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Abstract. In the literature of recent years on the psychology of sports, there is
a shortage of data on the psychological prerequisites for the effectiveness of sports
teams. In Russian psychology, research in this area is constrained by the lack of
diagnostic tools necessary for them. This article presents the results of adaptation
and preliminary testing of the Collective Effectiveness Questionnaire for Sports —
Collective Efficiency Questionnaire for Sports (hereinafter - CEQS). Preference was
given to (CEQS) Short, Sullivan, Feltz (2005). The main difference between CEQS
and other collective performance questionnaires is that CEQS is adapted to the
functioning of team sports in general and, therefore, can be used in all sports. The
appearance of any new well-tested diagnostic methodology for compliance with
psychometric criteria will contribute not only to improving the effectiveness of
psychological research, but also to obtaining more reliable data. Goal: Conducting
the first stage of adaptation of the methodology of the «Collective Efficiency
Questionnaire for Sports» («Collective Efficiency Questionnaire for Sports»). The
abbreviated name of the CEQS methodology. Research methods. The first stage of
adaptation of the methodology consisted in checking the reliability of its Russian
version according to the criterion of internal consistency, which was carried out
by determining the Kronbach coefficient, as well as determining the correlation
coefficients between the values of the scores on the questionnaire items. related
to a certain indicator with a total score for this indicator. The study involved 140
athletes-representatives of team sports of qualification from the 3rd junior category
to the MSMC. The questionnaire was translated from English into Russian. CEQS
consists of 20 points divided into 5 scales, athletes expressed their opinion using
a 10-point Likert-type scale with scores from 1 to 10. The results of the study. The
obtained values indicate the internal consistency of the Russian version of CEQS.
The application of the methodology for assessing the collective effectiveness of
various sports teams has shown that it allows us to assess the differences in the ratio
of indicators of collective effectiveness in individual teams.
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AHHOTanus. B nmuTepartype MociieHAX JIET MO TICHXOJIOTHH CTIOPTa OTMEJaeTCst
JIePUINUT JaHHBIX O MICHXOJIOTHYECKUX MPEANOChUTKAX d(P(PEKTHBHOCTH IEATCIb-
HOCTH CIIOPTHUBHBIX KOMaH[. B OTEUeCTBEHHON NCHXOIIOTHH WCCIIETOBAHNS JTaH-
HOTO HalpaBJIeHUsI CACPKUBAIOTCS OTCYTCTBUEM HEOOXOANMBIX ISl HUX AMArHO-
CTHYECKHX MHCTPYMEHTOB. B 3TO# crarbe npeacTaBieHbl pe3y/IbTaThl alanTaliid
U mpeaBapuTenbHas npoepka ONMpPOCHUKA KOJUIEKTUBHOW 3((MEKTUBHOCTH JUIA
cnopra — Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (mamee — CEQS). IIpemnmo-
gyrenue Obuto otaano (CEQS) Short, Sullivan, Feltz (2005). OcHoBHOe paznmune
mexny CEQS u npyrumu KOJUIEKTHBHBIME OTIPOCHUKAMH MTPOU3BOJUTEIHHOCTH
3akiroyaercst B ToM, uto CEQS aganTupoBaH K (pyHKIMOHMPOBAHHUIO KOMaHIHBIX
BUJIOB CIIOPTa B IIEJIOM H, CJIEJJOBAaTEJIbHO, MOXET HMCIIOIb30BAThCS BO BCEX BU-
nax criopra. [losiBieHue 1000l HOBOI XOpOIIO NMPOBEPEHHON HAa COOTBETCTBHE
TICUXOMETPUICCKIM KPHUTEPHUAM METOTUKH ITHATHOCTUKHA OyleT CII0COOCTBO-
BaTh HE TOJBKO MOBBIIICHNIO 3()(HEKTHUBHOCTH MCHXOIOTHIECKIX HCCIICTOBAHNH,
HO U TIOJTy4eHHIo Oosee HaJaeKHBIX NaHHBIX. Llens. IIpoBenenne nepBoro srana
ajanranuy MeToaukn «ONpOCHUKA KOJUIEKTUBHOM 3()(DEKTUBHOCTH JUIsl CIIOPTa»
(«Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports»). CokpailieHHOE HAUMECHOBAaHUE
meroquku CEQS. Meronsl uccnenosanuil. IlepBbiif sTan agantaumd MeToIu-
KW 3aKITI09aJICSl B TIPOBEPKE HATCIKHOCTH €€ POCCHUCKON BEPCHU TI0 KPUTEPHIO
BHYTpPEHHEW COTIIACOBAaHHOCTH, KOTOPAs TIPOBOIMIACEH C TIOMOIIBIO OTIPEICIICHIS
ko3 durmenra Kponbaxa, a Taxke onpenesieHust Ko3QPHUIUECHTOB KOPPEIALIUH
MEX/y 3HaYE€HHSIMH OIICHOK IO ITyHKTaM OIPOCHHUKA. OTHOCSIIUMCS K OTpere-
JICHHOMY IOKa3aTeNio ¢ CyMMapHBIM 0aJlsIoM 110 3TOMY IoKazarento. B nccneno-
BaHUM NMpHUHUH ydactue 140 CriopTCMEHOB-IIPEICTABUTENICH KOMAHIHBIX BHIIOB
cniopra KBaympuKanuu oT 3 foHomeckoro paspsma 1o MCMK. Beon ocymect-
BJICH TIEPEBOJ] OIIPOCHUKA C aHIIUHCKOTO Ha pycckuit si3pik. CEQS cocront u3 20
ITyHKTOB, Pa3[AeJIeHHBIX Ha 5 IMIKaJl, CB0€ MHEHHE CIIOPTCMEHBI BBIPAXKAJH C TI0-
Mortpio 10-6amibHo# mkanel Tumna Jlalikepra ¢ onenkamu ot 1 mo 10. Pe3ynb-
Tarel uccienoBanus. [lodydyeHHbIe 3HAYECHUS! CBUAETEILCTBYIOT O BHYTpPEHHEH
cornacoBanHocTu pycckor Bepcun CEQS. [IpuMmeneHne METOIUKHU Uil OLEHKU
KOJUTEKTUBHOH 5(h(h)eKTHBHOCTH PA3UYHBIX CIIOPTHUBHBIX KOMAaH][ ITOKAa3aJio, YTo
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OHA IMO3BOJISICT OLICHUTH Pa3JIMUMsl B COOTHOILICHNUH MOKa3aTelel KOJUICKTHBHON
(G PEKTUBHOCTH B OTAEIBHBIX KOMAHAAX.

