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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was the relationships betwemsching efficacy, collective efficacy, and grozghesion
among pro-league and 1st division Iranian femaksdlteams leauge. For this reason, 18 coaches migan age
of 36.3746.61 years old and coaching experienc#108415.48 years and 146 female futsal players wittan age
of 26.1248.50 years old and 12.7615.38 years westected and wanted them to fill the consent forahlip
demographic questionnaire, coaching Efficacy scatdlective efficacy and group cohesion questiorewi The
Pearson correlation coefficient and multivariategressions tests in the level of significanee0p05 were used for
statistical analysis. Findings indicated that, theés positive and significant relationship betwesilective efficacy
and arousal efficacy ¢ 0.05). Group cohesion has a positive and signifiaglationship with tactical efficacy,
arousal efficacy, personalization efficacy, abiligfficacy, effort efficacy, stability efficacy, diaess efficacy,
solidarity efficacy and collective efficacy>®.05). Multivariate regression test revealed tleatiching efficacy
dimensions including tactical efficacy, technicdfioacy, arousal efficacy and personalization effig can be
significant predictor of collective efficacy andogip cohesion among pro-league and 1st division lerhgsal
teams (g 0.001), so that in comparison to group cohesioB.§2%), this dimensions has a greater ratio in
predicting collective efficacy (48.8 %). Based be tesults of this study it's concluded that prangtcoaching
abilities in own duties via focusing on their edity may promote female futsal teams performanceaadinereasing
of collective efficacy and group cohesion.
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INTRODUCTION

Perfect and efficient management is required in sugcessful teamwork. Individuals need a manager group
leader in order to achieve their goals in a grotis leader must possess skills and characterisgcsssary for
leadership of the group in order to lead memberhefteam toward a desired goal. A coach holdspbsstion in
sports [32]. Based on the experience acquired fpmafessional sports, coaches who are technicallg an
scientifically excellent, play an effective role timeir team success and better demonstration gedateamwork.

In fact, coaching is one the complex careers thanot be done by anyone. An efficient coach uslibés/her
knowledge and experience in order to improve atklgierformance and ultimately his team success.

Like other groups and organizations, require maitgria is required in sports and especially teports in order to
reach common goals and success. Series of studoes that having group cohesion and unity is a resgs
criterion in sports teams achievements [27]. Teavhesion, as a central and determinant element am te
development [28, 29, 25] and the basic featursumitessful teams [26], is reflected as a dynamicgss of
individuals willingness to create and maintain anteto achieve members goals or satisfy their ematineeds [8,
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8]. Sports psychologists believe that athletes only need to elevate their self-awareness but aksed to
understand the roles, views, values, motivatiorts rguirements of other team members. They sudgbesthe
development of mutual agreement among team menbdéne basis of team structuring process [12]. O#perts
psychologists also acknowledged the importance wfiad agreement among team members and the codfitimee
benefits of team vitality. For example, Orlick (I)%as expressed that many problems among membargroup
is due to the lack of understanding the needs,vaiitins and feelings of their teammates [24]. Iditaoh, Gould et
al (1999) proposed that since members of sporteddeve the opportunity to mutually share thoudktdjngs and
ideas on specific subjects, some activities mugtdréormed among them in order to improve bilatemdperation
and team cohesion [14]. Task and social cohesiarst be emphasized in the team cohesion, whicmdependent
of each other [31, 14]. In other words, an indidbdas a member of a team may be very capable ieang the
goals of a team, but may have no cohesion or isttdosvards other team members [15]. Teams whosebeiesm
work perfectly with each other are so committecathieve common goals, are in the functional steggraup
development and have higher chance of success.shehose members have fundamental conflicts with etiver
can also be successful only if its members haventitnment to common goals [32]. Key elements of teainesion
include type of sport, stability of the group memsyesize of the group, external threats, the shibjldbetween
members’ position and character, members satisfacii each other, and success [32]. High coheregsidts from
the members’ belief that they can effectively acptish the tasks needed for their team success bkimgp
together. These beliefs which are called ‘collextefficacy’ [1], show the members’ confidence irceessfully
perform a particular task or mission in a group]{32embers who feel more confident in their teamwepabilities
are more motivated to work hard for the team, hravee resistance in facing group related obstacidsaae willing
to accept more severe challenges. These teamsseisdifficult goals and are more committed to thi].
Consequently, high-efficacy teams outperform loficaty teams under critical conditions.

