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Coming together is a beginning.
Keeping together is progress.
Working together is success.

~Henry Ford



Abstract

There is a general consensus among sport coactiggaatitioners that it is better to work with
a cohesive team. Research on cohesion has proyidsiive links between cohesion and
performance as well as the overall well-being &f td\am and its members. The purpose of this
study is to develop and evaluate a cohesion-bglgirogramme under an Action Research
paradigm. The Group Environment Questionnaire araliel with focus group discussions were
used to assist in the development and evaluatica a@fhesion-building programme tailored to
the specific needs of the Rhodes University measkbtball I team. The team is known to be a
good team but it was missing something that madéetome great. Fostering higher
cohesiveness was deemed to be the missing linketahain of success. Various changes were
brought to the 1) team structure, 2) team proceSdeam environment to enhance the team’s
cohesiveness levels. It was found that the programwas positive and powerful in that it
accelerated the process of cohesion building witthi@ team. It was also found that the
programme had the power to transcend demograpbéraiers and unite people from diverse
backgrounds. Finally, the programme increased éaen's performance level and enabled it to
achieve objectives that were never achieved by athgr men’s basketball team at Rhodes
University before.

Naturally there are going to be some ups and dowspgecially if you have
individuals trying to achieve at a high level. Buhen we stepped in between the
lines, we knew what we were capable of doing. Whemessure situation presented
itself, we were plugged into one another like aesabe unit. That's why we were
able to come back so often and win so many closgegaAnd that's why we were
able to beat more talented team.

- Michael Jordan (former Chicago Bulls; NBA Hall cdifier)
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Chapter 1: Literature review

1.1 Introduction

For many theorists, sport psychology is a branclamdlied psychology which involves the
application of the principles and findings of psgidgy to sport settings (Cox, 2007). In fact, as
Morris and Summers (2004) put it, given the unigkisterest in play and games, which has
been rapidly translated into the world of sportrothee last century, it is hardly surprising that
sport has come to play a major role in economic pmidical realms, or that it attracted the
interest of academic scholars. Such interest Ilyittacused exclusively on the biological, then
mechanical and motor aspect of sport. But afteedisg elite athletes who were in perfect
physical condition fail in the last moments of theompetitive efforts, scholars started to focus
on the application of psychological principles fmd, and thus to establish sport psychology

(Morris & Summers, 2004).

The relationship between sport and psychology canrdced as far back as Triplett's (1897)
study of coaction effects of racing cyclists, whischs been acknowledged as the first social
psychological experiment (Williams, 2001). Over ffeest forty years, the specialist area of sport
psychology has developed from its hesitant beggsito become a confident, mature discipline
(Morris & Summers, 2004). The discipline is now goged by a very large body of texts,

international journals as well as national andrimtéonal associations. It was the foundation of
the International Society of Sport Psychology (IpBP1965 that represented the formal arrival

of sport psychology as a discipline (Morris, Lid& Hackfort, 2003). Before the Second World



Congress of Sport Psychology that was held in thiged States of America in 1968, Americans
established their national sport psychology orgation, the North American Society for the
Psychology of Sport and Physical Activity (NASPSPiA) 1967 (Morris et al., 2003). The
French and other Europeans, especially psychotodisin the former Soviet Union, East
Germany, and other countries in the Communist waie were not allowed to attend world
congresses by their governments, formed their oatlypthe European Federation of Sport
Psychology (FEPSAC) in 1968 (Morris et al., 200But with time, differences between the
ISSP and FEPSAC were resolved and the ISSP preésidieoslav Vanek declared that the
FEPSAC was to be for Europe what the ISSP wasHerworld. Since then, the ISSP has
fostered the development of regional bodies thatfoaus more on the development of sport
psychology in their own geographical areas (Mo&iSummers, 2004). Moreover, the ISSP
published the first academic journal focusing onrspsychology, the International Journal of
Sport Psychology (ISJP) in 1970. Morris (1995) réga that sport psychology in Australia took
a massive leap forward in 1991 with the formatidthe College of Sport Psychologists (CoSP),
a professional body within the Australian Psychaaly Society (APS). This led to the
recognition of sport psychology as a one of thefggsional areas of psychological practices,

thus developing programmes for aspiring professsoimasport psychology.

Japan has been involved in the ISSP from its coraamaent (Morris et al., 2003), in fact, the

Japanese Society of Sport Psychology (JSSP) imtgest and longest established in the Asian
region. The Asian regional body is rapidly devetapiin fact, in its beginning, there were only a
few member countries, including Japan, Korea, In@hina, and Australia (Lidor, Morris,

Bardaxoglou & Becker, 2001). Today, its memberstopints up to fifteen countries and is



perhaps the region of the world where most rapiceldpments are to be observed over the next
few years (Lidor et al.,, 2001). South America shqweshaps the most perplexing pattern of
development in sport psychology, in fact, despde having any formal association, there are a
few individuals who regularly attend the ISSP casges (Lidor et al., 2001). For that reason,
the development of the discipline in South Amesegms to lie in the involvement of certain
individuals. Africa shows a different pattern. Vdéit{le organised activity was evident until quite
recently (Morris & Summers, 2004). Having receiviaancial support from the ISSP, the
African Sport Psychology Association has been fahmand membership includes sport
psychologists from countries such as Nigeria, MooodEgypt and South Africa (Lidor et al.,
2001). However, recent evidence has shown thatAfiean Sport Psychology Association
tapered off around 2002 and at this point theresdud appear to be any activity in terms of a
formal African sport psychology association. Theaxsion of sport psychology in Africa and

South America is still awaited.

The worldwide interest in and rapid developmentspbrt psychology is due to the fact that
sport, in its many forms, is one of the most omegent institutions in the world. Sports are
enjoyed by children, adults and older people, byemand females, by the able-bodied and
people with disabilities, and participation in sofoem of sport at an appropriate level is denied
but to a few (Morris & Summers, 2004). Another factthat human beings are intrinsically

social, cultural and political creatures whose @i are also deeply shaped by the historical
events (Foster, 2003). Arising from the two factsntioned above, it is comprehensible why
people often come together as groups and put gigisical effort and skills to play a given

sport. Basketball is an instance of sport wherelgeonite in groups and compete against other



groups according to widely agreed rules in ordemdibieve some common objectives. In a sport
like basketball, it is important to have the adeaquahysical training and skills so as to perform
at the best possible level. But to have a physioal psychological competitive advantage as a
group and be successful at reaching the common theaé are various issues that the group as a
whole must face. Various group dynamics shape #tere of the relationships that exists within
a given group, as well as the level of successttiegroup will experience (Sugarman, 1999).
One of the most important group dynamics is undedigtcohesion, historically, cohesion has
indeed been identified as the most important sgrallp variable (Golembiewski, 1962; Lott &
Lott, 1965). Sugarman (1999) further argued tha the most powerful group dynamic in the
sporting world. Hence, one can assert that any,teagardless of their current level of cohesion
(high or low) would strongly benefit from developihigher levels of cohesiveness. Research on
cohesion has been extensive in North America ansbtne extent Europe, but still relatively

small in the other parts of the world (Hanton & M&éu, 2006).

1.2 Groups

Groups have been, and always will be, essentialitoan life (Forsyth, 1999). Of the billions of
people populating the world, all but an occasiaraluse or exile belong to a group. Groups are
omnipresent in human life: they are audiences,dsoaf directors, committees, families, gangs,
orchestras, and/or teams (Forsyth, 1999). A graugefined as a unique collection of two or
more individuals who have relationships to one heothat make them interdependent to some
significant degree (Cartwright & Zander, 1968). Kiman (1965) argued that groups do not

begin to exist over night, but they slowly evolvedago through a four stages development



process, namely, forming, storming, norming, andgoming. Sugarman (1999) provides useful
sport-related explanations to Tuckman’s (1965) rhodlgroup formation. During the forming
stage, the members are getting acquainted, and dkpgrience resistance as members test
boundaries and learn about the group’s structuogg®nan, 1999). The storming stage is the
transition stage, during which members decide thagt to become part of the group, and the
structure begins to be resisted or challenged Isecaach member is learning to work with
differences (Sugarman, 1999). The third stage isnimg, this is where cohesion begins to
develop, norms are formed and trust increasesaboorms are being established and they will
serve to regulate all group members’ behaviourggd8uan, 1999). A team is formed, its
members are in place, a trusting environment iabéished, and cooperative behaviours are
encouraged in an effort to attain team success.gftep attains the performing stage, and the
group’s structure, purpose, and roles all comettegeso they can function as one (Sugarman,
1999). At this stage, the group has become a cahesiit which is able to perform and achieve
great things. However, according to Carron (19&2)comparison with other types of formal
organization, sport teams are one of the mostestgiples of groups. This is due to generally
higher levels of shared sense of purpose, struttyaterns of interactions, interpersonal
attraction, personal interdependence, and a coledentity in sport teams (Carron & Dennis,
2001). Development issues only rise during replasgmrocesses, when new members need to
be assimilated within the group so the latter agaorn to its productive state (Carron, 1982). In
fact, Carron’s (1982) findings stated that cohes®ss and effectiveness are related to member
replacement rates in that teams that experienge tarnovers will be less successful than teams

with smaller turnovers.



