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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present research was to deterthia relationship between coaching efficacy anitectve
efficacy in professional women's basketball teal@steams consisting of 12 head coaches (41.41%82age;
18.25+7.47 yrs. coaching experience) and 116 play@3.74+4.36 yrs. age; 9.74+4.01 yrs. athletic esipnce;
4.3242.96 yrs. professional experience) were ranigoselected from the teams in Iran's professionsitietball
leagues in 2011. Coaching Efficacy Scale (CESzRatlal. 1999) and Collective Efficacy Questionaddr Sports
(CEQS; Short et al., 2005) were used along withemadgraphics questionnaire for collecting data. Pesr
correlation coefficient and a multivariate regremsimodel were used for data analysis. The restltsved that,
among the dimensions of coaching efficacy, chardotélding is negatively associated with effortrgistence,
unity, and overall level of efficacy & 0.05), while no other significant relationship was ohgsl between other
variables. Regression analysis indicated that amdhg dimensions of coaching efficacR? = 0.122;p =
0.006; F(4,111) = 3.845), motivation p = 0.041; 8 = 0.655) and character buildingy(= 0.019; 8 = —0.617)
were the most important predictors of efficacy mofpssional women's basketball teams. The presedings
support the conceptual model of coaching efficaeyetbped by Feltz et al. (1999) regarding the pasieffect of
motivation on collective efficacy and highlight thecessity to review and expand this model.
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INTRODUCTION

According to the social cognitive theory (Bandul®77, 1986, 1997), self-efficacy is one of the #igant
predictors of behaviors and is defined as onelefbiel one's ability to succeed in specific sitoas. There are four
factors that affect self-efficacy: enactive atta@mt) vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, amykiplogical
factors. Self-efficiency beliefs affect one's goalsd level of commitment to them, the quality oflstic and
strategic thinking, motivation and persistence éalthg with problems, and vulnerability to stressl alepression
(Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). Early studies sugdesiat general self-efficacy is associated with atmnal,
educational, and military success (Sherer, 1982wever, later studies have shown that despite ithhédasity
between tasks, self-efficacy in a task may not sseély apply to other tasks (Krueger, 2003). let,faelf-efficacy
is a task-specific construct (Bandura, 2001). Adowly, self-efficacy in the area of sport has belstinctively
conceptualized for players, teams, and coaches.

Self-efficacy beliefs at the team level is not nhetbe sum of players' perception of their selfiegty, for a team
may consist of members with different levels of-eélicacy and the members may believe in the gbdf the team
as a whole instead of individual abilities. In aast, the members may believe in their individuaility for a
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desirable performance (self-efficacy), but beligvat the team falls short in its ability to succéBdndura, 1997).
In effect, evaluating the sum of the self-efficagl individuals at the team level disregards sucttdis as
coordination, interaction, and unity that are irmtly required by each team. Therefore, collecéffecacy is the
sense of collective competence shared among indilddwhen allocating, coordinating, and integratthgir
resources in a successful concerted response tifispgtuational demands (Zaccaro, Blair, Peterstrazanis,
1995). Research has shown that players' percepifosedf-efficacy may increase or decrease asutrewinning
or losing (Watson, Chemers, &Preiser, 2001). Thizakly, collective efficacy beliefs influence paipation,
motivation, effort, perseverance under difficulihdd@ions, and improved team performance (Bandu®&611997,
2001). Conceptualizing collective efficacy in sgorShort, Sullivan, and Feltz (2005) defined fivenensions for
this construct: ability, effort, persistence, pregtion, and unity. Since collective efficacy hasribots in the concept
of self-efficacy, collective efficacy involves silai sources of efficacy information, with a difface that sources of
self-efficacy information are examined at the tdawel (Feltz&Lirgg, 2001). Watson and Chemers (1)998ygest
that three group level influences are most impadrtgroup composition, previous group experiences, laader's
effectiveness.

The importance of collective efficacy is mainly digeits key role in athletic performance. Resuitsf different
sports show that collective efficacy beliefs arsoasated with performance in such sports as baséBabrge,
1994), basketball (Chase, Ewing, Lirgg, & Georg894; Watson et al., 2001), football (Myers, FelizShort,
2004), volleyball (Ramezaninejad, Hosseini, Dadb&Bhafii, 2009), and softball (Hepler& Chase, 208
addition, in a meta-analysis by Moritz, Feltz, dmhrbach (2000) based on a review of 45 studiesgraficant
positive relationship was found between self-efficand sport performance & 0.38). Even in studies that used
task-specific scales for measuring self-efficacstranger correlation was observed between selfaffi and sport
performance { = 0.45). In general, the literature provides adequatelende that suggests that performance in
different sports can be predicted by collectivécaffy, indicating the importance of this construct.

