidence] to have a functional 

confident team. (Focus Group) 

Team performance was also cited as influencing perceptions of collective 

efficacy. During the focus group, Joseph observed that the losses cause the team to 

lose steam. Andrew confirmed that a losing record was negatively affecting the 

team’s confidence: 

And recently we’ve had a couple of tough losses, so obviously our 

confidence has sunk, not only in ourselves but as a team as well, loss of 

numbers [on the roster]. … kind of shows how losing affects confidence 

pretty dramatically – especially in the fashion that we’ve been losing.  

Intervention design.  Collective efficacy peaked immediately after 

intervention. Focus group participants indicated that the intervention had a 

favorable effect on the team. As previously stated, participants cited having the 
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time together away from rugby as a benefit of participation because the experience 

increased cohesion. 

The growth-centered nature of the course was also stated as another 

positive. For example, participants stated that coaches emphasized communication 

similar to that used on the course and players translated lessons regarding locus of 

control onto the playing field. A shared sense of accomplishment as a team 

(Andrew: “after the ropes course there was a pretty big spike because we 

accomplished something as a team. It was pretty awesome…”) was also 

recognized as a positive outcome of participation. Adam summed up the effect on 

cohesion: “I would say the team bonding, the camaraderie, bringing the team 

together, showing that we can work together and what people’s tendencies are 

[was a benefit].” 

Participants also expressed that the intervention might have had a more 

lasting effect if it had taken place over a longer period of time. Mark expressed 

that he believed the ropes course experience provided the confidence the team 

carried into its first win and that it could help the team overcome its current 

struggles. Andrew agreed and suggested that tasks could be targeted towards 

overcoming specific obstacles relevant to each week. He also recognized the 

limitations of extended use of interventions: “It’s kind of good we did it all at 

once. Otherwise, we could have mentally prepared for it and maybe it wouldn’t 

have been as effective getting us out of our comfort zone.” 

Hybrid – Men’s Volleyball 

Prior to treatment, the team’s mean score for collective efficacy (Total 

CEQS) was 7.86 (see Table 7). The team perceived its greatest efficacy in Ability. 
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This subscale’s mean score was 8.63. The subscale in which the team perceived it 

had the lowest efficacy was Unity which had a mean score of 7.42.  

Table 7 

 

Hybrid Pre-Intervention CEQS Mean Scores 

Scale n M SD Range 

Ability 6 8.63 1.06 2.75 

Effort 6 7.63 0.95 2.50 

Persistence 6 7.54 0.84 2.50 

Preparation 6 8.08 0.93 2.75 

Unity 6 7.42 0.61 1.75 

Total CEQS 6 7.86 0.76 2.25 

The team’s overall perception of its collective efficacy (Total CEQS) after 

treatment increased to 8.27 (see Table 8). The team continued to perceive it had 

high Ability. The subscale had a mean score of 8.83 after treatment. The subscale 

in which the team perceived it had the lowest efficacy following treatment was 

Preparation which had a mean score of 7.96.  

Table 8 

 

Hybrid Post-Intervention CEQS Mean Scores 

Scale n M SD Range 

Ability 6 8.83 1.22 3.00 

Effort 6 8.00 1.04 3.00 

Persistence 6 8.17 0.96 2.50 

Preparation 6 7.96 1.31 3.50 

Unity 6 8.38 1.19 3.25 

Total CEQS 6 8.27 1.05 2.90 

Total CEQS peaked at the time of follow-up measurement. Perceptions of 

collective efficacy had a mean score of 8.81 (see Table 9). Each subscale also 

reached peak values for the study. Ability continued to be the subscale in which 
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the team reported its greatest sense of efficacy. The mean score for Ability at 

follow up was 9.29. Effort produced the lowest mean score at 8.5. 

Table 9 

 

Hybrid Follow-up CEQS Mean Scores 

Scale n M SD Range 

Ability 6 9.29 0.49 1.50 

Effort 6 8.50 0.55 1.50 

Persistence 6 8.67 0.74 2.00 

Preparation 6 8.79 0.53 1.25 

Unity 6 8.79 0.64 1.75 

Total CEQS 6 8.81 0.53 1.45 

Qualitative data were collected via the Playbook of the GPF, field notes 

from non-participant observation, and a focus group. Selected meaning units from 

each source are reported in categories corresponding to the subscales of the CEQS. 

Ability.  Results from the CEQS indicated that the team had a high 

perception of its Ability throughout the study though the mean score did increase 

from pre-test to posttest and from posttest to follow-up. Results from the 

qualitative data are reflective of the nuances in the team’s perceptions. Playbook 

entries from four participants made reference to the players’ individual perceptions 

of the team’s ability and potential. For example, Seth wrote that: “We have 

experienced players in important positions; we have tasted success before and 

know what it takes to replicate it.” Throughout the course of the intervention, the 

team routinely made reference to its perceived ability. The field notes reveal that 

participants felt that “the team played well when they were having fun … [but] 

needed to realize their own talent.” Jacob gave voice to a similar sentiment during 

the focus group: “We know that … if we are each playing how we want to play, 
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and how we know how to play, we’ll be a successful team. We’re seeing … each 

game we progress and get better.” 