According to Lewin (1951), groups tend to be powkerkther than weak, active rather than
passive, fluid rather than static, and catalyseitper than reifying. Lewin used the term group
dynamics to stress the powerful impact of theseptexsocial processes on group members.
Moreover, group dynamics is an attempt to subjeet many aspects of groups to scientific
analysis through the construction of theories dmdrigorous testing of these theories through
empirical research (Forsyth, 1999). But the termugrdynamics refers to more than just a
scientific field, it is also about the group proses. Theorists suggest that groups are greater than
the sum of their parts, for groups often possessadteristics that cannot be deduced from the
individual member’s characteristics (Lewin, 195¥preover, group dynamics theories (Lewin,
1951; Tuckman, 1965) advance that groups are lisiygiems. As previously demonstrated by
Tuckman’s (1965) theory of group development mastigs move through four specific stages
in their development process. Groups are also asearal by perceivers (Forsyth, 1999). The
basic principle here is that if people define dituzs as real, they are real in their consequences
(Campbell, 1958a). This is linked to Campbell’s §88) notion of entitativity, which refers to
the extent to which something seems to be a unéitity, and according to Campbell, it is
entitativity that helps people to intuitively deteéne which aggregations of individuals are
groups and which ones are not. The last major feattigroup dynamics theories is that groups
influence individuals (Forsyth, 1999). Groups alteember’s attitudes, values, and perceptions
and in some cases cause radical alterations iomaityy and actions. Allport (1962) made early
observations about individuals’ behaviours in gsyugnd stated that people act differently when
in groups. Allport’s (1962) observations were latepported by Franzoi (2006), when the author
argued that because it is in the nature of groogevelop characteristics of their own, a member

of a given group tends to alter his or her persaharacteristics to adhere and adapt to the



group’s characteristics. Moreover, the type of gran individual belongs to may have effects on

that individual’s behavioural profile (Forsyth, 199

Groups never come into being without a purposepleein together in all walks of life to
accomplish a common goal knowing that together thagy make great things come true
(Sugarman, 1999). Carron and Dennis (2001) st&@tdgroups are always dynamic, not static,
in a sense that they always change in order totadayarious internal and external demands.
Group success thus rests upon the collective aemment of a collection of individuals working
as one to achieve a specific goal or objective #Bugn, 1999). The major characteristics
common to most groups are interaction, structuoejaé identity, goals, and cohesiveness
(Forsyth, 1999). Group membership generally impbesne form of interaction among the
members in that they do things to and with eaclkroGenerally, the interaction revolves around
the group’s tasks and social activities (Sugarm&89). The structure of a group has to do with
the norms and roles that the group members holdsylg 1999). Such roles and norms are
essential to coordinate and organize the intenastiwithin the group; therefore, it is vital for
groups to ensure roles are clearly assigned aridntiteis are clearly stipulated and accepted
(Forsyth, 1999). Roles are the behaviours expesftgeople in specific positions within a group
whereas norms are the implicit standards that teserhat behaviours should and should not be
performed in a given context (Morris & Summers, £20®ocial identity is that part of the self-
concept that derives from one’s membership in $ge@ups and categories, in other words, they
are self-conceptions shared by members of the gamg or category (Sugarman, 1999). As
mentioned above, groups usually exist for a regSoigarman, 1999). Group members unite in

their pursuit of a common goal, and because itases to achieve goals in well coordinated



groups, much of the nowadays jobs are performegronps rather than individually (Forsyth,
1999). Goal-setting issues relevant to this studiybe discussed in more depth in the following
chapters. The final major characteristic of groigogroup cohesion, and this concept will be

discussed in great depth throughout this reseapbrp

A major characteristic of a group that has reachedpeak development state is strong
cohesiveness within the sport team (Sugarman, 12@9Carron and Chelladurai (1981) stated,
an elemental and critical characteristic of theugravhich distinguishes it from being simply a
casual collection of individuals is the degree tifaation, commitment and/or involvement of
the individual members to the collective whole. i@Gar (1982) further argued that one

perspective of group functioning has posited calreas being central to group success.

Sport teams are perhaps one of the types of githapseed the highest level of cohesiveness so
as to function and perform successfully (Sugarmi&99). Sugarman (1999) further suggested
that a sport team is a social system, which imghes$ psychosocial issues often play important
roles in the shaping of the relationship betweelvidual players and the team as a whole. It is
therefore important to continually consider issugating to socio-psychological matters when
studying group dynamics such as cohesion. In steiies of cohesion, Carron, Brawley, and
Widmeyer (1998) found that levels of cohesion withsport teams are affected by the
individual’'s satisfaction levels paired with theerceptions of the team’s structure. In other
words, cohesion can be comprehended in terms ofidugl attitudes, feelings, and thoughts as
well as the effects of the team’s structure onviatials. Foster (2003) argues that all psychology

is social, simply because human beings only bectuthe human through interactions with



others. But despite the claims that human beingsirdrinsically social beings, theorists have
separated two major realms within social psycholo@mely, the individual on the one hand,
and the social system on the other (Foster, 2008%. demarcation made between individual and
social systems often leads to some uncertaintiyahit becomes difficult to determine the causal
nature of the relationship between the two realtreiso poses a problem when inquiring about
social change issues (Foster, 2003), as it becoomaplex to determine how people change their
beliefs, attitudes, behaviours, and/or prejudidedecomes unclear as to whether the change
needs to be triggered in the individual or in tbeial system. Social psychology is the discipline
that is concerned with the nature of the relatigndietween human beings and their social
environment (Foster, 2003). Foster describes spsithology as the scientific field that studies
the manner in which the behaviour, feelings, outids of one individual are influenced and
determined by the behaviour and/or characterisficghers.

Social identity theory is often used by researchemucidate the psycho-social inquiries within
groups (Burr, 2002). Social identity theory hasesgr over the past twenty years to provide an
understanding of various phenomena, such as sinfiaknce, conformity, or group dynamics
(Foster, 2003). The basic principles and processescial identity theory can be presented in
terms of three ‘individual’ components, three ‘sdcicomponents, and a further central
assumption (Tafjel, 1981). The individual composesmte categorisation, social comparison, and
self-concept. Categorisation involves the evalgatand emotional system of information
processing. It has to do with the way individuatdsgeive similarities within a given group and
the differences between groups, and it is worthynte that such perceptions are often
exaggerated (Tafjel, 1981). As the words suggesiascomparison is concerned with the way

people compare themselves with other individudl$s ban interpersonal as well as intergroup



level of analysis and comparison. The outcome oh&wmparative processes is an evaluation of
the self and/or the group of which a person is anber (Tafjel, 1981). The last individual
component, self-concept, suggests that the setégarded as the sum of two sub-systems,
namely personal identity and social identity. Peesddentity refers to the unique facets of a
person; they may include likes and dislikes, andgmality traits. Social identity refers to the
social aspects of the self as a member of variomspg such as being a woman, a gay male, or a
graduate student. It is important to note thatsbeial is regarded as an element of the self and
not external to the self-contained individual (Eos2003). Tafjel (1981) suggested that personal
and social identities are end-points of a continnamwhich the self shifts along according to
various social situations. The social componenés stiatus hierarchies, permeability of group
boundaries, and legitimacy of group status hieiasch(Tafjel, 1981). All societies are
characterised by various groups that are arrangduerarchies according to status, granting
more privileges, power, importance, and wealthoime groups rather than others (Foster, 2003).
Social identities are drawn from the groups to Wwh& person belongs (Tafjel, 1981). The
permeability of group boundaries involves a sopiaicess known as social mobility, and it has
to do with the ability of people to shift acros® thoundaries that demarcate categories (Tafjel,
1981). Legitimacy refers to perceptions of the entistatus hierarchy system as fair, reasonable,
and just, or their opposites (Foster, 2003). Fndhe central assumption that ties together the
individual and the social components of the sodil@ntity theory is that individuals are
motivated to strive for a positive self-conceptpexsally a positive sense of social identity
(Tafjel, 1981). This means that the social identityory predicts that people are likely to adopt
an individualistic strategy to achieve a more pwesisense of social identity. It also suggests that

people seek to enhance their self-esteem by igemifwith specific social groups and

10



perceiving these groups as being better than gfteerps (Franzoi, 2006). In a situation where a
given social system (e.g., sport team) attemptzritty change to its status, like cohesion level
for instance, social identity theory suggests thaups are expected to adopt social change
strategies to reach their desired state (Foste®3)20Foster defined social change as the
collective efforts of a group to change the exgtsocial system. However, the author also
argued that the nature of the social change isiragertt with the specific nature of the desired
change as well as the nature of the environmenbsoding the group. For that reason, to bring
change to or measure a sport team’s cohesivenesis,lét would therefore be necessary to
account for the relevant factors that may affee pinocess of bringing change to a group’s
cohesiveness. These factors will be discussedeatgr depth later. And given its importance for
groups, it is not surprising that numerous defims of cohesion have been advanced over the

last five decades.

1.3 Defining cohesion

One of the earliest definitions of cohesion wasamded by Festinger, Schachter, and Back
(1950) when they defined cohesion as the totadl félforces that act on members to stay in the
group. The authors also suggested that two factmsribute to cohesion: the attractiveness to
the group and the ability of the group to assidivilWual members achieve their goals. However,
later that same year, Festinger (1950, p.274) megpa@nother definition of cohesion as the
“resultant of all the forces acting on membersemain in the group”. The difference between

the Festinger et al. (1950) and the Festinger (L8&0nitions was examined by Mudrack (1989)

and the author advanced that in the Festinger. €1250) definition, the “total field of forces”

11



required researchers to identify and measure att&s” that may influence a member to stay or
leave a group. On the other hand, Festinger's (L@&@inition, “resultant of all the forces”
implied that only those “forces” relevant to theogp required attention from the researcher
(Mudrack, 1989). However, it seems that despitectit@ges made by Festinger (1950), the need
to identify either “all forces” or “relevant forcegemained a dreadful task due to the vagueness
of the concept “forces”. Carron (1982) commentedhos flaw of Festinger et al.’s (1950) and
Festinger’s (1950) definition by saying that therev¢forces” is so all-encompassing that for
practical purposes it has no utility. For that mgsGross and Martin (1952) advanced their
definition of cohesion and referred to it as thesfstance of a group to disruptive forces”. The
authors argued that their definition was more aateuthan Festinger’s (1950) in that it addressed
the construct from the perspective of what keepsigs together, claiming that in a crisis, it is
the bonds among it members that would determinetheneor not a group will stay united
(Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Loughead and Hardy (2@66h argued that despite the numerous
definitions (Festinger, 1950; Festinger et al.,@,95ross & Martin, 1952) there were difficulties
in the operationalization of the construct. Cotaars, Dion, Kilik, and Longman (1995) also
indicated that it was difficult to operationalizbet concept “forces”. In addition, Brawley,
Carron, and Widmeyer (1988) stated that in Gross Martin’s (1952) definition of cohesion,
there were some important ethical issues that ptederesearchers from exposing groups to
disruptive events or external threats. In the 1986s response to such inadequacies of previous
definitions of cohesion and the difficulties to ogtgonalize the construct, Libo (1953) measured
cohesion in terms of the attraction of the grouptsomembers. Libo’s (1953) attempts did
address the ethical issues of the definition GamssMartin (1952), but nonetheless, it was noted

that unidimensional models of cohesion such asties provided by Festinger (1950), Festinger