On the other hand, the role of coaches in strunguaind spearheading teams toward progress andssucaenot be
ignored. The technical and psychological capaeditbf coaches are definitely important determinamtsuccess.
Coaching efficacy is one of these capabilities thialy a key role in coaching behaviors. Coachirficady is

derived from Bandura's (1977, 1986, 1997) concégelf-efficacy and the teacher self-efficacy modeDenham
and Michael (1981). It has been defined as theneéxtewhich coaches believe they have the capaeiffect the
learning and performance of their athletes (Fethase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999). The concept ofacking

efficacy comprises four dimensions: technique, gaimetegy, motivation, and character building eifi (Feltz et
al., 1999). Technique refers to coaches' confidémeeeir ability to affect the psychological skilhnd motivational
states of their athletes. Game strategy is defasethe confidence coaches have in their abilitgdach during
competition and lead their team to a successfubpeance. Motivation is the confidence coaches havtheir

ability to affect the psychological skills and matiional states of their athletes. Finally, chagatiuilding involves
the confidence coaches have in their ability ttuirfice a positive attitude towards sport in thditedes (Feltz et al.,
1999). In the conceptual model of coaching efficdeyeloped by Feltz et al. (1999), it has been ssigg that
sources of coaching efficacy information coach'st miccess, coaching experience, perceived plajemtt and
social support (Figure 1). They also suggested tatching efficacy can predict coaching behavidayer

satisfaction, and current success.

Informational sources of coaching efficacy in thinceptual model were supported by the empiricalezce in
Feltz et al. (1999) and were expanded by Chasedtgyand Feltz (1999), Malete and Feltz (2000), and
Myers,Vargas-Tonsing, and Feltz (2005). High efficaoaches have higher winning percentage, gresdser
satisfaction, and frequent praise and encourageimemaviors, but exhibit less instructional and aigational
behaviors. Although this evidence provided earlppgut for the conceptual model of coaching efficastudies
have seldom considered the effect of coachingafian collective efficacy. Vargas-Tonsing, Warnend Feltz,
(2003) examined the relationship between coachfficaey, player efficacy, and team efficacy in 1@ school
volleyball teams and found that there is no sigaifit relationship between coaching efficacy angepl&fficacy.
Moreover, among the dimensions of coaching effioaaly character building was negatively associatét team
efficacy ¢ = —0.6). However, Vargas-Tonsing et al. (2003) reportedt tmotivation efficacy £ = 1.05) and
character building efficacyf(= —1.43) are the strongest predictors of team efficacyarBley, Kavussanu, and
Ring (2008) examined the athletes' perception ofichimg effectiveness. The findings showed a pasitiv
relationship between union-rugby players' perceptid coaching effectiveness and their self-efficacysport
performance. However, technique was the only ptediaf players' self-efficacyf(= 0.29). Taghi (2010) studied
Iran's Pro Soccer League ariilivision League and found that technique is negétiassociated with ability and
preparation, while motivation is positively assoedh with all the dimensions of collective efficaye. ability,
effort, persistence, and unity). However, gameegwand character building were not significamrtbgociated with
the dimensions of collective efficacy. Ramezan @Gxamined the causal effect of coaching efficayollective
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efficacy in professional volleyball teams usingustural equation modeling, which suggested the ifsogmt
positive effect of coaching efficacy on collectefficacy (3 = 0.51).