Two participants noted that the team had several newer athletes. Noah 

suggested that the transition from high school to intercollegiate club sport play 

could affect the younger players:  

It is rough to get the new players up to speed. And there is a change in the 

level of play. The level of play changes from high school to college and 

stuff so there is a transition there. That’s why the numbers [survey mean 

scores] at first started off low. (Focus Group)  

A majority of the new players left the team. This loss of additional players 

was cited by all focus group participants as further cementing the team’s 

perceptions of Ability. 

Experiences playing together mitigated perceptions of Ability. Conversely, 

Noah shared how poor performance affected perceptions, “The biggest problem is 

when we start to lose, or two or more players start playing bad, the momentum 

shifts drastically and it’s hard for us to recover” (Playbook). Two other 

participants made similar observations about momentum in their playbooks. 

Similarly, they verbally shared stories during the intervention from previous 

seasons when the team suffered a loss of momentum and performed poorly. 

However, every participant affirmed his belief in the team’s ability. Perceptions of 

ability seemed to be enhanced with time spent together. “We played in a few 

tournaments, a few matches, saw what we were capable of then we started 

believing in each other,” explained Jacob. 

Effort. Participants consistently reported that the team’s effort was a focus 

for improvement throughout the season. “At first, we weren’t sacrificing our body, 
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we weren’t playing scrappy,” Jacob shared (focus group). The team developed 

processes to solicit greater effort. One such ritual elaborated upon during the focus 

group was called “Quitting.” The team would count instances of any player on the 

team “quitting” (i.e., intentionally withholding effort) on a play during matches. 

The team then had to run wall-to-wall in the gymnasium for each game time “quit” 

during the next practice. These processes, coupled with the meeting described in 

the opening quote, were reported as establishing effort as a defining characteristic 

of the team. Another ritual captured in the field notes was known as the “Cardinal 

Sins of Serving.” Participants described this as a set of rules (e.g., a player could 

not miss a serve in the first 5 minutes of a match) for which the penalty was 

running if violated.  

During the intervention, the participants shared that they “and start playing 

up to [their talent level].” It appears as though the lack of effort continued for 

some time into the season following intervention. The pivotal moment came after 

a difficult loss in a tournament. Noah shared how the team reacted:  

We had a team meeting to discuss how our effort needed to be improved. 

We took a team vote; we developed a clear message of what we wanted to 

accomplish and how we wanted to play. One way we identified to do that 

was by playing hard. (Focus Group) 

Persistence.  Perceptions of the team’s ability to persist in the face of 

challenges seemed to stand in contrast to the team’s ability. Reflecting on 

experiences from the previous season, Isaac noted during the intervention that the 

team had struggled to persist. Joshua stated that “Our greatest strength is when 

everyone is pumped and ready to win. … When our team is frustrated … that’s 

when we fall short and it’s hard to bring it [our energy level] back up.” Noah also 
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suggested that challenging situations resulted in a loss of enthusiasm and a loss of 

sense of fun.  However, there was evidence that the team was attempting to learn 

from failure as evidenced by the reported team meeting. Participants reported that 

this helped the team persist. At least one participant, Isaac, felt the team could 

learn from losses: “In our most recent loss when we made the semis in the tourney, 

that was needed. We can learn from it, will look at the positives and use it to our 

advantage” (Focus Group). Nonetheless, Noah reiterated the precarious nature of 

persistence:  

When we are rolling [it] is hard to stop us because we all have a passion, 

the same passion for the game, despite our differences & we have fun. … 

The biggest problem is when we start to lose, or two or more players start 

playing bad, the momentum shifts drastically and it’s hard for us to recover. 

(Playbook) 

Preparation.  Participants stated that one-on-one meetings with the coaches 

as well as team meetings improved the team’s preparation through goal setting. 

“Our goals came partly from the coaches, partly from ourselves. We have our 

own, individual goals for practices. I was told to write mine down. Our coaches 

give the other parts,” Noah shared in the focus group. However, preparation was 

more frequently cited as being largely the responsibility of the coach. “Our recent 

practices and conditioning have improved in organization, skill level, and 

effectiveness,” observed Jacob; other participants agreed that this trend held over 

time. 