12



et al. (1950), and Gross and Martin (1952) are lprohtic since they have limited
generalizability to other types of groups (Cotalet 1995). Therefore, as Loughead and Hardy
(2006) stated, it was necessary to obtain a conakpation and definition that reflected the
multidimensional nature of cohesion. Carron (198224) laid the groundwork by providing a
multidimensional definition of cohesion, defininghesion as “a dynamic process which is
reflected in the tendency for a group to stick tbgeand remain united in the pursuit of its goals
and objectives”. But it was only two decades ldbat Carron, Brawley, and Widmeyer (1998,
p.213) provided what is now considered as the raostrate multidimensional definition of
cohesion, by defined it as “a dynamic processithagflected in the tendency for a group to stick
together and remain united in the pursuit of irimmental objectives and/or for the satisfaction
of the member affective needs”. The definition pded by Carron et al. (1998) differs from

Carron’s (1982) in that it includes member’s affeeineeds (Loughead & Hardy, 2006).

1.4 Conceptual framework for the study and measureent of cohesion

In order to provide a sound understanding of calmestarron, Widmeyer, and Brawley (1985)
advocated that it was necessary to go to the rbtheoproblem, which was the lack of clear
conceptualization of cohesion. This led Carron let(E¥85) towards the development of a
conceptual framework (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Avethsidering the fact that cohesion is a
group property, it was necessary to have the frasrie\grounded in group dynamics theory.
Thus, Carron et al.’s (1985) framework was basedtloee major assumptions of group
dynamics theory. The first assumption was basedesearch from social cognition theory

suggesting that cohesion can be evaluated throegteptions of individual group members
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(Carron et al., 1998). The second assumption dérik@m group dynamics theory is that the
group needs to be distinguished from the individimlughead & Hardy, 2006). As a result,
Carron et al.’s (1985) framework assumed that egolip member held cognitions about the
cohesiveness of the group which were related taytbep as a totality and the degree to which
the group satisfied personal needs and objectiMesthird assumption based on group dynamics
literature differentiated between task-oriented aadial-oriented concerns of the group and its
members (Cota et al., 1995). Thus, Carron et 8Bf}lincluded task and social features in their
conceptualization of cohesion. The task orientatiepresented the general orientation or
motivation towards achieving the group’s goals (@aret al., 1998), whereas the social
orientation represented the general orientatioma@tivation towards maintaining and developing
social relationships within the group (Carron et 8985). The four dimension (individual/group

and task/social) conceptual framework (see Figligepicts the assumptions mentioned above.

Indrvidual Attraction to Tridiwichaal Indrndual Attractions to the
the group- task aroup- social
Task Social
A COHESION
Group Integration- task Group Group Integration- social

Figure 1.A conceptual framework for the study and measurgrmofcohesion in sport.
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Carron et al. (1998) advanced definitions for eatlhe four dimensions depicted in figure 1.
Individual Attraction to the Group-task (ATG-T) wwewed as the attractiveness of the group’s
task, productivity, and goals for the individualrg@nally. Individual Attraction to the Group-
social (ATG-S) is defined as the attractivenesthefgroup as a social unit and social interaction
and friendship opportunities available for the widual personally. Group Integration-task (Gl-
T) is the individual's perceptions of task unitytin the group as a whole. Finally, group
integration-social (GI-S) is the individual's pept®ns of the social unity within the group as a

whole.

1.5 Characteristics of cohesion

Sugarman (1999) advanced that a cohesive teanaliaatbrized by well-defined roles and group
norms, common goals, a positive team identity, adgavorking relationship, shared

responsibility, respect, positive energy, trustyiingness to cooperate, pride in membership,
and synergy. Syer and Connolly (1984) defined syneas the energy of the perfectly
functioning unit and this energy is greater thaamdbm of the team’s individual energies. This is
often translated in reality by the frequency of tise of the term “we” and “us” instead of the

terms “I” and “me” (Sugarman, 1999).

The advantage of Carron et al.’s (1998) definibdrrohesion was that it highlighted four major
characteristics in understanding cohesion (Lougl&#&thrdy, 2006). The first characteristic of
cohesion was that it is viewed as a multidimendiaoastruct (Carron & Brawley, 2000; Gill,

2000; Loughead & Hardy, 2006). These authors sudtpes there are numerous factors that
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caused a group to stick together and remain uratied that these factors may differ among even
apparently similar groups. Therefore, the multidisienal nature of cohesion does not imply
that all dimensions will be equally present acrgssups (Carron & Brawley, 2000). For
example, a basketball team may be high in socigy @tream members like each other) but may
not be united about how to achieve its task objest{(e.g., some individual goals and team goals
are clashing) and vice versa. A second charadtetistd to do with the dynamic aspect of
cohesion (Carron & Brawley, 2000; Gill, 2000; Loeagld & Hardy, 2006). Cohesion can change
over time so that factors contributing to cohesadrone stage of the group’s development may
not be salient at another stage of the group’s(l8#él, 2000; Loughead & Hardy, 2006). For
instance, when a team initially comes togetherjasamity may play a very important role in
ensuring that the members incorporate the teamessfidly, but as the season unfolds, task
unity may become more important in that individgabls must be aligned with team goals in
order to compete with success. A third characteristflected the instrumental nature of
cohesion (Carron & Brawley, 2000; Gill, 2000; Loegl & Hardy, 2006), that is, all groups
come together for a purpose (Carron & Brawley, 20@oup members cohere for instrumental
reasons, whether to be part of a university baskelam or to maintain an exercise programme
(Gill, 2000). Loughead and Hardy (2006) furtherweg that intuitively, many groups form for
task-oriented reasons. Moreover, the authors argjugideven groups that appear to form for
“social” reasons (e.g. social clubs/associationayehan instrumental foundation for their
formation (e.g. Greek immigrants wishing to mingled forming a “Greek social club”). In other
words, for one, individuals come together becahsg perceive the group as able to help reach
individual goals, and two because groups fulfiliudlals’ needs to belong on a social level

(Gill, 2000). A fourth characteristic of cohesiomsvits affective dimension (Carron & Brawley,
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2000; Gill, 2000; Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Beaurtezisand Leary (1995) stated that bonding
is related to positive affect like enjoyment, wresea feeling of exclusion may lead to negative
feelings such as depression or anxiety. CarrorBaadley (2000) noted that bonding whether it
is for task or social reasons is satisfying to merspand pointed out that groups that lose the
affective dimension are characterized by conflindl #&ack of harmony and may even break up.
Finally because the goals of all groups are complekvaried, cohesion is perceived differently

by different groups and members (Gill, 2000).

An important issue related to the study of cohesmrtoncerned with the extent to which
individual perceptions reflect shared beliefs,antf as Carron et al. (2003) stated that the notion
that members of a group share beliefs about matkismportance has been linked to the
investigation of cohesion for some time. For exanpt the studies of cohesion conducted by
Janis (1982), the notion of “groupthink” stressled single mindedness of thinking (i.e., sharing)
which characterizes some groups (Carron et al.,3R0Correspondingly, a fundamental
assumption of the Carron et al. (1998) approacthas “perceptions about the group held by
group members are a reasonable estimate of vaaspects of unity characteristic of the group”
(p. 217). Another basic assumption is that thedefbeare shared. But as advanced by Hinsz,
Tindale, and Vollrath (1997), the extent to whicidividual perceptions reflect shared beliefs
about the group’s dynamics (including cohesiongastingent with the degree of information
sharing. The authors stressed that the charaatsrist the groups (norms, roles, individual
personalities within the group etc.) all influertbe amount of information that is shared among
members. According to Donnelly, Carron, and Cheltad(1978), by definition, all groups have

some degree of group cohesion. Thus, considerm@dhounts of Hinsz et al. (1997) which hold
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that the extent to which individual perceptiondeef shared beliefs about cohesion is contingent
with the degree of information sharing, and Donndl al.’s (1978) argument that there
necessarily is some degree of cohesion in growpsould be logically accurate to make the
assumption that there is a positive relationshipween the extent to which individual
perceptions reflect shared belief, the degreefofmmation sharing, and the level of cohesiveness
within the group. Moreover, Carron et al. (199&tatl that the nature of the group also plays a
major role in determining whether individual pertteps reflect shared beliefs. The authors
argued that because interactive groups such asetbadkteams have a higher degree of
interdependence and cooperation, with time, indi@icperceptions of the group tend to mirror

shared beliefs.

1.6 Development of measures of cohesion and the @mEnvironment Questionnaire

According to Mudrack (1989), defining cohesion isekatively simple task because the construct
seems to be intuitively easy to describe and umaleils However, as Carron and Brawley (2000)
noted, the difficulty lies in taking the definitisnof cohesion and translating them into
operational measures. Mudrack (1989) stated thanhgnthe 23 studies of cohesion conducted
prior to Carron et al.’s (1985) study no two measunf cohesiveness measured the concept in

the same manner. As a result, researchers coulasgne¢ on one measure of cohesiveness.

The first instrument developed to measure cohess®rin sport was the Sport Cohesiveness
Questionnaire (SCQ) developed by Martens, Landerd, Loy (1972). It was made of seven

guestionnaire items focusing on interpersonal @tta, contributions of members based on
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ability and enjoyment, influence of each membensseof belonging, value of membership, and
perceptions of teamwork and how closely knit thersgroup was (Ostrow, 2002). The SCQ
was the only sport-specific measure before 1984, regsearchers questioned its validity

(Widmeyer, Brawley, and Carron, 1993), and it islgm used today (Gill, 2000).