Sources of Coaching Coaching
Efficacy Information Efficacy Outcomes
Dimensions

Extent of Coaching
ex perience/preparation

Coaching behavior

Prior success G
c strateovy
(won-lost record) > ame strategy p| Player/ieam

_— satisfaction
Perceived skill Motivation

of athletes Player/team

Technique performance
School/community support

Character Player/team

building efficacy

Figure 1.The conceptual model of coaching efficadyFeltz et al., 1999)

In sum, the limited sometimes contradictory evident the literature on self-efficacy does not pdeviadequate
support for the conceptual model of coaching sHit&cy by Feltz et al. (1999). Therefore, the prsresearch
tries to provide deeper insight into the dynamidroaaches' and players' self-efficacy beliefs bgreing the role
of coaching efficacy in predicting the collectiifi@acy of professional women's basketball teams.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants

The population of this study consists of basketbadiches and players in Iran's Pro League, Divisioeague, and
Division Il League (16, 12, and 14 teams respebtjvaéuring the period 2011-2012. Each team comgrizénead
coach, an assistant coach, and at least 15 plafecsrdingly, the population consisted of 42 teamith 42 head
coaches, 42 assistant coaches, and 630 playerlyFih2 teams (6 teams from Pro League, 4 teams ft
Division League, and 2 teams from Division Il Leayjaonsisting of 12 head coaches and 180 playems sedected
as sample. After informing the sample of the puepokthe research and assuring them of confidémtiaf the
information, the questionnaires were distributedagithem. Overall, 12 coaches (41.41+8.82 yrs. 48§L25+7.47
yrs. experience) and 116 players (23.74+4.36 yge; @.74+4.01 yrs. athletic experience; 4.32+2.96. y
professional experience) completed the instrumdrts.instruments were a demographics questionn@oaching
Efficacy Scale, and Collective Efficacy Questiomador Sports.

Measures

Demographics Questionnaires: Two editions of demographic questionnaireswas agpeal for coaches and players.
The coaching version included seven items for miogrteam name, age, coaching experience, mataalss
league (Pro, Division I, or Division Il), experiemdn different leagues, and titles. Similarly, thlayer version
included seven items for recording team name, sip@it experience, marital status, league, expeziandifferent
leagues, and titles.

Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES): This scale has been developed and validated by Eekll. (1999). CES includes
24 items in four subscales: technique efficacytédns), game strategy efficacy (7 items), motivagdticacy (7
items), and character building efficacy (4 iten)e items are rated on a 10-point Likert scale f@ifmot at all
confident) to 9 (extremely confident). Based on tfsda from 665 coaches in different sports and guéattor
analysis, Myers et al. (2005) reported that the-faator scale is more desirably fit than the thisetor or the
single-factor scale. Further, Rahmani (2011) sujglothe four-factor structure of the scale usirgdaanalysis in
table tennis and wushu coach&¥FI(= 0.99;IFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.025;p = 0.008; df = 9;y? = 22.05). Due to
the limited number of sample coaches in the presesgarchr{ = 12), the construct validity of the scale was not
examined. The reliability of CES has been repottede adequate in various studies (e.g. Myers .et2@D5;
Afkham, 2009; Taghi, 2010; Rahmani, 2011; Rame28i,1). In the present research, the internal ctamiy of
the scale was measured using Cronbach's alpha2 @d®ltechnique efficacy, 0.912 for game stratefficacy,

471
Pelagia Research Library



Lila Sabbaghian Rad and Safoora Gharehgozli Euro. J. Exp. Bio., 2013, 3(2):469-475

0.873 for motivation efficacy, 0.673 for characheiilding efficacy, and 0.966 for the overall scdtairther, the
item-whole correlation for all the items of CES gad from 0.352 to 0.945, indicating the adequatestation of all
items to the whole scale.

Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS): This questionnaire has been developed and validayed
Short et al. (2005) and consists of 20 items ie fubscales: ability, persistence, effort, pregaratand unity (4
items for each subscale). The items are rated Ii@oint Likert scale from 0 (not confident at )9 (extremely
confident). Using factor analysis, Short and cgless showed that the five-factor structure of thales has
adequate goodness of fiR§EMA = 0.09; CFI = 0.92; NNFI = 0.90; SRMR = 0.04;p = 0.001; df = 160;%? =
574.29). Based on the data from 131 female basketbajleptain Iran's Pro League, Ramezan (2011) showed th
goodness of fit of CEQSCFI = 0.90; IFI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.047;p = 0.082; df = 5;%* = 18.39). In the present
study, the item-whole correlation for all the iterasged from 0.495 to 0.770, indicating the adegaatrelation of
all the items to the whole scale. Moreover, theilltef confirmatory factor analysis suggested that five-factor
model fits the collected dat€KI = 0.95;IFI = 0.95; SRMR = 0.075;p < 0.0001; df = 160;%? = 499.18). Due
to the documented construct validity of CEQS ndhier analysis was done, although drawing the erowariance
matrix would have improved the goodness of fit leé imodel. The internal consistency of the questoen as
reported in various studies, suggests the desinatikebility of CEQS (Short et al., 2005; Ramezajénl et al.,
2009; Taghi, 2010; Ramezan, 2011). In the press#arch, the internal consistency of the scaleasa®llows:
0.781 for ability, 0.758 for effort, 0.780 for patence, 0.804 for preparation, 0.825 for unityd #1948 for the
overall scale.