Preparation was nonetheless seen as something that was within the team’s 

control. It was also cited as having a positive effect on performance by preparing 
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the team psychologically. Seth shared how a change to the team’s warm up routine 

improved focus: 

We were losing the first set, every game, every time. So we changed our 

warm up and our focus. The coaches initiated it and we started to warm up 

harder so we could be more ready mentally. It came from setting goals and 

focusing on processes. (Focus Group) 

Unity.  Participants reported that Unity was influenced by the composition 

of the roster, time spent together (in practice, in competition, and during the 

intervention), a team meeting and winning. Members of the team consistently 

communicated that there was a lack of unity at the beginning of the season until 

the roster became more stable. Participants reported prior to intervention that there 

were ongoing changes to the roster. The Playbook entries that were collected 

demonstrated the dynamism of the roster. “Good team chemistry and a demanding 

yet positive atmosphere must be in place to really foster success. We have lots of 

youth and inexperience,” observed Seth. Jacob reflected that “We should work on 

our chemistry and learn how each person performs under certain game situations 

and establish trust with one another.” Isaac summarized the need for improvement 

in this area, “We are a team that has good leaders, they know their role and will 

pick us up if we are slacking or not playing our best. … to improve confidence we 

need to gain more confidence in each other as players and teammates, this will 

come with practice and time.” 

Results from the focus group shed more light on the evolution of the team’s 

sense of Unity over time. “In the beginning we weren’t sure who was on the team 

and who was committed to playing,” observed Jacob. Seth offered further insight, 

“We had people quitting, and everyone has had their share of injuries. Having 
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people quit has made it harder because we have fewer people in practice. We 

started to figure it out and solidify our lineup.” He also noted that this had a 

positive consequence on the team’s morale as well, “Team morale is now at an all-

time high. … We now have a strong base together – those who weren’t bought in 

quit and left. … losing that baggage has brought us closer together.” Participants 

reported that there was a sense of shared identity and purpose among those who 

were still on the team. They referred to themselves as “survivors.” The pivotal 

moment for the team was the aforementioned team meeting where they solidified 

their collective identity. 

The process of bringing the team together was enhanced by time spent 

together in practice as well as competition. Noah shared how learning more about 

one another played a role in Unity, “As the season progresses, we tend to come 

together in the season as a whole and start learning how each plays the game how 

each responds to feedback and stuff.” Participants also noted that having the 

shared experience of the intervention provided a boost to team-building. The 

following exchange from the focus group demonstrates that this view was shared 

among participants: 

Noah: The workshop boosted trust in each other. Gave that process a 

speed boost. 

Seth: Prior to the workshop, the team hadn’t met a lot. Just being 

together and learning about what makes a successful team 

was helpful. Having that time together, away from the court is 

extremely important. 

Isaac:  It definitely provided a jumpstart. 

Joshua:  I agree. We started believing in each other more during the 

ropes course. … 
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Noah: It’s funny because the guys who participated are now over 

half our team. 

Unity was also enhanced by the adoption of meeting in the middle of the 

court between plays. Participants cited that this increased communication and 

support among the members of the team. “Meeting in the middle after each point 

with a congratulations, coming together between plays and having that 

communication has helped. At the last tournament that was especially true. … It 

gets you positive reinforcement and support,” Seth shared during the focus group. 

Collective efficacy.  Perceptions of collective efficacy trended upwards for 

the volleyball team. Throughout the intervention, participants indicated that they 

had confidence in their team. In his Playbook, Isaac reflected that: “We are … a 

team that knows we have a good shot at winning the national championship so we 

have confidence from that, but it’s not a cocky confidence.”  This confidence was 

reflected in the team’s consistently high mean scores. 

Participants identified another aspect that improved perceptions of 

Collective Efficacy: winning. During the focus group, Jacob provided a specific 

example of the effect of winning, “…When we won the tournament, the last one 

we did, we had very high self-esteem, high confidence in each other. I think that’s 

why the numbers are progressing.” Isaac reflected on how the team’s cohesion 

might have been affected by a losing record, “It makes you wonder if we lost all of 

our games. … would we still be playing together?” Seth stated the influence of 

winning more succinctly: “Winning has more of a skew on confidence than 

anything else” (Focus Group). 

Intervention design.  Positive outcomes identified by participants included 

greater awareness of goal settings and different types of goals as well as enhanced 



 

 

52 52 

cohesion. This awareness was used to structure the team meeting and the goals 

that emerged thereof. Participants also indicated this helped them with the 

establishment of processes to help them achieve their goals. 

Participants had favorable views of the GPF Hybrid design. Noah described 

the intervention as a “good eye opener” and stated that the presentation of the 

material was novel. The Proof It Works and Films components were recognized as 

helping better illustrate the concepts being learned. Seth also indicated that the 

CEQS served as a resource for reflection throughout the season. Participants also 

felt that the intervention was too long and would have been effective spread out 

over time. 

 

 

 



   

 

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

The Effect of Time and Treatment on Perceptions of 
Collective Efficacy 

A significant overall main effect was found for treatment (i.e., intervention) 

on perceptions of collective efficacy. There was no overall significant main effect 

for time. There was, however, a significant interaction between time and 

treatment. Perceptions of collective efficacy were found to be significantly lower 

among the Challenge Course group compared with the Hybrid group at the pretest 

measurement. Thus, it can be concluded that the treatment groups were different 

from the start. Further, it is possible that the significant main effect between 

pretest and posttest for the Challenge Course group can be attributed to the team’s 

larger room for improvement.  