Ki1roueBbie ciioBa: KOIIEKTUBHAS 3PPEKTUBHOCTD, CaM03(p(heKTHBHOCTH, KOMaH/I-
HBIE BHUBI CHOPTA, aJaNTalus METOIUKH, BHYTPEHHSS COIIACOBAHHOCTB, PECypC
KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH, ONPOCHUK KOJJIEKTHBHOM 3(p(heKTUBHOCTH ISt CIIOpTa —
(Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports — CEQS).

Jast umtupoBanusi: Butep A. A., T'opckas I. b. A nanranus onpocHUKa KOJUIEKTHUB-
HOU 3((PEKTUBHOCTH B CIIOPTE I POCCHICKUX CIIOPTUBHBIX KOMAHI // AKTyallb-
HBIE BOIPOCHI CIIOPTUBHOM micuxonorun U neparoruku. 2022. T. 2. Ne 2. C. 18-26.

Introduction. An urgent problem of modern sports psychology is the
search for psychological resources for the competitiveness of athletes
and sports teams. The problem of establishing the competitiveness
resources of sports teams has specific aspects, especially obvious when
considering the actions of teams under stress. Studies of coping with
stress by a group have shown that the resources of coping with stress
by a group are not equal to the sum of the individual resources of all
team members [3, pp. 71-77]. It is impossible to equate individual and
team strategies for overcoming stress [1]. They differ in essence and
are caused by various individual psychological and socio-psychological
factors. Team strategies for overcoming stress in representatives of
team sports are developed to varying degrees: team strategies are less
developed than individual ones [2, 4].

These facts explain the growing attention to the phenomenon of
collective efficiency as a possible resource for the success of sports teams.
A. Bandura, who described it, considers the collective effectiveness of
a group as a phenomenon different from the self-efficacy of an individual,
although interconnected with it.

Collective effectiveness, from the point of view of A. Bandura, is the
general belief of the group in its ability to organize and jointly perform the
actions necessary to achieve the set levels” [6, p. 477]. Although collective
efficiency is a relatively new construct, research has shown evidence that it
is interrelated with the effectiveness of teams.