Data Analsis

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize dadsify the demographics data and the researclablas.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test was applied to exaenthe normality of data distribution, Cronbachishal was
used to determine the internal consistency of miseruments, Pearson correlation coefficient wasl tiseexamine
the relationships between variables, factor anslygss applied to examine CEQS, and a multivariaggession
model was used to determine the explanatory poWeoaching efficacy for predicting collective efficy. All the
analyses were done at the 95% confidence intesial5PSS 15 and LISREL 8.53.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics relatetthéovariables and the relationships between tientan be seen,
there is a weak, significant, negative relationshigtween character building efficacy and effarf1(l5) =
—0.21; p < 0.05), persistence r(115) = —0.2; p < 0.05), unity ((115) = —0.21;p < 0.05), and the overall
collective efficacy £(115) = —0.21; p < 0.05). No significant relationship was observed betwetrer variables
(p > 0.05).

Table 2 provides the results of regression analfised on the data in this table, the regressiotefrof collective
efficacy based on the dimensions of coaching efficés statistically significant F(111,4) = 3.845;p =
0.006; R? = 0.122); that is, the dimensions of coaching efficacy significantly predict collective efficacy in
professional women's basketball teams. The coeffiodf determination indicates that coaching efficaan only
explain 12.2 percent of variance in collective atiy. Table 3 presents the results of testing ith@ficance of the
regression model's coefficients. According to tlagadorovided, only motivation efficacy & 0.655;p = 0.041)
and character building efficacy & —0.617; p = 0.019) are significant predictors of collective efficaapd the
rest of coaching efficacy dimensions have no siggift explanatory powep(> 0.05).

Table 1.Descriptive statistics of variables and thierelationships (n = 116)

Variables M+SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Technique 8.94+0.99 -
2. Game Strategy 8.69+0.99 0.84*** -
3. Motivation 8.96+0.95  0.83**  0.96*** -
4Character Building 9.04+0.86  0.92**  0.87**  0.8%*
5. Coaching Efficacy 35.64+3.64  0.94**  0.96** (®BF* 0.95*
6. Ability 8.23+1.44 -0.15 -0.08 -0.02 -0.18 -0.11 -
7. Effort 7.80+1.56 -0.16 -0.08 -0.04 -0.21* -0.130.76** -
8. Persistence 7.85+1.61 -0.16 -0.11 -0.07 -0.21*0.14  0.65%*  0.77** -
9. Preparation 8.02+1.51 -0.1 0.01 -0.04 -0.16  60.00.82**  0.83***  (.73** -
10. Unity 7.83+1.60 -0.15 -0.12 -0.06 -0.21*  -0.140.8**  0.81**  0.75%*  (0.81*** -
11. Collective Efficacy  39.75+6.99 -0.16 -0.09 ®.0 -0.21* -0.13  0.87**  0.92%*  0.87**  0.92%*  (0.92%**

*p <0.05,* p<0.01;,** p<0.001
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Table 2. The results of significance test of the geession model of collective efficacy based on thdémensions of coaching efficacyy

(n = 116).
Source of Variance  Sum of Squares df  Mean Squares F P R?
Regression 684.91 4 171.23 3.845 0.006** 0.122
Residual 4943.32 111 44.53
Total 8628.24 115

** p <0.01.

Table 3.The results of significance test of the regssion models' coefficients.