Yukelson, Weinberg, and Jackson (1984) developedthan sport-specific measure, the
Multidimensional Sport Cohesion Instrument (MSQl)assess both task and social aspects of
group cohesiveness. Initial studies with the MS3@licated that cohesiveness includes attraction
to the group, unity of purpose, quality of teamwaskd valued roles (Gill, 2000). The author
further argued that the MSCI was not developed feooonceptual framework, and items were
specific to basketball, which made the reliabilapd validity of the measures difficult to
establish. For that reason, Gill (2000) argued tlkeaearchers did not use the MSCI to study

cohesion.

Carron et al. (1985) found that there are threeomagasurement issues that characterized these
earlier studies of cohesion, which may have greatyntributed to the difficulty in the
measurement of cohesion. First, cohesion was tteage a unidimensional construct, thus
researchers only studied one factor of cohesiomehaattraction to the other group members.
This generated flawed findings because, basedsatefinition (Carron et al., 1998), cohesion is
characterized by a multidimensional nature, whicakes cohesion more than interpersonal
factors (Carron & Brawley, 2000). Second, as ndtgd.oughead and Hardy (2006), studies did
not measure interpersonal factors directly, but suead aspects related to interpersonal

attraction by examining factors such as group mesildesire to stay in their group (e.g.,
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Schacter, Ellerston, McBride & Gregory, 1951), granember’s affinity to their group (e.g.,
Converse & Campbell, 1968), and the importance graembers attached to group membership
(e.g., Arnold & Straub, 1973). Consequently, by suemg cohesion in diverse ways, the
findings could never be compared (Carron et al85)9And third, the psychometric properties
of these earlier studies were suspect. The usaradus and inappropriate measures of cohesion
made it practically impossible to establish thdatglity and/or validity of these measures
(Carron et al., 1985). Mudrack (1989) supporteds¢harguments by stating that confusion,

inconsistency, and sloppiness historically markedrheasurement of cohesion.

1.6.1 The Group Environment Questionnaire

In order to overcome some of the shortcomings diggrthe measurement of cohesion, research
called for the development of a measure that irmated the four dimensions of cohesion as
represented in the Carron et al. (1985) conceftaaiework for the study and measurement of
cohesion (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). And the resas whe development, from 1982 to 1984, of
the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ; Carroalet1985). As outlined by Carron et al.

(1985) the GEQ is an 18-item inventory that asseks#& dimensions of cohesion and items are
measured on a 9-point Likert scale anchored atetieemes by 1 (strongly disagree) and 9
(strongly agree). Out of the 18 items, 12 itemsdne®e be reverse-coded; thus higher scores

represent stronger perceptions of cohesiveness.

Research has shown that the GEQ is internally sterdiand demonstrates content (e.g., Carron

et al., 1985), concurrent (e.g., Brawley, Carron\8dmeyer, 1987), predictive (e.g., Carron,
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Widmeyer & Brawley, 1988; Eys & Carron, 2001; Wes& Weiss, 1991; Widmeyer, Brawley
& Carron, 1990; Williams & Widmeyer, 1991), and sgove factorial validity (e.g., Carron et
al., 1985; Li & Harmer, 1996). In fact, as outlinedthe GEQ test manual (Carron et al., 2002),
there is empirical evidence supporting that the GE@asures what it claims to measure.
Loughead and Hardy (2006) argued in favour of tB#€)Ghat the cornerstone of any instrument
lies in its validity. Moreover, to date, researcistshown that the GEQ is reliable and valid;
however, it is important for researchers to remantie validation is an on-going process rather
than an endpoint (Carron et al., 1998). But degpienfluence that the negatively worded items
have on internal consistency (Eys, Carron, Brayré&iey, 2003) as well as the influence of the
dynamic and multidimensional nature of cohesion thay lead to minor internal inconsistencies
(Carron et al., 2002), the GEQ still representsiiast measure of cohesion in sport (Eys et al.,
2003; Loughead & Hardy, 2006). In fact, negativelyrded items were incorporated in order to
counter response bias due to social desirabilitg, @ue to its dynamic and multidimensional
nature, it should be no surprise that team mentieare sometimes answered items assessing the

same manifestation of cohesion inconsistently (lbmagl & Hardy, 2006).

After the initial research (Carron et al., 1985 Cronbach alpha values (a) for the GEQ were
Individual Attractions to the Group-Task (ATG-T=a.75), Individual Attraction to the Group-
Social (ATG-S, a = .64), Group Integration-Task-{Gla = .70), and Group Integration-Social
(GI-S, a = .76) (Carron et al.,, 2002). The criterithat is usually approved as acceptable
reliability is a = .70 (Carron et al., 2002). Thdleors attributed the low internal consistency for
the ATG-S (a = .64) to the dynamic multidimensionature of the cohesion, because this would

mean that not all dimensions are equally presewisadifferent groups to the same extent at the
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same time in the development of the group. It wab&tefore be vitally important to thoroughly
understand the mechanisms surrounding cohesiomdier do accurately measure the concept

(Carron et al., 2002; Loughead & Hardy, 2006).

1.7 Conceptual model for the study of cohesion

Carron (1982) developed a conceptual model framiedmrthe examination of cohesiveness in
sport teams. Unlike the conceptual framework wisehves to identify the various components
of cohesion, this conceptual model outlines theousr elements that contribute to and result
from cohesion. The model outlined the major factbesd contribute to cohesion in sport teams as
well as the consequences of desirable levels oésioh in sport teams (Morris & Summers,
2004). The framework is a linear model consistifignputs, throughputs, and outputs (see
Figure 2; Carron, 1982). According to Carron (198B¢ inputs are the antecedents of cohesion,
the throughputs are the different manifestationsalfesion, and the outputs are viewed as the
consequences of cohesion. The antecedents comtgbiat cohesion are classified into four
categories: environmental, personal, leadershigd, gioup. All these factors will influence the
throughput of cohesion (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). fAs the consequences or outputs of
cohesion, the conceptual model classified them intividual and group outcomes (Carron,

1982). The author further classified both of thesgputs in terms of actual and relative

perceptions of performance.
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Figure 2 A conceptual model of cohesion.

1.7.1 Antecedents of cohesion

1.7.1.1 Environmental factors

1.7.1.1.1 Group resistance to disruption

In examining the group resistance to disruptionesatn relationship, Brawley et al. (1988)
conducted a study on elite male and female ath(ete89) that were sampled from a variety of
sports (e.g., ice hockey, volleyball, basketbaltcer, and field hockey). The athletes were asked
to identify events that they considered disruptvéheir team and they were subsequently asked

to rate the degree to which these events wouldismiptive. Additionally, the athletes also

23



completed the GEQ to measure team cohesion (Lodgkddardy, 2006). The results showed
that athletes who perceived high team cohesionedetiveir teams as more resistant to disruptive
events than athletes who perceived low levels amteohesion. These findings suggest that
there is a positive relationship between groupstasce to disruption and cohesion (Brawley et
al., 1988; Loughead & Hardy, 2006). In order to maknclusions about the way cohesion and
disruptive events are perceived by teams as aBuratyley et al. (1988) conducted another study
involving the same protocol but with different peigiants, as they took elite sport team athletes
and intramural sport team athletes and conductetiasiresearch to the first one with them. The
results showed that for both elite and intramuthleges, high perceptions of team cohesion was
paired with a view of their team as less vulnerabléisruptive events (Brawley, 1988). Taken
together, these findings suggest that regardledsedevel of competition, a positive relationship
characterises perceived cohesion and perceivedp gresistance to disruption (Loughead &

Hardy, 2006).

1.7.1.1.2 Group Size

Carron (1990) proposed that as groups increaséz& sohesion between group members is
reduced because the opportunity to develop strehgfionships between members is more
difficult in larger groups. Although research ore trelationship of group size to cohesion has
been limited, Widmeyer et al.’s (1990) study of ttmatter provides empirical evidence for

Carron’s (1990) suggestions. Widmeyer et al. (1990)ducted a study of the effects of group
size on cohesion, where they assigned individwatedms of three, six, and nine member team
participating in a 3-on-3 basketball league and @#&Q was administered in pre-season and

post-season to measure cohesion. The findings ftos study showed that as group size
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increased, perceptions of enjoyment decreasedcahesion decreased. Loughead and Hardy
(2006) thus argued that it is vital for coachesetmember that having an excessively large team
may be detrimental to the cohesiveness of the graug the individual's perceptions of
cohesion. Consequently, when attempting to devglopip cohesion within sport teams, it is
imperative that coaches, practitioners, and playemsember that larger groups may generate
more challenges. Basketball teams are normally oseg of twelve players and, taking into
consideration that larger group sizes can havéndetal effects on team cohesion, it is possible
that having a basketball team go through a coheBiolling programme can minimize the

negative effects of larger group sizes.

1.7.1.2 Personal factors

1.7.1.2.1 Sacrifice Behaviour

Prapavessis and Carron (1997b) conducted researobxamine the relationship between

cohesion and sacrifice behaviour, and the overadliigs suggested that there is a positive
relationship between cohesion and sacrifice beluaytbat is, as more sacrifice behaviour occurs
in a group, cohesion levels increase. Prapavesdi€arron (1997b) defined sacrifice behaviour
as the behaviour whereby an individual voluntaiigiates an action or gives up a privilege for

the sake of another individual or individuals witthaegard to reciprocity. The two authors

operationalized sacrifice behaviour as a multidisi@mal construct comprising four dimensions.