There was no significant difference between posttest perceptions. As it 

were, the Challenge Course group had slightly higher mean scores than the GPF 

Hybrid group immediately after intervention. An explanation for the difference 

may be that the GPF Hybrid facilitated awareness of outcomes while the 

Challenge Course facilitated changes in perceptions of confidence. That is, the 

GPF Hybrid was more effective in teaching about confidence whereas the 

Challenge Course was more effective in building confidence. As illustrated by 

participant testimonial, the Men’s volleyball team possessed a deeper 

understanding of settings (i.e., mastery climate) and processes (i.e., verbal 

persuasion, goal setting, etc.) that facilitated confidence. The range of scores 

reported posttest also increased (compare Tables 7 and 8), indicating cognitive 

dissonance of the sort which correlates with critical thinking. This was apparent in 

multiple participants’ accounts of the team meeting held (where they developed 

process goals) and conscious decision to begin meeting midcourt between plays. 
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Further, the Men’s volleyball team reported that its history of success and 

continued strong performance had a greater impact on participants’ perceptions of 

collective efficacy than did the intervention. 

For its part, the Men’s rugby team reported that the Challenge Course 

intervention succeeded in enhancing confidence. They equated these gains with 

their successful completion of initiatives on the course. In other words, the 

Challenge Course intervention provided them with another source of mastery 

experiences. The present study sought to measure changes in perceptions of 

collective efficacy and so a significant difference between pretest a posttest 

perceptions was found for the Men’s rugby team. Had the study included an 

objective measurement of learning outcomes, it would follow that the GPF Hybrid 

would prove to be more efficacious given the volleyball participants’ focus group 

data. Thus, posttest mean scores for both the Challenge Course and GPF Hybrid 

groups may be so similar because the former became more confident while the 

latter gained a deeper understanding of confidence. 

Both groups indicated in their respective focus groups that the intervention 

had a positive effect on their team. These results are confirmed by an increase in 

mean scores for both groups immediately following intervention. Consistent with 

the findings of Hatch and McCarthy (2005) scores from the Challenge Course 

group fell back to pretest levels at follow-up. In fact, the mean scores reported by 

the Challenge Course group were lower than those reported at pretest. Mean 

scores for the Men’s volleyball team continued to trend upward at follow-up, 

indicating that the group’s perceptions of collective efficacy continued to be 

strengthened. These findings are likely influenced by performance which is 

discussed in greater detail below. 
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The Effect of Mastery Experiences on Perceptions of 
Collective Efficacy 

The results – quantitative and qualitative – for both groups are consistent 

with the literature which states that performance influences perceptions of 

collective efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Feltz & Lirgg, 1998; Watson et al., 2001; 

Zaccaro et al., 1995). Specifically, each group’s performance in competition is 

likely to have influenced perceptions of collective efficacy at the pretest and 

follow-up measurements. 

At the time of intervention, the Challenge Course group had lost its first 

three games of the season. The Challenge Course group also suffered a significant 

loss the weekend before follow-up measurement. Mean scores for each scale of 

the CEQS were significantly lower at both pretest and follow-up when compared 

to posttest measurement. Poor performance may explain these differences. 

Participants stated during the focus group that losses had negatively affected the 

team’s confidence at each point of measurement. Conversely, participants stated 

that the team’s confidence after treatment positively influenced performance 

during the next game when the team secured its first win of the season. These 

perceptions were further established by non-participant observation which reflects 

that the participants and coaches indicated the team was more confident following 

wins and less confident after losses. These results are consistent with those 

reported by Hodges and Carron (1992) which demonstrated the reciprocal nature 

of the relationship between collective efficacy and performance.  

It must be noted that the Men’s rugby team had a “Bye” week at the time of 

intervention and competed more than a week after completing the Challenge 

Course. Participants in the focus group did affirm that they felt more confident 

prior to securing their first win of the season which demonstrates the role of 

confidence in their performance. However, it cannot be said with certainty that 
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treatment positively affected performance because of the time elapsed. There is 

also a lack of an objective measure of perceptions available for the period 

immediately prior to the competition. Future studies might therefore find it useful 

to measure participants’ perceptions in the period prior to the next scheduled 

competition following intervention. Nonetheless, participants reported a sense of 

collective efficacy which complemented the quantitative data and affirms a 

relationship between confidence and performance. 

In contrast, the Hybrid group’s perceptions of collective efficacy as 

measured by the CEQS steadily increased at each point of measurement (though 

the differences were not statistically significant). The volleyball team had 

significant experience in post-season competition as well as a history of success. 