Teams with astrong sense of collective effectiveness set more challenging
goals, put in more effort, persist longer when faced with difficulties or
defeats (Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard, 1999), and ultimately have a
better chance of success (Bandura, 2001). A positive relationship between
collective efficiency and team cohesion was observed in sports such as
rugby and basketball (for example, Kozub & McDonnell, J.F., 2000;
Parrot, 2002), as well as in volleyball (Ramzaninezhad, R., Keshtan, M.,
Shahamat, M., & Kordshooly, S. 2009). A positive relationship between
collective efficiency and the effectiveness of joint activities was observed
in football teams [5], hockey teams, basketball teams, softball teams, and
volleyball teams [7].

Sports psychologists have identified three aspects of collective
effectiveness:
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1) perceived effectiveness of the coach — reflects the coach's confidence
in the player's ability to perform assigned tasks (Beauchamp, 2007; Chase
et al., 1997);

2) perceived effectiveness of partners in sports — reflects the players'
belief in the ability of their teammates to successfully complete the task
(Lent & Lopes, 2002);

3) collective effectiveness is the group's shared belief in its joint ability
to organize and perform actions necessary to achieve certain levels of
achievement [6].

Athletes representing team sports form an idea of effectiveness with
the help of these aspects, which lead to cognitive, affective and behavioral
consequences, including such as an increase or decrease in athletic
performance (Beauchamp, 2007; Watson et al., 2001).

There are many approaches to the study of the phenomenon of
collective effectiveness. Their diversity is due to the fact that research is
conducted in different countries on various sports, each of which has its
own specifics [9].

The purpose of study. Research on collective effectiveness in the
national psychology of sports is constrained by the lack of diagnostic
tools necessary for this. In this regard, the aim of this study was to adapt
the questionnaire "Collective efficiency questionnaire for sport" (CEQS),
developed by Short et al.[8]. The adaptable questionnaire allows you
to determine five parameters of collective effectiveness: effort, ability,
preparation, perseverance, unity. The "effort" indicator characterizes the
confidence of the team in the readiness of all its members to make the
efforts necessary to achieve the team goal. The "ability" indicator reflects
the confidence of the team in its ability to act more skillfully than rivals.
The "preparation" parameter reflects the team's opinion that it is ready
to acquire the necessary level of preparedness by the time the goal is
achieved. The "perseverance" indicator characterizes the team's conviction
in readiness to actively act to achieve the set goal, despite obstacles. The
"unity" indicator reflects the team's belief in the ability to take coordinated
actions to achieve a team goal. The authors of the questionnaire provide for
the definition of a general indicator of collective efficiency by summing up
the values of particular indicators [10].

Methodology and methods. The questionnaire consists of 20 items
reflecting the idea of team members about collective effectiveness.
The examinees are given instructions: “Evaluate the abilities of your
team in terms of the upcoming game or competition, so that your team
can ...”. Athletes can express their opinion using a 10-point Likert-type
scale with scores from 1 to 10. The objectives of the stage of adaptation of
the collective effectiveness questionnaire considered in the article were:
translation of the questionnaire from English into Russian. Evaluation
of the translation by qualified experts. Assessment of the reliability of
the Russian version of the questionnaire according to the criterion of
internal consistency by determining the Kronbach coefficient, as well as
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determining the correlation coefficients between the values of the scores
on the questionnaire items. related to a certain indicator with a total score
for this indicator. The study involved 140 athletes-representatives of
team sports of qualification from the 3rd junior category to the MSMC.
76 (54.3 %) people made up the age group of 14-20 years, 36 people
(25.7 %) —the age group of 21-25 years, 28 people (20 %)—the group aged
26-30 years. Athletes who took part in the study represent such sports as
football, basketball, volleyball, handball, hockey, water polo. The study
was conducted using the Google forms tool in February-March 2022.
The study participants were 84 women and 56 men. The qualification of
athletes ranged from the 3rd junior category to the MSMC. Table 1 shows
the form of the adapted questionnaire.