First, they referred to inside sacrifice as tadktesl sacrifices made by oneself and one’s
teammates in competitive and/or training situatidBecond, outside sacrifice was related to

sacrifices made by oneself and one’s teammatet or at home. Third, teammate’s social
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sacrifice represented sacrifices made by teammateslation to their social life. And fourth,
personal social sacrifice referred to sacrificeslenan one’s social life. In a similar study, Holt
and Sparkes (2001) identified that in teams witghhcohesion, individual members never
display selfish behaviour. Group members often péayhe point of exhaustion and sacrifice
personal battles for the benefit of the team. ldalFamer basketball coach Phil Jackson further
argued that good teams become great ones when éngbens trust each other enough to
surrender the ‘me’ for the ‘we’ (Jackson & Deleharit995). Loughead and Hardy (2006) thus
stated that coaches and team leaders should bedednio give credit to sacrifice behaviour and
encourage it so as to build and maintain a cohasive Moreover, it may be of great value to
bring each and every team member to believe thet thdividual actions contribute to the
fulfilment of a greater purpose (i.e., the teamg.Jackson and Delehanty (1995) mentioned, it is
not only trust among players that makes them leBsls, but also a sound knowledge of their

role and worth on the team.

1.7.1.2.2 Anxiety

Prapavessis and Carron (1996) studied the reldtiprizetween cohesion and competitive state
anxiety, and they noted that improving the dynanoica group may improve the psychological

state of an individual. The authors conducted mefean 110 high level athletes from a variety
of sports (e.g., basketball, soccer, rugby, icekagrand administered the GEQ at a midweek
practice and then assessed the intensity of cegniéinxiety, somatic anxiety, and self-

confidence with the State-Trait Anxiety Inventonjtden minutes prior to competition. The

results showed that athletes who expressed higkkrcbhesion on the GEQ had lower levels of

pre-competition cognitive anxiety. Although it impossible to make conclusions about the
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causation in the relationship between competittaéesanxiety and cohesion (Mellalieu, Hanton
& Fletcher, 2006), Prapavessis and Carron’s (19@@)ngs do hint that there is a possibility
that group level team building interventions carnance personal level variables (e.g., state

anxiety).

1.7.1.2.3 Work output

In their study of the relationship between cohesiod individual work output - operationalized
as a percentage of VO2 max using the participdrg&t rate and lactic acid levels, Prapavessis
and Carron (1997a) conducted research on 252 athtetes from a wide range of team sports
(e.g., rugby, soccer, netball, water polo) and Itesshowed that task cohesion was positively
related to individual work output. Loughead and d§af2006) supported this by stating that
athletes who perceived their team as more tasksoah@vere displaying higher work outputs.
Loughead and Hardy (2006) also reported that itudysof cohesion and work output, Bray and
Whaley (2001) found that work output-measured usingadapted version of Ryan’s (1982)
Expended Effort Scale from the Intrinsic Motivatimventory, was positively related to all four

dimensions of cohesion.

1.7.1.2.4 Self-handicapping

Carron, Prapavessis, and Grove (1994) defined é¢hm self-handicapping as the strategies
individuals use to protect their self-esteem by pithyg excuses for future events that may
impede success. The researchers believed spbe igddal sphere to examine self-handicapping
due to its highly evaluative nature, to the unégetyaof success, and to potential threats to self-

esteem if failure takes place. Carron et al. (1994¢h proposed that cohesive groups could
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provide individuals with psychological protection @iffusing potential threats to self-esteem. In
their study conducted on 221 male athletes, resoitdirmed that athletes with disposition to
self-handicapping (manifested through excuse makiege more likely to perceive their team
as lower in task cohesion. Loughead and Hardy (P@d@ported this point by stating that
overall, a negative relationship was found betweaetf-handicapping and task cohesion.
Considering the gender bias of the study condubte€arron et al. (1994), Hausenblas and
Carron (1996) conducted similar studies on bothenaadd female athletes, and their findings
were similar, which confirms Loughead and Hard¢8@6) statement that self-handicapping and
cohesion are negatively related. Therefore, grauprvention levels on cohesion may be
beneficial to individual athletes as they will inelitly enhance their psychological skills

(Loughead and Hardy, 2006).

1.7.1.2.5 Mood

Terry, Carron, Pink, Lane, Jones, and Hall (20@f)ntl that cohesion was associated with
individual moods. Their study was conducted usimg GEQ paired with the Profile of Mood
States-C developed by Terry, Keohane, and Lane6j1@erall, as outlined by Loughead and
Hardy (2006), the results indicated that when &sl@erceive themselves as part of a cohesive
group, they have the tendency to experience endamo®d. This suggests that team building
interventions can be beneficial to the psycholdgstate of the team members, as Loughead and
Hardy (2006) indicate, athletes who perceive thesim as high in terms of task cohesion were
more likely to feel less tension and anger. Insafasocial cohesion is concerned, athletes who
perceived their team as having high social cohesegls were more likely to feel high in vigour

and low in depression. One could thus argue, gsosed by Terry at al. (2000), that due to the
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enhanced moods that characterises a cohesive gestrgnger sense of enjoyment can develop
within the team and have positive effects on irdlial motivation and commitment to the team,

which in turn may be translated into improved perfance.

1.7.1.3 Leadership

The role of leaders is vital in developing teamesibn (Curtner-Smith, Wallace & Wang, 1999;
Westre & Weiss, 1991). Clear, consistent, unamhiguoommunication from coaches and
captains concerning various team dynamics playara mfluential role in cohesiveness (Carron
& Dennis, 2001). Moreover, Westre and Weiss (199%4ued that leaders who involve team
members in team decision-making processes helpet@lap cohesion by increasing each
player’s feeling of ownership and investment in tis@m. Westre and Weiss (1991) were one of
the first to study the relationship between cohegissing the GEQ) and leadership. Loughead
and Hardy (2006) reported that using male high-sclenerican football players, Westre and
Weiss (1991) found that players who perceived tlesiches to engage in higher levels of
training and instruction, democratic behaviour,iglosupport, and positive feedback perceived
higher levels of task cohesion. Pease and Kozu®4{1@plicated the Westre and Weiss (1991)
study on female high school basketball players ik results also revealed that coaching
behaviours were positively related to task coheditowever, these two studies could not make
inferences about the relationship between leaderdehaviour and social cohesion.
Consequently, Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, andtr@uos (1996) conducted research to
examine the leader behaviour-cohesion relationsmg, unlike Westre and Weiss (1991) and

Pease and Kozub (1994), they found that positiaeltiog behaviour was positively related to
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not only task cohesion but also social cohesiorkematogether, the results revealed that a
positive relationship between leadership and comesxists (Loughead & Hardy, 2006).
However, Jowett and Chaundy (2004) have shownitl&inot leader behaviours alone that are
important for team cohesion. In fact, they foundttathletes’ perceptions of the coach-athlete
relationship (e.g., commitment, closeness, and tamgntarities) explained more variance in
task and social cohesion than did leader behavibyrthemselves. In practical terms, since
research has found that there is a positive relship between strong leadership and group
cohesion level, interventions that aim at improviegdership skills in individuals within sport
teams can be of valuable importance towards tedldimg interventions as a whole (Loughead
& Hardy, 2006). Jowett and Chaundy (2004) propabed leaders, who are approachable and
friendly, yet rigorous and disciplined, engendesipwe coach-athlete relationships. Moreover,
according to Loughead and Carron (2002), researspart has shown that coaches who adopted
democratic behaviours, social support, sound tigiand instructions, and positive feedback had
more satisfied players. However, their results @islicate that player satisfaction is not directly
influenced by the leader's behaviour; rather, tbader behaviour-satisfaction relationship
operates through team cohesion. Consequently, esashould strive to increase player
satisfaction by building greater team unity. Lasbughead and Carron (2002) argued that
greater player satisfaction is accompanied witlebetervice quality, which in turn can enhance

performance.

1.7.1.4 Group factors

1.7.1.4.1 Norms
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Forsyth (1999) defined norms as the emergent censénstandards that regulate group
members’ behaviours. They provide direction andivatiobn, organize social interactions, and
make other people’s responses predictable and ngfahiForsyth (1999) added that norms are
developed in a unique manner depending on the fgpebiaracteristics of the group at hand.
Moreover, as the norms become accepted, they twonthe group’s stable structure, and are
transmitted to newcomers naturally, that is, withcoercion but through free will to adhere to
the norms of the group they wish to join. Gammaéggyron and Estabrooks (2001) were among
the first researchers to examine the influenceeafm norms on cohesion in sport (Loughead &
Hardy, 2006). Their study examined athletes’ altét towards off-season training and their
perceptions of cohesion and team norms, and thet ieslicated that when cohesion was high
and there was a high team productivity norm, ittled higher probability of off-season training.
But as Loughead and Hardy (2006) pointed out, tlveeee some limitations in the results
advanced by Gammage et al. (2001), for instandg,@mre type of norm was examined (i.e., the
norm for productivity in the off-season). This igpported by Munroe, Estabrooks, Dennis, and
Carron’s (1999) earlier argument stating that noaexisted within sport teams in four specific
contexts: practice, competition, off-season, amintesocial interactions. Taking the importance
of studying norms using real sport teams and tloé tfeat several norms exists within sport
teams, Patterson, Carron, and Loughead (2005) eeamihe influence of team norms on
cohesion. The results showed that athletes gavategte effort when on teams possessing
stronger norms for social interactions and higheamt social cohesion (Loughead & Hardy,

2006).

1.7.1.4.2 Roles
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Roles are defined as a pattern of behaviour thaixpected of a person in a social situation
(Carron & Hausenblas, 1998). Salazar (1996) adwhacether definition of roles and referred
to them as the sets of behaviour that are charsiiteof persons in a particular social context.
As noted by Eys, Beauchamp, and Bray (2006), teamlmers’ successful execution of role
responsibilities is critical to sport teams striyitowards successful performance. One particular
dimension that has attracted the interest of rebees in the realm of sport psychology is role
ambiguity, which refers to a lack of clear, cormmtinformation regarding the actions required
in a particular position (Eys & Carron, 2001). Teéemuthors have suggested that when role
ambiguity is low, players stop perceiving theira®las conflicting with their teammates’ roles,
which enables each participant to perform interddpat tasks harmoniously. Moreover, roles
are important in sport psychology because theyigeoplayers with the necessary guidance and
direction, and roles also help players assess pleeiormance through appropriate feedback (Eys
et al.,, 2006). The overall results from studiesroles and cohesion stress that when role
ambiguity is low, the perception of cohesion ishhgince all team members are not in conflict as
to their function on a team (Eys & Carron, 2001ugbead & Hardy, 2006). That is, when role
ambiguity is low, task cohesion is greater on speatms. Based on empirical evidence to date,
Loughead and Hardy (2006) affirmed that norms awldsr influence athletes’ perception of
cohesion; therefore, teams should spend considerafffiorts establishing standards of

expectations and having clearly defined roles t@napts of fostering higher levels of cohesion.