This was confirmed by focus group data, Playbook responses, and non-participant 

observation.  The high sense of collective efficacy found by the pretest 

measurement is consistent with the conclusions drawn by Lichacz and Partington 

(2006) which state that teams with a shared history have a higher sense of 

collective efficacy. They were also found to outperform those teams with less 

experience together. The team continued to experience success throughout the 

season, earning a top five national ranking as well as securing a league 

championship. Participants confirmed in the focus group that their success as a 

team explained the upward trend of CEQS mean scores. During the focus group, it 

was also speculated that the results might have been different if the team had 

performed poorly throughout the season. Thus, the influence of performance on 

collective efficacy was not lost on participants. Therefore, the results from the 

Men’s volleyball team reaffirm the relationship between positive performance 

outcomes (i.e., mastery experiences) and collective efficacy established by the 

literature (Bandura, 1997; Zaccaro et al., 1995).  
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Other Factors Influencing Collective Efficacy  

The CEQS has five subscales which can be used to further discern how 

perceptions of collective efficacy are constructed within each group. Perceptions 

of Ability were consistently higher than Total CEQS for both groups. (The posttest 

measurement for rugby being the exception; however, Ability was reported higher 

than in the pretest measurement which is consistent with increases in mean scores 

after treatment.) Both groups indicated that they had a strong sense of their ability 

throughout participation in the study. However, it would appear that performance 

again influenced these perceptions. Accordingly, Ability scores for the rugby team 

dropped following a loss and rose steadily for the volleyball team as they 

continued to experience success.  

Verbal persuasion is another recognized source of collective efficacy 

(Bandura, 1997; Feltz et al., 2008; Ronglan, 2007). Ronglan (2007) also identified 

persuasive actions (i.e., clapping and cheering for one’s team; physically 

intimidating the opposition) as a source of collective efficacy. Participants from 

both groups emphasized the importance of providing verbal support to their 

teammates. Volleyball accomplished this through mid-court meetings between 

plays. Members of the rugby team mentioned persuasive actions (e.g., Matthew 

trying to “take out” opposing players) during the intervention and focus group.  

Both groups also recognized that opposing teams could similarly display 

confidence through verbal persuasion or persuasive actions.  

Persistence (i.e., resiliency) also emerged as a primary concern for 

participants. Persistency is affected by collective efficacy. Groups with lower 

perceptions of efficacy are less likely to be persistent as well as demonstrate lower 

levels of effort in pursuit of goals (Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard, 1999; 

Greenlees et al., 2000). These groups were also found to respond to failure by 
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adjusting their goals downward (Greenlees et al., 2000). The Persistence subscale 

had the lowest mean score at both the pretest and follow-up measurement for the 

Men’s rugby team which experienced losses prior to both data collection points. 

Further, throughout the focus group, participants stated they needed to adjust their 

goals, refocus and increase their level of effort. Coupled with the rugby team’s 

relatively low perception of collective efficacy, this trend is consistent with the 

findings of the literature though members of the team reported that qualifying for 

the playoffs remained a goal (Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard, 1999). 

Conversely, the Men’s volleyball team reported consistently higher Persistence 

mean scores. Participants from that team offered anecdotal evidence of the team 

choosing to adjust its goals higher after a tough loss in a tournament. These 

findings also reinforce the reciprocal relationship between collective efficacy and 

resiliency. 

Group size may also have mitigated perceptions as represented by CEQS 

results. For example, the range of Total CEQS scores reported by the Challenge 

Course group (i.e., Men’s rugby) increased with subsequent measurements 

whereas those for the Hybrid group (i.e., Men’s volleyball) increased pretest to 

posttest and shrank considerably at follow up. A comparison of the roster size of 

each group and relevant comments made provides further insight. The Men’s 

rugby team roster was made up of 40 individuals, 25 of whom were reported to 

participate on a regular basis. This greater size coupled with inconsistent 

interaction between teammates may have produced a greater variation in the 

perceptions reported. The Men’s volleyball roster was one-fourth the size of the 

rugby roster. What is more, participants cited being like-minded with regard to 

goals and priorities in both the Playbook and focus group data. This greater 

homogeneity of thought and sense of purpose may have lent itself to a greater 
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sense of cohesion and collective efficacy. These results are consistent with the 

literature which indicates that group size affects group functioning (Feltz et al., 

2008). 

Considerations for Intervention Design 

Focus group participants from both the rugby and volleyball teams 

indicated that interventions have a place in group functioning. Participants in both 

groups cited increased cohesion and enhanced perceptions of confidence following 

intervention. These results bode well for the further development of interventions 

designed to enhance collective efficacy as they demonstrate that early season 

interventions can assist teams in their development. Both groups reported that their 

team struggled when faced with adversity. Participants from the Men’s rugby team 

suggested that perceptions of collective efficacy needed to be reinforced when 

performance suffered. This finding is consistent with Ronglan (2007) who found 

that confidence needed cultivating after losses. A possible mechanism for 

reinforcing collective efficacy and associated concepts may be the focus group. 

Participants from the Men’s rugby team stated that the focus group helped them 

recall the lessons drawn from the challenge course. They also indicated that after 

the focus group they would carry the lessons back to the team. Thus, future 

intervention design may incorporate the focus group as a means to reinforce 

concepts learned in addition to complementing the quantitative data. 