Several factors can affect the group cohesion atiéative efficacy. Undoubtedly, Sports coachedezglers of
teams can play a key role in this field. One ofriten tasks of a team coach is to raise the colkeefficacy of the
team [18]. If team members believe their team gabde of achieving its goals, i.e., being succéstiey are more
likely to get involved it tasks [32]. Bandura (1982uggested that efficacy beliefs emerge from (&jstory of

successful achievement, (b) observation of moddledaviors that lead to successful performance, @nd
encouragement and social influence processes. foheyan efficient coach can apply these stratefgidsuild task
confidence in the team [15].

Coaching efficacy consists of four main componewtsich are motivation, game strategy, technique aratacter
building process. Coaches can influence skills amabds of their players by motivation [1, 2, 32].a&bes can
influence their players’ skills and psychologicaatas by motivating them. Game Strategy relatesdach

capability during the match to direct and guide fhayers towards success. Coaches use technigigacgffin

teaching techniques and detecting players’ err®y<$]; finally the character building process relé the coach
belief that he/she is capable of affecting the qeaity development of players and change peoptspeetive
towards sports [6, 4]. Researchers have statecctizahing is beyond teaching specific informationearners [9,
29] and according to the social learning perspectivcoach is a model that reinforces appropriaeteatiors and
punishes inappropriate ones. Coaches Ability tal#ish an effective relationship is more importg)t9, 10].

Although coaching is the most important topic ie field of sport and physical education, but coschetstanding
role has gained less attention in most of the t@aprovement programs. In order to prove the impun¢aof

coaching efficacy, researchers have shown thaesstu players reach the highest level of confidemeotivation,

self-esteem and feelings of success through prgaisiance of their coaches [4, 13, 17, 19]. Morepités reported
that group cohesion is related to coaches’ leagersbhaviors [12, 15, 17] and athletes perceive emam
cohesion in the presence of their coaches [5].eSgroup cohesion and subsequently collective effiGre key
elements in team development [15, 28, 29, 25] amkidered as a basic feature of successful teafis if2s

important to investigate the relationship betweeacting efficacy and these variables. So far, rmbstudies in
this field emphasize the leadership behavior ofdbach on team variables. There is not much relseamchow

efficient these behaviors are or how much the pkaperceive this efficacy. In addition, most ofeashes have
been done on male subjects and it is known thaabetal characteristics are different in men andnga due to
their differences in structure, social status axpeeences [16, 27]. Therefore, it is unlikely topsy the current
results to females and it is necessary to perfaisistudy on women.

In addition, it is necessary to study the relatiopsbetween coaching efficacy and team cohesionvels as

collective efficacy of sports teams in light of tipegominent role of sport coaches in directing teaans the
importance of their efficacy. Given the importarnéehe above mentioned issues and since the custedies have
not considered the above mentioned variables, temded to study the relationship among coachingaefy, team
cohesion and collective efficacy in Iranian femisll@jor and First Futsal leagues.
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A.Materials

Subjects of this study were 146 futsal playersahian females from Major and First leagues (meapn 25.86+4.6
years old, mean Sport experience: 10.03+£3.6 y@aesn participation in League: 5.16+2.09 years) theludes
eight players from each team of the league (Ta&lkteams).

B.Procedure

We contacted the clubs in order to measure thehiogaefficacy, team cohesion and collective efficac the
Iranian female futsal leagues. After initial cooration, we went to the training camp of each tesaparately. After
providing them with necessary information regarding purpose of the study and encouraging thenodperate,
eight players selected from each of 18 futsal teams filled out the related questionnaires. As sulte 146
guestionnaire packs were collected in used in aaddysis.