1.7.2 Other factors related to cohesion

1.7.2.1 The cohesion-collective efficacy relatidpsh

32



In sports that require a great deal of interdepeoele@and interaction to perform tasks, coaches
and practitioners alike have intuitively recognizitht collective efficacy and cohesion are
important variables to ensure successful outconkt=uze, Raimbault & Fontayne, 2006).
Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson and Zazanis (1995) defandidctive efficacy as “a sense of collective
competence shared among individuals when allocatmogrdinating, and integrating their
resources in a successful concerted response ¢disgtuational demands” (p. 309). Bandura
(1997) suggested that this construct has impomaplications for sport teams because it should
affect team choices, effort, persistence and pexdoce, especially in sports that required
interaction and interdependence to achieve taskessc(e.g., basketball). Bandura’s (1997)
suggestion prompted many researchers to examineeldggonship between collective efficacy
and cohesion in team sport. Paskevich, Brawleys@oand Widmeyer (1999) reported strong
correlations between task-related aspects of codresss and members’ shared beliefs about
collective efficacy. Volleyball players from unistty and club teams who perceived high task
cohesion also tended to perceive high overall ctile efficacy in their teams. The authors also
noted that relationships between cohesion andatléeefficacy were reciprocal. Similar results
were found by Kozub and McDonnell (2000) in a stualyolving seven rugby union teams.
They found that the two task cohesion dimension®wesitive predictors of collective efficacy,
with Group integration-task being slightly bett@an Individual attractions to the group-task.
Moreover, Kozub and McDonnell (2000) reported pesisignificant correlations between the
two social cohesion scales and collective efficatgken together, previous research provides

support for positive task cohesion — collectivecaify relationship (Heuze, et al., 2006).

1.7.2.2 Goal-setting and cohesion
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Johnson and Johnson (1987, p.132) identified apygoal as “a future state of affairs desired by
enough members of a group to motivate the groupwtok towards its achievement”.
Furthermore, they indicated that three aspectsmfggoal setting need to be addressed in order
to understand how group goals can influence gralfabour. These aspects are, the group goal
itself, the tasks the group must perform in orderathieve the goal, and the processes of
interaction among members that are necessary fuevdng the goal. Research suggests that
nearly all athletes set goals in their attemptpddorm successfully in their sporting activities
(Brawley, Carron & Widmeyer, 1992; Burton, Weinbehukelson & Weigand, 1993). Goal
setting can directly influence team cohesion bwigliog a team focus (goal). In turn, singular
group focus promotes intergroup communication auilifates overall team commitment and
satisfaction, all of which have been shown to epbateam cohesion (Carron et al., 2002).
Participating in the development of group goalsdsiés co-operation among group members
because individual members learn to recognize thmrs required by other members and
themselves for group success as well as the wagls iedividual must depend on the others,
which further leads to the development of a coleesinit (Widmeyer & Ducharme, 1997). As
reported by Widmeyer and Ducharme (1997), whileglage only a few studies (Brawley et al.,
1992; Widmeyer, Silva & Hardy, 1992; Widmeyer & Wiams, 1991) that have examined the
group goal-group cohesion relationship in sporg link between the variables appears rather
consistent. Having a team goal and team particdpati a team goal have been shown in at least

three studies to enhance cohesion especially tdsson of athletic teams.

1.7.2.3 Social support to develop team cohesion
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Members of a group must have a reason for workingether, and they need to be
interdependent, that is, to recognize their neadefach others’ experiences, abilities, and
commitment in order to accomplish group goals (Sha®81). According to Beebe and
Masterson (1994, p.308), a group is a “collectibpenple working with each other rather than
for someone”, thus individuals who work togethematithieve a common goal are considered as
members of a group. A sport team is a group (Sugasri999). Sport team members who
provide each other with several types of social psup (e.g., listening support, reality
confirmation support, and task appreciation suppuifer each other the opportunity to increase
their physical and emotional well-being (Rosenf&l®&Richman, 1997). Rosenfeld and Richman
stated that there are three types of support thatcan receive, namely tangible support (e.g.,
assisting someone in completing a task), infornmaticupport (e.g., telling an individual s/he is
part of a network of communication and mutual odtign), and emotional support (e.g.,
providing someone with comfort). The authors fartistated that research findings have
presented a positive relationship between the ksg@port an individual receives and her or his
physical and mental well-being (Burleson, Albrec&tSarason, 1994; Dean & Ensel, 1982;
Hardy, Richman, & Rosenfeld, 1991), evaluationsgajup cohesion (Manning & Fullerton,
1988; Westre & Weiss, 1991), and satisfaction withup experiences and leadership (Garland
& Barry, 1990). For example, social support prodidsy coaches has been positively related to
student-athletes’ perceptions of task cohesionigh school football teams (Westre & Weiss,
1991), cohesion in college basketball teams (W&iBsiedrichs, 1986), and higher performance
in collegiate football teams (Garland & Barry, 1998lso, team, as opposed to leader, support
has been related to soldiers’ perceptions of cohesi their groups (Manning & Fullerton,

1988). Complementing these findings, coach socippsrt has been found to relate to student-
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athletes’ satisfaction with their athletic expeden(Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986) and team
leadership (Schliesman, 1987). These findings sigti|t encouraging more social support
(e.g., listening support, reality confirmation sopp and task appreciation support) may be

beneficial to a group cohesion-building programme.

1.7.2.4 Status and cohesion

Status has been defined as the amount of importangeestige possessed by or accorded to
individuals by virtue of their position in relatido others (Jacob & Carron, 1997). According to
Jacob and Carron (1998), in social psychologicsg¢aech, such attributes as education, income,
experience, occupation, language, religion, gralg, @bility, urbanity, marital status, race, and
parents’ occupations have been found to be assdardth the status of individuals within micro
and macro groups. And insofar as the sporting wisrldoncerned, Jacob and Carron’s (1997)
studies have reported that the most important esuot status in sport teams are competitive
experience, performance ability and team role @afito-captain). Individuals are not identical
in terms of the degree to which they possess varstatus attributes (Jacob & Carron, 1998).
The possession of various attributes consideredhipent within a specific context (e.g. the
culture, the organization, the group, or the teaomtributes to the overall status of an individual,
referred to as ‘status rank’. In both macro androngroups, differences in status ranks create
differential expectations for the behaviour of widuals (Goodman & Gareis, 1993), affect
attributions for responsibility (Caine & Schlenk&g79) and influence the amount of interaction
and communication that takes place (Driskell & Muall 1990). Also, individuals who have a
higher status rank within a group are perceiveidit@te more interactions and communications,

and their ideas are more readily accepted by otjreup members (Martinez, 1989).
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Furthermore, a lack of consensus on status rankitign a group has been shown to contribute
to conflicting expectations, feelings of injustiaed discomfort (Zimmermann, 1985). Jacob and
Carron’s (1998) study with collegiate athletes eixesd the relationship between status and
cohesion, and they have found that in sports teamge any other group structures, it is the
consensus on status ranks in groups that are tlseimportant. They also found that in teams
where there is greater consensus on the relatimkings of individual members, the

associativeness among individuals is stronger,ral&clarity, goal achievement, team success,
and group effectiveness are all superior. Conseatyehey concluded that it is the reaching of a
consensus with regard to status ranks that is mgsbrtant to cohesiveness in sport teams

(Jacob & Carron, 1998).

1.7.2.5 Jealousy and cohesion

Kamphoff, Gill, and Huddleston (2005) stated timathie investigation of jealousy in the sporting

world, it is necessary to move away from the roncadéfinitions of the concepts, and adopt a
more social approach. Thus, they suggested tisairbre appropriate to study social comparison
jealousy in attempts to establish jealousy-cohesatetionships. Social comparison jealousy is
defined as feelings, thoughts, and behaviours ticaur when another person enjoys more
success (Bers & Rodin, 1984). Researchers haveifiddna number of antecedents of social

comparison jealousy. Specifically, Silver and Sal{t978) stated that social comparison

jealousy results when one person diminishes theisstar self-esteem of another person. For
example, naming one athlete as team captain couldrlanother athlete’s self-esteem and how
important they feel as a member of the team. BedsRodin (1984) found that people react in a

jealous manner when another person is superioromesway or when another achieves
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something that is desired. Social comparison jeslan sport may be very common because
athletes are similar and constantly compare therese¢b each other (Kamphoff et al., 2005). In
their study exploring the jealousy-cohesion relatip, Kamphoff et al. (2005) found that first,
almost 90% of the athletes expressed feeling vgryglagrees of jealous sentiments in their
teams, second, they also found that jealousy ahdsion have a strong negative relationship,
which means that jealousy may have detrimentatesffen team processes and create a negative
climate that may turn into a decrease in coheswgnl$. Although the literature on jealousy and
cohesion does not seem to provide set procedurés Bew coaches and sport psychologist
should combat jealousy in sport (Kamphoff et aD0%), there is a general consensus that it is

imperative for coaches to find solutions to lineajousy within their teams.

1.7.2.6 Gender and cohesion

The literature on group dynamics is replete witstamces where gender has been found to be a
moderator of fundamental relationships (Carron, &\Burke, 2007). Carron et al. (2002) found
that the cohesion-performance relationship is reeption; the association between cohesion and

performance is significantly greater in female tedhan it is in male teams.