Results from the present study suggest that the GPF Hybrid intervention 

resulted in a deeper understanding of the components of collective efficacy. As 

demonstrated by comments from the focus group, the Men’s volleyball team 

indicated that reshaping their goals according to concepts learned facilitated 

desired outcomes. These findings are consistent with those of Bethel and Morgan 
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(2011). It is possible that the classroom components of the GPF inspired the 

athletes to pay greater attention to the material and take more away from the 

intervention. That is, the athletes associate a classroom setting with formal 

learning and therefore. 

Participants in both studies also reported that the intervention could benefit 

from being offered as a series though they did warn that the novelty could wear 

off. Members of the rugby team stated that they felt an intervention after a tough 

loss could boost their confidence thereby enhancing performance going in to the 

next competition. Therefore, an opportunity exists to combine the two 

interventions in this study to enhance application of concepts learned and maintain 

perceptions of collective efficacy. For example, the GPF Hybrid could take place 

early in the preseason to introduce participants to collective efficacy concepts. The 

challenge course could then be used as a follow-up intervention midseason either 

to reaffirm or repair perceptions of collective efficacy. Following one team over 

the course of a season after completing the GPF Hybrid (because this treatment 

did not produce a significant difference) would provide better insight into the 

efficacy of said intervention. An alternative method would be to follow multiple 

teams throughout a season after they have completed the same intervention. The 

development of interventions that seek to enhance collective efficacy within 

established teams therefore merits further research. 

Considerations When Working with Club Sport Teams 

The context of club sport teams presents several challenges for the 

researcher. In essence, club sport teams are student organizations first. Students 

participate in club sports voluntarily and must reconcile club sport commitments 

with employment, school, and other forms of co-curricular involvement. This 
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makes club sports vulnerable to the high rates of turnover and attrition. Club sport 

teams and club sport student-athletes often do not receive the same level of 

support (such as financial aid in the form of scholarships and priority registration) 

that is provided at the NCAA level. This compounds the conflicts and pressures 

previously stated. With regard to the present study, these factors contributed to the 

rate of attrition as well as resulted in the elimination of one team from the study. 

Attrition significantly impacted the number of participants in the study. 

Three teams initially consented to participate, two of which completed the study. 

The rugby team had a total of 25 participants attend the Challenge Course 

intervention. This was out of a total of 40 athletes on the roster. The 15 athletes 

who did not participate either had suffered injury, had a conflict with work or 

school, or elected not to participate. Of the 25 who completed the intervention, 16 

completed the follow up CEQS measurement which was conducted prior to 

practice. The volleyball team had 12 players on its roster at the time of 

intervention, 8 of which participated. The team suffered one injury between the 

time of intervention and follow up. Another player left the university. Both players 

were participants in the study and so six athletes completed the follow up CEQS. 

The third team was unable to continue participation in the study after repeated 

cancellation of scheduled times for intervention. 

Scheduling was particularly troublesome. While sport clubs do have formal 

practice times, they do not have requirements for attendance like NCAA teams nor 

do they feature measures for accountability such as the potential loss of 

scholarship or playing time. As a result, attendance from each participant was not 

guaranteed even when events took place during regularly scheduled practice times.  

Consistent with the literature concerning best practices for sport 

psychology consultants (SPCs),  the potential for success is increased when the 



 

 

62 62 

SPC establishes a relationship with the coach and maintains a regular presence at 

practices (Fifer, Henschen, Gould, & Ravizza, 2008). In the case of the Men’s 

rugby team, it was helpful to have the buy-in of the coach who consented to have 

the team participate in the intervention in place of practice. Attendance was best 

when the intervention was scheduled during a regularly scheduled practice. 

Similarly, the men’s volleyball coach indicated that participation in the 

intervention was compulsory which resulted in good attendance. It is reasonable to 

assume that the participation of the volleyball team in the intervention suffered 

because it did not take place during a regularly scheduled practice session. It 

should also be noted that the volleyball team practiced late at night which made 

conducting the intervention (which required daylight because of the use of the 

challenge course) at that time unfeasible.  

Sport psychology consultants who wish to work with club sport populations 

should be aware of the competing responsibilities and priorities of these student-

athletes. Athlete attendance is likely to be best when interventions are scheduled 

during regular practice times. In cases where the team has a coach, SPCs would do 

well to establish a strong rapport with the coach. When the team does not have a 

coach, buy-in from the club’s student leadership is essential. SPCs should also 

consider working with club sport departments at the university level to enhance 

team cooperation. Consultants therefore should strive to maintain a consistent 

presence at practices and competitions to maximize buy-in from athletes and 

persons in leadership positions.  

Conclusion 

The present study indicates that a brief intervention can have an immediate 

positive effect on perceptions of collective efficacy. However, the maintenance of 
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a high sense of collective efficacy was found to be dependent upon team 

performance over time – a finding that is consistent with the literature. The team 

that performed well reported higher collective efficacy mean scores with each 

subsequent measurement. Conversely, the team that performed poorly reported 

follow-up mean scores which were lower than the pretest measurement. 

Performance was also found to influence levels of resiliency which in turn affected 

goal setting and expectations. The present study also contributes to the literature 

identifying verbal persuasion, persuasive actions, and group size as influencing 

perceptions of collective efficacy.  