C. Instruments
The instruments of data collection are as follows:

Team cohesion:Cohesion was measured using the Group Environmaesti@nnaire [] (Carron et al., 1985). This
instrument contains 18 items to assess the fowgcéspf cohesion: ATG-T (four items; e.g.: “I datfige the style
of play on my team”), ATG-S (five items; e.g.: “Serof my best friends are on my team”), GI-T (fitenis; e.g.,
“Members of my team are united in trying to reable goals for performance”), and GI-S (four itemg]..e
“Members of my team rarely party together”). Atleletrated their agreement with each item using aiS-jikert-
type scale with 1 for strong disagree and 9 fayrgjragree. Negative items (i.e., 11 items) werensasscored in a
way that higher scores reflect stronger perceptanhesiveness. Participants’ responses on ezdb averaged
to yield a scale score. The construction validitg aeliability of this questionnaire are supportadHeuzé and
Fontayne’s (2002) studies. Chronbach’s alpha aneffts computed with the sample were ATG-S = 016 @49,
ATG-T = 0.72 and 0.70, GI-S= 0.73 and 0.82, andT€10.82 and 0.84 at Time 1 and Time 2, respectiviebr
ATG-S, examination of the corrected item-total etations indicated low values for Item 5 (“Somenoy best
friends are on my team”) at both times (i.e., Oahd 0.001) and Item 9 (“For me this team is ong¢hef most
important social groups to which | belong”) at Tilxé¢i.e., —0.06). These correlations led to questi@garding the
reliability of the ATG-S scale in this study—thioipt is addressed further in the Discussion seetiand,
therefore, resulted in removing it from further bsas.

Collective Efficacy. Collective efficacy was measured by using thel€@tive Efficacy for Sport Questionnaire
(CESQ) [28]. The CESQ is made up of 20 items, whach measured on a 9-point scale with higher scores
indicating greater confidence. Each item beginshwiite stem “rate your team’s confidence, in termshe
upcoming competition, that your team has the abibt so on”. Answers can range from “not at all fident” to
“extremely confident”. The scale has been suppohbgdonfirmatory factor analysis and seemed to diable,
which demonstrate concurrent validity with respiecbther group dynamics in sport [24]. The 20 itemsasure
five different elements of collective efficacy. Tlige elements that are measured are ability (éautplay the
opposing team”) effort (e.g., “play to its capdi®), persistence (e.g., “perform under pressum8paration (e.g.,
“be ready”), and unity (e.g., “be united”). Insttians given on the questionnaire inform the athleteate their
team’s confidence in terms of their upcoming contiogt

Coaching efficacy The instrument used for assessing coaching effiegas the CES developed by Feltz et al.
(1999). The Scale contains 24 items scored on poirft-scale with O indicating "not at all" and dicating
"extremely confident". The 24 items are groupedfanr dimensions. Sample items for each dimensian ar
Motivating Athletes: "Maintain confidence in athdst, and "Mentally prepare athletes for competitidtrategy
Use: "Make critical decisions during competitionghd "Maximize own athletes' strength during coritipet’;
Coaching Technique: "Detect skill errors", and "Gre¢he skill of the sport”; Character Building: flise an attitude
of fair play among athletes"”, and "Promote goodrtspeanship”. When the internal consistency of thal&was
examined, the Cronbach alphas obtained for Motigafithletes, Strategy Use, Coaching Technique,Gimaracter
Building were 0.90, 0.91, 0.91, and 0.92 respebtivEhe alpha coefficient for the total scale wa830 The levels
of these coefficients suggested that the Scaleavesptable for use [23]. According to Kavussand colleagues
(2008), coaches might score higher to their efficdtan athletes and might tend to evaluate theraseiwore
favorable than others, therefore, we decided twilige coaching efficacy questionnaire among #tisle

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
Data were analyzed using multiple linear regressialfowing the simultaneous testing and modelingnottiple
independent variables.
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RESULTS

Table 1, shows the results of Pearson correlatiogfficient produced by regression output amongedifit
components of coaching efficacy, team cohesion cafidctive efficacy.