1.7.3 The cohesion-performance relationship / cpuesieces of cohesion

While considerable research has examined the at@eteof cohesion as well as other factors
related to cohesion, the focus of most researdenarea of cohesion and team building has
addressed the consequences of cohesion (Gill, 200€jct, as argued by Loughead and Hardy

(2006), researchers, practitioners, coaches, asayerd implicitly place great emphasis on the
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importance of the cohesion-performance relationghig., Bloom, Stevens & Wickwire, 2003),

with the general assumption that more cohesiortebfor performance (Hardy, Eys & Carron,
2005). Moreover, it has been argued that regardiesise empirical presence of a relationship
between cohesion and performance, coaches preferotk with close, cohesive teams as

opposed to non-cohesive teams (Miller, 1997).

The overall picture from the sport-specific litena from the past is somewhat perplexing in that
some studies have indicated positive relationshgisreen cohesion and performance, meaning
that the more cohesive a team is, the more likelg to demonstrate better performance and
unity (Arnold & Straub, 1973; Ball & Carron, 197Kjein & Christiansen, 1969; Martens &
Peterson, 1971). Conversely, some scholars haverteep negative relationships between
cohesion and performance (Landers & Luschen, 1B&dk, 1969; McGrath, 1962). This trend
continued when Williams and Widmeyer (1991) fouhdtttask cohesion was a better predictor
of performance rather than social cohesion, whi¢e® and Sewell (1994) found limited support
for a relationship between task cohesion and pmdorce, but stressed the importance of social
cohesion in relation to enhanced performance. @Gaand Chelladurai (1981) proposed a
plausible explanation to these contradictory figdinand argued that the type of sport can
determine the effect of cohesion on performancefatn, the authors argued that interactive
sports (e.g., basketball, rugby, soccer) requirggher levels of interdependence and more
complex interactions than coactive sports (e.gmge competing in athletics and swimming).
Carron and Chelladurai (1981) thus argued that sioheperformance relationship is more

positive in interactive sports rather than coactperts. Moreover, one could intuitively assume
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that the disparate findings could be caused b#nly failure to address all the elements (mood,

group size, leadership etc.) that affect an indiglts perception of team cohesion.

The use of cross-lagged panel study has been fiequeohesion research examining the causal
direction of the cohesion-performance relationsfepy., Carron & Ball, 1978; Martens &
Peterson, 1972; Slater & Sewell, 1994). Lougheattardy (2006) described the cross-lagged
design and stated that it involves the measurewofectthesion and performance on (at least) two
occasions (e.g., early season and late season msesus). Consequently, data examined
within the same time panel (e.g., correlation betwghe early season measurement and late
season measurement) is pertinent to the preserene a$sociation between these two variables.
Moreover, as the authors suggested, informatiorcermmg the associations between early
season cohesion and late season performanceghesion as the cause of performance) as well
as between early season performance and late seakesion (i.e., cohesion as the result of
performance) is spawned. With regard to the causkitionship between cohesion and
performance, Mullen and Cooper (1994, p.215) ndted “either direction is possible, on the
one hand, group cohesiveness could energize aad diroup members towards successful task
completion, and on the other hand, excellence ifopeance should make group members feel
much better about the group”. Carron and Ball (3%&lied the cross-lagged design to their
study with ice-hockey teams, and their results estgggl an effect of performance on
cohesiveness but showed no support for the infliesfccohesiveness on later performance
success. Conversely, Slater and Sewell (1994) folaidthere is a circular association between
cohesion and performance, with a slight dominamoenfcohesion to performance. In other

words, their findings suggested that there is anger positive magnitude in the cohesion-to-
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performance correlation as opposed to the perfocerém-cohesion correlation. The
cohesiveness literature on the causality of thaticeiship between cohesion and performance
presented contradictory findings (Carron & Ball,789 Martens & Peterson, 1972; Mullen &
Cooper, 1994; Slater & Sewell, 1994), and as Loaghaend Hardy (2006) asserted, to gain a
better understanding of these findings, a moreegyatic and objective method such as the meta-
analysis technique is a good method for summaritzirge bodies of contradictory findings. This
techniqgue employs effect sizes (a standardizedeycior allow comparison across studies.
Subsequently, Mullen and Cooper (1994) reviewederental and correlational findings from

a diverse sample of studies taken from the busjime#isary, and sport domains to examine the
cohesion-performance relationship (Loughead & Har2306). Their findings advanced that
while more cohesion may cause enhanced performaecgrmance has a larger impact on a
team’s resultant cohesion. This was supported BysGR000) statement affirming that the
cohesiveness literature suggests that causaliysffoom performance success to cohesiveness,
and that evidence in the other direction is weakesdt. Despite the use of the meta-analysis
technique, it is evident that the body of literatwon the causal direction of the cohesion-
performance relationship still presents rather mststent findings, and as Loughead and Hardy
(2006) concluded their discussion on the mattee should guard against claiming that a
performance-to-cohesion causal relationship is tengely established, because it still is not.
Researchers and practitioners should be aware eofdlationship and wisely interpret their

findings in the context of their research.
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Widmeyer et al. (1993) as well as other researddergified several variables that may have an
impact on the cohesion-performance relationshigyTdivided these variables into moderating

and mediating variables.

Moderator variables affect the conditions underolhcohesion and performance are related
(Widmeyer et al., 1993). Task characteristics maytlie most important variable for sport.
Widmeyer et al. (1993) noted that positive relagitips had generally been reported for divisible
tasks (task into subtask, such as basketball aocegp and negative relationships for unitary
tasks (task does not entail mutual assistance, asachowling or rowing). “Group drive” is
another moderator proposed by Widmeyer et al. ()1983d they argued that if cohesiveness
enhances commitment to team goals, and if teamsgealphasize important individual
contributions, then cohesiveness should enhanderpence for coactive as well as interactive
sports. Another moderating variable is group norerg] studies have confirmed that highly
cohesive groups outperformed less cohesive groopsibthe group norms called for better
performance (Gill, 2000). The team climate alsoyplan important role in the way group
members perceive team cohesion, in fact, Heuzea8ar Maserio, and Raimbault’'s (2006)
study with female elite basketball and handballygta revealed that a task-involving climate
positively predicted changes in athletes’ perceystiof group integration-task and collective
efficacy whereas an ego-involving climate negayiy@ledicted changes in athletes’ perceptions
of social cohesion (ATG-S and GI-S) and the indrals perceptions of task unity within the
group as a whole (GI-T). One last moderator isdffect that winning or losing has on team
performance and thus team cohesion, and studietucted by Matheson, Mathes and Murray

(1997) showed that cohesion levels of coacting teenere higher than interacting teams on the
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ATG-T, GI-T, and GI-S subscales, for preseasomrafinning and after losing. Interacting team
members' scored higher than coacting teams on Tit&& scale only during the preseason and
winning. Coacting team members scored higher faligwa loss, rather than a win, on all

cohesion scales. In contrast, interacting team neesnbcored higher on all scales, after a win,

than a loss.

To better appreciate the cohesiveness-performaiagonship in sport, it is important to also
consider mediating variables, that is, how and wdohesiveness influences performance
(Widmeyer et al., 1993). The authors proposed tst@fnility, role clarity, and role acceptance as
likely mediators. In fact, Widmeyer et al. (1998)ted that researchers have tended to overlook
the fact that too many variations in team stabitibuld drastically influence the development
and maintenance of cohesion. Furthermore, the eitlrgued that having clear roles that are
accepted by all group members may provide sufficirection to the team and influence the
cohesion and/or performance of the team. The lastiator was pointed out by Martens and
Peterson (1972) when they found that satisfactlapspa major role in the cohesion performance
relationship. In fact, their study with basketbsdhms discovered that a circular relationship

exists between team cohesion, team performancdgandsatisfaction.

While the results of all these cohesion-performastcelies do not provide consistent findings

regarding the cause-effect relationship betweemrsioh and team effectiveness or performance,
Carron et al. (2002) argued that the overall pattéresult does support a conclusion that when
groups are more cohesive they are more effectiveh&more, overall research on team sport

demonstrates a positive relationship between grooipesion and performance (Carron &
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Chelladurai, 1981; Hardy et al., 2005; Widmeyealgt2003; Yukelson, 1997). After a review of
the majority of the literature concerning the relaship between cohesion and performance, one
could argue that the constant failure to providensbexplanations concerning the relationship
between the cohesion and performance may actuallgalnsed by the incessant association of
the two constructs. In fact, one could better usiderd the relationship between performance and
cohesion, and vice versa, if one considered thedependent variables that were influenced by
various moderating as well as mediating variabkeg.( team climate, team roles, and team
goals). The argument would be that performance camsion are not directly related, in that
there are numerous other variables (e.g., teams,rtdam norms, team goals) that exist between
the two constructs, and it is the change in thes@bles that would contribute to the betterment
or impairment of performance and/or cohesion. Retance, one could argue that cohesion does
not directly influence performance but it first lunces the team climate and team role
definition, which in turn influences performancendA similarly, performance would first
influence motivation and sacrifice behaviour, whichturn would influence team cohesion.
Arising from this argument, one could better apjatec the need of a cohesion-building
programme incorporating interventions that airméience the various factors that are linked to

cohesion in an attempt to better team cohesiorteand performance.