Table 1

Collective Performance Questionnaire Form

11213415617 [8]9 |10

Outplay opposing team

Resolve conflict

Perform under pressure

Be ready

Show more ability than the other team
Be united

Persist when obstacle present
Demonstrate a strong work ethic

Stay in the game when it seems like
your team isn’t getting any break

10 | Play to its capability

11 | Play well without your best players

12 | Mentally prepare for this competition
13 | Keep a positive attitude

14 | Play more skillfully than the opponent
15 | Perform better than the opposing team
16 | Show enthusiasm

17 | Overcome distractions

18 | Physically prepare for this competition
19 | Devise a successful strategy

20 | Maintain effective communication

O[([R0|J|N [N |hK|WIN|—

Results of the reliability assessment of Russian version of the
questionnaire were considered by the criterion of internal consistency.

The first stage of this assessment was to determine the correlation
coefficients of scores on the questionnaire items related to a certain indicator
with the corresponding total score. The corresponding psychometric
requirements of the level of internal consistency of the questionnaire are
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indicated by the values of correlation coefficients with values of 0.7 and
higher. The obtained correlation coefficients are presented in Table 2. Most
of the correlation coefficients exceed the value of 0.7. Only two correlation
coefficients do not reach the value of 0.7, but are close to it. This allows us to
conclude that the Russian version of the collective effectiveness questionnaire
has acceptable internal consistency. The highest correlation coefficients
were obtained by the indicators of “Ability” and “Effort”. Apparently, these
parameters of collective efficiency are better reflected by athletes.

Table 2

Correlation coefficients of the questionnaire items related to each
of the indicators with the corresponding total score

ABLITY
Outplay opposing | Show more abil- | Play more skill- Perform better
team ity than the other fully than the than the opposing
team opponent team
0,79 0,81 0,89 0,92
EFFORT
Demonstrate Play to its capa- | Show enthusiasm | Overcome distrac-
a strong work bility tions
ethic
0,85 0,87 0,82 0,89
UNITY
Perform under Persist when ob- | Stay in the game | Play well without

pressure stacle present | when it seems like | your best players
your team isn’t
getting any break
0,69 0,81 0,76 0,77
PERSISTANCE
Be ready Mentally prepare | Physically prepare | Devise a success-
for this competi- | for this competi- ful strategy
tion tion
0,78 0,78 0,81 0,86
COHESION
Resolve conflict Be united Keep a positive | Maintain effective
attitude communication
0,74 0,82 0,67 0,79

The next step in assessing the internal consistency of the collective
effectiveness questionnaire was the determination of the Kronbach
coefficient for each indicator, which is considered as the most significant
measure of the reliability of psychodiagnostic techniques (Cronbach,
1951). The values of the Kronbach coefficient for each indicator are given
in Table 3.
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Table 3

Values of the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for 5 scales of the questionnairy
for Russian athletes

ABLITY EFFORT UNITY PERSISTANCE |COHESION
0,88 0,88 0,73 0,84 0,78

Since all values of the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient exceed 0.7, the
methodology for diagnosing the collective effectiveness of sports teams
can be recognized as internally consistent, which allows it to be applied in
the practical diagnostic work of sports psychologists.

The average values of collective performance indicators in the sample
as a whole (Table 4) show that athletes evaluate the abilities of their teams
most critically. Necessary to achieve the set goals, while the indicators of
willingness to give everything to achieve a team goal, team cohesion are
close to the maximum.

Table 4

Mean values and standard deviations according to CEQS scales
in the sample as a whole

Mean value Standard deviation (%)
ABLITY 27,28 +3,9
EFFORT 34,71 +5,6
UNITY 33,33 +5,7
PERSISTANCE 35,45 +54
COHESION 35,24 +54

The questionnaire allows you to find out how much the individual
components of collective effectiveness are expressed in individual sports
teams. Let’s give as an example the average values of the indicator of
collective effectiveness “Ability” (Figure 1).

ABILITY i
HANDBALL FOOTBALL BASKETBALL VOLLEYBALL WATER POLO

Figure 1- The average values of the collective efficiency indicator “Ability”
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As shown in Fig. In Fig. 1, the teams studied differ in how they assess
the abilities of their teams necessary to achieve high results, representatives
of each team evaluate differently. This score is highest in the water polo
team, which is objectively the most qualified of the teams studied. The
lowest scores in volleyball and basketball teams

Thus, the results of the first stage of adaptation of the CEQS collective
effectiveness diagnostic methodology can be recognized as successful. The
The Russian version of the questionnaire has reliability according to the
criterion of internal consistency. It allows you to differentiate sports teams
by the level of collective efficiency.
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