Table 1. Pearson correlation coefficient between ffierent components of coaching efficacy, team cohies, and collective efficacy

Coaching efficacy

Team cohesion Coaching Strategy Motivating Character Total Coaching
Technique Use Athletes Building efficacy
ATG-S 0.27 0.24 0.40 0.25 0.29
GIT 0.22 0.47 0.37 0.62 0.52
GIS 0.37 0.19 0.46 0.60" 0.54
Total TC 0.35 0.45 0.53" 0.57" 0.53"
Team cohesion Ability 0.47 0.23 0.33 0.60 0.49
Effort 0.39 0.16 0.26 0.54 0.45
Collective Persistence 0.42 0.26 072 0.36 0.6T
officac Preparation 0.45 0.32 0.29 0.50 0.46
y Unity 0.56 0.34 0.58 0.42 0.53
Total CE 0.52 0.27 0.65 0.32 0.57

Note: N= 146; * P<0.05; ** P<0.01; ATG-T: individuaattractions to group-task; ATG-S: individual attitions to group-social; GIT: Group
integration-task; GIS: group integration-social; CEollective efficacy; TC: team cohesion

According to the results of Table 1, correlationt@dm cohesion using three coaching efficacy factdrstrategy
efficacy, motivational efficacy and character bintgl efficacy was significant; while collective afficy using two
components of technique efficacy and motivatiorffic@cy among components of coaching efficacy wk® a
significant. Among coaching efficacy factors, teaphesion has shown the strongest correlation withracter
building efficacy (r=-0.57, P<0.01) and the weakestrelation with technique efficacy (r=0.35). Angpaoaching
efficacy components, five factors of collectiveigdty had the highest correlation with motivatiordficacy
(r=0.65, P<0.01) while, strategy efficacy had thwest correlation (r=0.27) with collective efficacy

Table 2, shows the results of multi variable regjs analysis to explain the team cohesion basedthletes
perceived coaching efficacy.

Table 2. Summary of regression analysis to explaithe team cohesion based on coaching efficacy

SS df MS F R R  Sig.
Regression 397.09 4  99.27
Residual 2024 141 1435 ©°1 03879 0144 0001

Since the results of multi-variable regression teas significant, it is necessary to determine ewrglain the
regression coefficients. Table Ill, shows the digance of multi variable regression coefficierdspredict the team
cohesion.

Table 3. Significance of multi variable regressioroefficients to predict the team cohesion

Criterion variable Predictor variables B B t Sig.
Technigue efficacy 0.97 0.18 1.88 0.062
Team cohesion Strategy efficacy -056 -0.11 -0.32 0.743
Motivational efficacy 1.44 0.30 0.84  0.400
Character building 2.37 .45 463 0.001

According to the results of Table 2 and 3, Chardetélding dimension of coaching efficacg+0.45) explains team
cohesion significantly. Correlation of predictorriadle have been observed significant and altoge®h®#44 of
variance of team cohesion is explained by fi5(B.144).

Table 4 shows the results of multi variable regoesanalysis to explain the collective efficacy &&on coaching
efficacy dimensions.

Table 4. Summary of regression analysis to explaithe team cohesion based on coaching efficacy

SS df MS F R R Sig.
Regression  1120.49 4 280.12
Residual 6049.47 141 42.90 652 048 023 0.001
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Since the multi-variable regression test's resus wignificant, so determining and explaining tlegression
coefficients is necessary. Table V shows the siganiice of multi variable regression coefficientptedict the team
cohesion.

Table 5. Significance of multi variable regressioroefficients to predict the team cohesion

Criterion variable  Predictor variables B B t Sig.

Technique efficacy 2.49 0.27 2.77 0.04
Strategy efficacy 047 005 0.16 0.872
Motivational efficacy 0.45 0.05 0.15 0.878
Character building 437 048 4.95 0.001

Collective efficacy

According to the results of table 5 and 6, two disiens of Technique efficacy€0.27) and Character building
(£=0.48) explain collective efficacy of Iranian feraalutsal players significantly. Correlation of tvpwedictor
variables have been observed significant and aheged.23 of variance of collective efficiency ispkined by
them (R= 23).

DISCUSSION

The goal of present study was to investigate thaiomship of coaching efficacy with team cohesamnd collective
efficacy in the Iranian female futsal players injbtaand First Futsal leagues. The researchersveetteat coaching
efficacy can predict variables such as collectifiicacy [30] and team satisfactiof24]. Based on potential
capability of coaching efficacy in determining teasariables, present study has focused on the abiorl of

coaching efficacy with team cohesion and collectfficacy as well as possibility of predicting teawhesion and
collective efficacy through coaching efficacy dirsems.