Coefficients B (SE) B t
Constant 52.26 (7.27) - 7.186 <0.001**
Technique 0.368 (1.75) 0.50 0.209 0.835
Game Strategy -1.65(2.57) -0.22 -0.642 0.522
Motivation 5.10 (2.24) 0.655  2.068 0.041*

Character Building  -5.20 (2.18) -0.617 -2.283 -9:01
*p <0.05; *** p <0.001.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of the present research was to exptdiective efficacy based on coaching efficacy infpssional
women's basketball teams. The results of testiagelationships between the dimensions of coacéifigacy and
the components of collective efficacy showed tligré are significant negative relationships betwelearacter
building and effort, persistence, unity, and oJecallective efficacy. This finding suggests thataches who are
highly confident of their character building skil®rk in teams where players have low levels ofentive efficacy,
especially in terms of effort, persistence, andyr@ind vice versa. The results of regression amabuggested that,
among the dimensions of coaching efficacy, onlyrat@r building efficacy and motivation efficacy nee
significant predictors of collective efficacy ingfessional women's basketball teams. The standefficient of the
regression model for these two dimensions showat rifotivation efficacy is a more important deteramt of
collective efficacy and plays a positive role inpkning this construct, while character buildingshless
explanatory power and plays a negative role inarpig collective efficacy.

The findings of the present research regardingeffext of motivation efficacy in collective effica@re consistent
with the results of previous studies (e.g. Vargassing et al., 2003; Taghi, 2010; Ramezan, 2014j)g&s-Tonsing

et al. (2003) showed that motivation efficacy carsifively predict collective efficacy in high scHoeolleyball
teams g = 1.05). In addition, studies carried out on soccer te@fizghi, 2010) and basketball teams (Ramezan,
1390) show that motivation efficacy is significandnd positively associated with all the componeftsollective
efficacy. The determining role of motivation effogain collective efficacy may be due to the fadtthraditionally,
motivational skills of coaches affect such efficaoymponents as mental preparation for competitiatches, self-
respect in players, and team cohesion (Vargas-mgnet al., 2003). Supporting the importance of waiton
efficacy, Gibbons and Forster(2002) showed thaimigns ranked the ability to motivate as one oftthe most
important qualities of a coach.

Despite the unanimity regarding the positive effefatnotivation efficacy on collective efficacy, tlegidence on the
relationship between character building and callecefficacy is contradictory. Vargas-Tonsing et(@003) found
a significant negative relationship between charadiuilding and collective efficacy in female higithool
volleyball players, while Taghi (2010) believestie lack of a correlation and Ramezan (1390) repanpositive
relationship between these variables. The reasothéinconsistency of results can be attributeditf@rences in
gender, sport, and competitive level in the studemins. However, the observed negative relationsbipreen
character building and collective efficacy can birpreted based on certain evidence. Charactttinyiefficacy
is the confidence coaches have in their abilitingtill character development, sportsmanship, asgect for others
in players (Myers et al., 2005). Therefore, ina&iitons where players put more emphasis on winmiog¢ches highly
confident of their character building skills maydenline the importance of fair play and sportsmgmshhis could
be one reason for the negative relationship betvebanacter building and collective efficacy. On titeer hand,
other variables may be involved in the effect ohdung efficacy on collective efficacy. For instandlyers et al.
(2005) examined the sources of coaching efficaay the effect of coaching efficacy on team variablEsey
showed that in women's teams, coach's gender afaymportant role in the relationship between ctisrabuilding
and team satisfaction. In teams with male coaattemacter building efficacy was negatively asseciavith team
satisfaction. Although experts believe that coaghisomething beyond teaching certain skills araches are in a
position to act as a role model and can reinforoggr behaviors and punish unbecoming behaviorsn(-H2D02),
rejection of the attitude and behavioral pattemspribed by the coach may lead to dissatisfactimhsabsequently
reduced collective efficacy. Therefore, future egsh can examine the mediating role of such vaeghbk coach-
athlete relations and team satisfaction in thetimahip between coaching efficacy and collectiffieacy.
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In the present research, technique and game straffigacy had no significant role in collectivefiecy. The
reason may be related to the level of coordinagioth cohesion of the teams, for the studied teams prefessional
teams with desirable levels of technique and gamagegly and the data was collected after preseaben teams
had reached an optimal level of technical anddattbilities. Future research can examine theioglship between
coaching efficacy and collective efficacy by cofiing the level of technical and tactical abilitie$ players and
coaches. Moreover, since collective efficacy camaffected by winning or losing (Watson et al., 20dngitudinal
studies may prove effective in examining this iielahip.

In general, the present research suggests thataheeptual model of coaching efficacy requires gievi and
expansion, for the findings showed that motivatieas the only predictor of collective efficacy inofgssional
women's basketball teams. Moreover, the findinggcate that in team sports such as basketball ctearhuilding
efficacy may lead to reduced collective efficacd anbsequently decline in team cohesion and pediocm
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