Results from the study are not generalizable to other student-athlete 

populations (i.e., NCAA level athletes). SPCs must also take special consideration 

when working with club sport teams. Club sport student-athletes do not have the 

structural support available to NCAA student-athletes. Therefore, participation in 

club sports must compete with other roles and responsibilities. This can leave club 

sports vulnerable to inconsistent player participation and high turnover. SPCs can 

facilitate success by maintaining a consistent presence at practices and 

competitions and seeking to establish relationships with team leadership. 

No statistically significant difference between the treatment groups’ 

posttest mean scores was found. Participants in the Game Plan Format Hybrid 

intervention reported and demonstrated a deeper understanding of collective 

efficacy, its components, and maintenance of positive perceptions. It is possible 

that this was due to participants’ paying greater attention due to the more formal 

classroom setting. The Hybrid intervention may have also been a better vehicle for 

learning about collective efficacy. Anecdotal evidence from the focus group 

suggests that participants used this knowledge to more effectively plan for future 

performance improvement. The Challenge Course group did not display similar 



 

 

64 64 

depth of understanding. However, the intervention was successful in producing an 

immediate significant positive effect on perceptions of collective efficacy. 

Challenge Course participants attributed these gains to shared successful 

completion of activities (i.e., mastery experiences) which increased their 

confidence relative to forthcoming competition. Thus, both interventions 

demonstrate potential for serving as collective-efficacy-specific interventions.  

Future directions for research include interventions designed to be used on 

established teams as well as interventions offered as a series. For designs that 

follow a team over the course of a season, additional measurements taken would 

provide additional insight into perceptions throughout the study. Measurements 

immediately prior to any competitions would enlighten the researcher concerning 

the maintenance of collective efficacy relative to performance. Finally, focus 

groups that occur at multiple points in the season would complement the 

quantitative data obtained and describe the processes which are at work.
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November 1, 2012 

 

TO: Club Sport Student Athletes  

 

FROM: Arthur Montejano 

 

SUBJECT: Consent Form – Collective Efficacy Intervention  

 

Whenever a research project is undertaken with human participants, the written 

consent of the participants must be obtained. This does not imply, of course, that 

the project in question necessarily involves a risk. In view of the respect owed the 

participants, California State University, Fresno has made this type of agreement 

mandatory. 

 

The Project: The purpose of this project is to measure perceptions of collective 

efficacy as affected by participation in one of three interventions. Collective 

efficacy is defined as a team’s belief in its ability to attain a given outcome. Stated 

another way, the project will measure perceived team confidence. If you choose to 

participate, you will be asked to complete the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire 

for Sports three times: once before participation in an intervention, immediately 

after intervention, and 2 months after intervention. This questionnaire measures 

five subscales: Ability, Effort, Preparation, Persistence and Unity. The result is a 

composite perceived collective efficacy score. Each team will be randomly 

assigned to one of three interventions: an experiential learning program offered in 

a challenge course setting; a curriculum offered in the Game Plan Format; and a 

hybrid of the two which replaces elements of the Game Plan Format with 

challenge course initiatives. Each intervention will last approximately 3 hours. The 

team will also be asked to participate in a focus group following completion of the 

study. 

 

Analyzing and Report Results: Results will be collected immediately after 

completion of the questionnaire. Because this information will be useful to 

educators and other researchers, we plan to write one or more articles about our 

results for these audiences. We will report the results, however, in terms of group 

averages. We will not report the results for individual participants. All reporting of 

results will maintain the anonymity of participants. 

 

Benefits and Risks: We are conducting this study because we want to learn about 

collective efficacy. The benefits to you include, for example, greater insight into 

your perception of the team’s ability, its expended effort, its preparation for and 

persistence in competition, and sense of unity. There are no risks associated with 

completing the questionnaire. Risks associated with participation in physical 
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activities (such as a challenge course and outdoor cooperative games) include 

minor physical harm such as rolling ankles, sunburn, or falling from a height less 

than 20 feet. The questionnaire will be conducted by sport psychology graduate 

students from California State University, Fresno under the supervision of a CSU, 

Fresno professor with expertise in applied sport psychology.  

 

Responses are Confidential: If you choose to participate, any information provided 

by you – along with all test scores – will remain confidential. All of the 

information will be stored in locked file cabinets at California State University, 

Fresno. Although we plan to publish the results in various forms, we will not 

report responses given by individual participants. It is also important for you to 

know that no participant’s results will be made available to any other participant in 

the study.  

 

Participation is Voluntary: Your participation in this study is completely voluntary 

and you may withdraw from the study at any time without prejudice. You are not 

required to participate, and there are no negative consequences for not 

participating. If you choose to participate, please sign below and send this form 

back with your child to give to his or her teacher or a member of the project team. 

If you choose not to participate, you need not do anything.  

 

Contact Information: For more information, feel free to contact Dr. Jenelle N. 