Our findings demonstrated that there is direct elation between coaching efficacy dimensions (sash
motivational, technical, game strategy, and charabuilding efficacy) and team cohesion factorscl(iding
individual’s functional and social attractions in a group ad aglgroup cohesionY his correlation suggests that the
dimensions of coaching efficacy can predict theralldeam cohesion and collective efficacy of lemifemale
futsal teamsDue to their identical theoretical structure, caaghand collective efficacy are indeed potentially
related. Bandura'’s social cognitive theory (199i@vjmles the theoretical framework underlying bottaching and
collective efficacy. A fundamental assumption otiab cognitive theory is human factor. When humamsl
organizations (through the collective actions obugr members) make choices, they exhibit being #@ofac
According to social cognitive theory, efficacy ikay to the operation of a factor since individuatel groups are
more likely to pursue activities in which they lesle they have the capability to succeed [32]. Meeeoteam
efficacy emerges from the leader’s effective acdishment of his/her leadership tasks. These taskamce more
likely encourage leaders and their teams to buildstory of their successful accomplishments arease their
sense of efficacy. Kane et al. (2002) reported enwies in this regard. They examined coaches’ effita fulfill
leadership tasks, the goals and strategies thelemgmt in the group, their demonstration of leakiprsapabilities,
their group’s cohesion as well as their team ctillecefficacy and performance. They found that¢bach’s sense
of efficacy and his/her implemented goals and stiias have influence on his/her interaction intéeam. Coach’s
goals and oriented actions of the team, in turfgctés team’s collective efficacy. These leaderginpcesses also
had direct effects on the team’s cohesion (aftatrotling for prior performance) and subsequenfgenance.

Since team cohesion is directed on believes, valndsas well as perceptual, cognitive, and perggnairiables of
players[9, 10, 11] it seems that coaching efficacy would be effectifs players perceived this efficacy. Since
present study has investigated the coaching effié@en the players' perspective, the findings sitgrsuggest the
predicting capability of efficacy dimensions. Howeyit seems that minimum difference between c@axchplayer
perspective on coach efficacy would result in dff@mess of coach’s efforts in improving team catesAlthough
previous studies have not assessed the relatiohshigeen coaching efficacy and team cohesion,Hauetare clues
that suggest coaching variables have great effeté@m cohesion. For example, Chen (2007) repartgdnificant
causal relationship among coach leadership effieexyteam cohesion as well as players' motivatiorpfogress.
In addition, Hightower (2000) showed that there are significant correfeti between the five components of
leadership behaviors and four components of graesion. On the other hand, researchers have egptre
relationship of coaching efficacy with some of tkam variablef20, 22] which indicates the potential capability of
coaching efficacy to influence team variables. leaample, Myers and colleagues (2005) found thatradive
coaching efficacy predicts team satisfaction andinirig advantage in male teams. They also showetl tha
motivational efficacy relates positively to satigfan in female teams with a female coach. Sullieard Kent
(2003) showed that motivational and technical disi@ms of coaching efficacy are important predict@2%) for
leadership style. This study also found no diffeesbbetween male and female coaches. Tonsing atehgoks
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(2003) showed in another study that dimensions adching efficacy (motivational efficiency and cheea
building) significantly predict team efficacy. Tlestudies coupled with our findings indicate thepaut of
coaching efficacy on the team cohesion and colleafficacy and subsequently team's success.

Maleteand Fyltz (2000) found that coaches who particighéitethe coaching courses, progressed significantitl
aspects of coaching efficacy, especially in that8gy andrechniqueefficacy. These findings are repeated in other
societies with different cultures. Lee, Malete dndtz (2002) found in a similar study that followira training
program, Singaporean coaches acquired higher sooggategy and techniques efficadyhe findings of present
study demonstrate thahere is direct correlation among coaching effica@yensions and team cohesion and
collective efficacy. This is an important pointneg specific courses may improgeaching efficacy. We suggest
that coaching efficacy be considered as a crifaetbr in female futsal teams and special coursés to improve it,

in order to subsequently affect team cohesiongctille efficacy and team success.
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