Gilbert, the Principal Investigator at 559-278-5170 or jgilbert@csufresno.edu. 

Also feel free to contact the Committee on the Protection of Human Subjects at 

(559) 278-4468, for any further questions or comments.  

 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the Committee on the Protection 

of Human Subjects at California State University, Fresno and the Research 

Review Committee of the Central Unified School District.  

 

* * * * * * * 

 

BY SIGNING BELOW, YOU ARE AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THE 

STUDY. 

_______________________________________   

Participant Printed Name        

_______________________________________ ______________________ 

    

Participant Signature     Date 

_______________________________________ ______________________ 

    

Witness Signature      Date
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MODIFIED WAIVER FOR CHALLENGE COURSE 

 

DISCLOSURE  
The Challenge Course involves a variety of activities including warm-ups, games, group 

initiatives, low and high challenge course elements, and other rigorous physical adventure 

activities. The level of participation in the course is entirely voluntary. Safety measures have 

been designed into the program to assist in safeguarding participants against possible injury. 

As with any program of this type, there is a risk which must be assumed by each participant 

that he or she may experience an emotional or physical injury. Some potential risks with 

challenge course activities include, but are not limited to: Walking into cables/poles and 

tripping on uneven terrain, getting hit by a falling object, hair/clothing/jewelry getting caught 

in parts of the challenge course equipment, injuries or discomfort caused by wearing of 

harness, scrapes and cuts, broken bones, and dislocations.  

 

RELEASE OF LIABILITY  
I understand that parts of the course may be physically or emotionally demanding. I affirm 

my health is good, and that I am not under a physician’s care for any undisclosed condition 

that might endanger my health or that of other participants. I recognize the inherent risk of 

injury or disability in the Challenge Course activities. I understand that each participant must 

freely assume the risk of physical and emotional injury that could result from any activities 

while at the course. I release the owners/operators, and its faculty/staff from all liability for 

any injury to me from participation in the course.  

 

USE OF MY LIKENESS  

I understand that during the activity I may be photographed or videotaped. To the fullest 

extent allowed by law, I waive all rights of publicity or privacy or pre-approval that I have 

for any such likeness of me or use of my name in connection with such likeness, and I grant 

the Challenge Course permission to copyright, use, and publish such likeness of me, without 

restrictions and for any purpose.  

 

MEDICAL PERMISSION AGREEMENT  
I hereby give permission to assume responsibility for securing necessary medical care for the 

well being of myself _______________________ (print name) as long as I am a participant 

in the course. In case of sudden medical emergency, I give the hospital permission to secure 

any needed medical or surgical care. I understand that the owner/operator is not responsible 

for any medical expenses incurred.  
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION  
Certain health/medical information must be made known to the facilitators conducting the 

program so that they are prepared to respond appropriately if the need arises. This 

information will be held in confidence. Please complete the below information prior to 

participating in any activities.  

1. Do you have limiting physical disabilities or limitations (temporary or permanent, 

including but not limited to pregnancy, asthma, heart condition, diabetes, depression, etc.)?  

 

_____ Yes _____ No (If yes, identify and explain) _________________________________  

_________________________________________________________________________  

2. Are you currently taking medication (prescribed or otherwise)? 

_______________________  

__________________________________________________________________________  

3. Do you have any allergic reactions (including but not limited to medications, foods, or 

insects)? ____ Yes _____ No (If yes, identify and explain) ___________________________  

___________________________________________________________________________  

I have fully informed myself of the consents of this agreement by reading it before 

signing it. No oral representations, statements or other inducements to sign this release have 

been made apart from what is contained in this document.  

 

Signature of Participant: ________________________________ Date: _________________  

 

Name Printed: ________________________________________ Age: __________________ 

  

Emergency Contact: ___________________ Relationship: __________ Phone: ___________ 

  

If participant is a minor, signature of a parent or responsible adult is required below:  

In consideration of the minor child being permitted to participate in the activity, I accept and 

agree to this agreement, the release of liability, use of my likeness, and the medical 

permission agreement.  

 

Parent/Responsible Adult Signature: ___________________________ Date: _____________  

Name Printed _______________________________ Relationship: ____________________  
For Staff Use Only  

Responses to questions 1, 2, 3 reviewed by:  

_____________________________________ _____________________  

Signature      Date 

 



   

 

APPENDIX C: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please provide the following demographic information (all responses will remain 

confidential). 

Team: ________________________ 

Age: __  Year in School: ____ Ethnicity: ____ 

Gender (Please Circle One): Female Male        Other Decline to State 

How many years have you been on the team? ___ 

How many years of experience do you have playing your sport? ___ 

Do you currently hold any leadership positions on the team? Please list them. 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

 



   

 

APPENDIX D: COLLECTIVE EFFICACY QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR SPORTS 



 

1. From “Development and Preliminary Validation of the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for 

Sports,” by S. Short, P. Sullivan and D. Feltz, 2005, Measurement in Physical Education and Exercise 

Science, 9(3), p. 202. 
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