1.8 Basketball and international research on cohemn in basketball

Researchers have identified basketball as an ctieeasport, due to the high levels of
interdependence and interaction between the playetshe coach (Carron et al., 1985; Hardy et

al., 2005; Yukelson, 1997). The same authors haggested that due to the nature of the sport,
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the nature of the cohesion-performance relationshipstrong and positive in basketball,
regardless of gender or level of competition. Baskiéis a teansportinvented in 1891 by Dr.
James Naismith, in which two teams of five actil@yprs each try to score points against one
another by propelling ball through a 10 feet (3 m) high hoop (the goal) uratganized rules.
Basketball is one of the most popular and widebwad sports in the world (Cousy Power Jr.,
1983; Wikipedia, 2008). Points are scored by simgothe ball through the basket from above;
the team with more points at the end of the ganmswithe ball can be advanced on the court by
bouncing it @ribbling) or passing it between teammates. Disruptive glaysiontact fouls) is

not permitted and there are restrictions on howlhk can be handled/iplationg. Through
time, basketball has developed to involve commohrigues of shooting, passing and dribbling,
as well as players' positions, and offensive anférggve structures. Typically, the tallest
members of a team will play centre, the shortesnber usually plays "point" while often the
best ball handlers are guards. While competitiveketball is carefully regulated, numerous

variations of basketbatave developed for casual play. In some counthiasketball is also a

popular spectator sport (Wikipedia, 2008). The nsostcessful basketball players and coaches
all recognize that cohesion is very important teitlsport and to sport in general (Carron et al.,
2007; Jackson & Delehanty, 1995; Morris & Summe@04). Jackson and Delehanty (1995)
stated that the most important feature that charaed the Chicago Bulls was that players and
coaches alike surrendered their personal intetess®mething larger than themselves, and the
subsequent sense of togetherness allowed them s l®iccessful as winning six national
championships in eight years. Phil Jackson (Natidasketball Association-NBA-Hall of
Famer; Chicago Bulls basketball coach, six-time NB#ampions; LA Lakers coach, three-time

NBA champions) quoted: “Good teams become great amgen members trust each other
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enough to surrender the ‘me’ for the ‘we’ (Jack8obelehanty, 1995). Even the greatest of all,
Michael Jordan (NBA Hall of Famer, Olympic Gold Maist, World Championship winner,
Chicago Bulls, six-time winners of NBA Championshgdmitted that cohesion is crucial to
success, when the player quoted: “Naturally thexe going to be some ups and downs,
particularly if you have individuals trying to aelve at a high level. But when we stepped in
between the lines, we knew what we were capabimioig. When a pressure situation presented
itself, we were plugged into one another as a debamit. That's why we were able to come
back so often and win so many close games. Anéstivily we were able to beat more talented

teams” (Jordan, 1994, p.23).

Numerous studies have been conducted on group dgmand performance in basketball in
North America and Europe, and overall results psegaqositive links between cohesiveness and
performance in basketball (Arnold & Straub, 1973itlBr, 1997; Hardy et al., 2005; Klein &
Christiansen, 1969; Loughead & Hardy, 2006; Mart&n®eterson, 1971; Widmeyer et al.,
1990). Martens and Peterson’s (1971) study invglawver 1200 male intramural basketball
players on 144 teams constituted an early benchimasgort cohesiveness research, generating
some of the strongest support for a positive peréorce-cohesion relationship. In their study of
group resistance to disruption, Brawley et al. @3&nducted a study on elite male and female
basketball athletes, and the results showed tlde¢tas who perceived strong team cohesion
viewed their team as more resistant to disruptixents than athletes who perceived weak team
cohesion. Widmeyer et al. (1990) conducted a stodgstigating the effects of group size on
team cohesion. The researchers used basketbadrplagd assigned them to teams of three, six,

and nine players to compete in a 3-on-3 baskelbafjue and cohesion was measured pre and
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post-season. They found that social cohesion weatgr among the teams consisting of six
players, and that task cohesion was higher ineébhen$ of three. The teams consisting of nine
payers did not show significant variations in cohesess. Prapavessis and Carron (1996)
investigated the relationship between competitimtesanxiety and cohesion among basketball
players, and the results indicated that athletes wtpressed higher task cohesion had lower
levels of precompetition cognitive anxiety. BraydaWhaley (2001) also used basketball players
to investigate the relationship between work ougmd team cohesion. Their results pointed out
that work output was positively related to all faimensions of cohesion on the GEQ, and they
concluded that cohesion is positively related wiviidual work output. Basketball players were
also used by Hausenblas and Carron (1996) to fgletitie relationships between self-
handicapping and team cohesion. They have fourtds#i&thandicapping, reflected by excuse-
making, was related to task-cohesion. Pease andlX{d£94) also investigated the association
between cohesion and leadership with basketbalfepda They took a sample of female
basketball players and assessed cohesion levelg alibh their perceptions of their coach, and
the results showed that athletes who perceived to@ich to display supportive and democratic
coaching behaviour also perceived their team tonbee task-cohesive. However, their results
did not indicate associations between coaching\Wwetinand social cohesion. Eys and Carron
(2001) examined roles and role ambiguity among emsity basketball players, and they found
that task cohesion is related to role ambiguitthet when task cohesion is greater on basketball
teams, role ambiguity is low. Yukelson, Weinbengd dackson (1984) developed an operational
measure of cohesion. It was a multidimensional groahesion instrument specifically designed
for intercollegiate basketball teams. Its purposes v assess group cohesion based on both task-

related and social-related forces that presumakigt én intercollegiate basketball (Ostrow,
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2002). However, because the instrument’'s religbiéihd validity was difficult to establish
because of its basketball specific nature, reseasctid not make extensive use of it (Gill,

2001).

1.9 South African research on sport psychology angroup dynamics

Despite the numerous studies on mental preparatiomgby that have been conducted insofar
as South Africa is concerned (Edwards & Edward§,720somewhat limited studies have been
carried out in terms of groups and group dynam¥@n den Heever, Grobelaar, and Potgieter
(2007) conducted studies on the factors that duuttito better performance in South African
netball teams and their results suggested thatfaetion and strong leadership among players
can lead to increased performance. Very little jghield research has been conducted on
basketball in South Africa (Lyoka & Bressan, 2008hd despite studies such as the one
conducted by Lyoka and Bressan (2003) on decisiakimg in basketball players and coaches,
there is a dearth of research on group dynamidmsketball in South Africa. Basketball is an
interactive sport (Carron et al.,, 1985) and sinesearch findings advanced a positive
relationship between cohesiveness and performancan be of great value for basketball in

South Africa if research is carried out on cohesion

1.10 Developing a cohesion-building programme
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Although the benefits of a cohesive group now seather straightforward, orchestrating a
group of individuals -all with different persona$, backgrounds, and personal goals- to work
together towards a common objective can be a rahduous task (Yukelson, 1997). It is
therefore crucial for coaches and practitionerméke efforts to develop more cohesive groups
through team building. Widmeyer and Ducharme (1985cribed team building as the process
of attempting to enhance a team’s locomotion a$ agelts maintenance. Locomotion is related
to productivity or performance whereas maintenaisceeflective of a team’s ability to stay
together or be cohesive. The emphasis is placeénbrancing performance and increasing

perceptions of team cohesion.

The sport-related team-building literature is ia ibhfancy and there is a dearth of empirical
research examining the effectiveness of team mgldinterventions (Carron, Spink &
Prapavessis, 1997; Hardy & Crace, 1997; Voight 8aghan, 2001; Yukelson, 1997). This is
mostly due to the fact that most studies on teaildibg have been conducted in the business
and industrial settings (Hardy & Crace, 1997)sltiorthy to note that in a meta-analysis of 126
studies from business and industry contexts, teaitdibg interventions were found to be the
most effective techniques to enhance satisfactimiveork-related attitudes (Loughead & Hardy,
2006).

In general, two types of team-building approach&gehbeen used in sport settings, the direct
approach and the indirect approach (Eys & Carr6012Loughead & Hardy, 2006). The direct
approach involves a consultant working closely with team and its players in a “hands on”

manner; the consultant is a direct participanthie team building process (Carron et al., 1997).
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This approach actively includes team members intéhen building process, thus empowering
the athletes, which in turn fosters a sense of ostie in the team building programme
(Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Moreover, as Carron e{(2007) noted, the coach often takes the
role of the consultant in this approach, since neoosiches tend to work implicitly or explicitly
on the development of a more cohesive team. Howehery noted, in such a case, it is
imperative that the coach has adequate knowledgearh building theories and practices.
Yukelson (1997) developed a direct approach to teaiding, and it consists of four stages. The
first sage is the assessment stage, and this allevsonsultant to gain and understanding of the
existing team dynamics. The second stage is theatidn stage; at this stage, the nature of
groups is presented to the team. Third, a braimstgy stage will allow for the identification of
areas for enhancement. And fourth, the implementastage which entails applying tailored
team building strategies that were generated irptegious stage. Team members are actively
participating in all stages of the process, thugp@aering themselves (Loughead & Hardy,
2006). Applied sport psychology researchers andsultants have used and still use this
approach to develop team building procedures (Bld&®tevens, 2002; Voight & Callaghan,
2001). The indirect approach involves the consulasrking with the team’s coaches, whereby
the coaches are responsible for implementing thm-euilding strategies suggested to them by
the sport psychologist (Carron et al., 1997). Taesaltant serves a more educational role, and
the empowered coach takes up the role of the tealaeb, which may increase the likelihood of
a successful intervention (Carron et al., 2007yr&aand Spink (1993) developed a modus
operandi and conceptual framework for an indirgiraach to team building (see Figure 3).
This approach consists of four stages. First, twdductory stage presents the rationale for the

team building programme. Second, the coach is ptedewith a conceptual framework so as
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they gain a better understanding of the team mglgirocess (see Figure 3). Third, the practical
stage entails the coach brainstorming with the glbaust to identify strategies that impact on the
factors in the conceptual framework (team procedsesn structures, team environment). And
fourth, the intervention stage is when the coacingslement the team building strategies
previously developed. The empirical-based eviddocehe indirect approach to team building
has been found to be positive in the sport and ceseersetting (Carron & Spink, 1993;

Estabrooks & Carron, 1999).

Team Ztructure

Team norms
Team roles
Leadership

Team processes Team cohesion

Team goals _ Social cohesion
Comtnuncation Task cohesion

Sacrifices

Team enviromment

Togetherness
Distinctiveness

Figure 3.Conceptual framework for team building.

Loughead and Hardy (2006) suggested that researdteuld incorporate elements of both
direct and indirect approaches in their intervamgio Yukelson (1997) stressed that the
assessment of the situation is the most importartt gf any good team building intervention.

However, Carron and Spink’s (1993) indirect appholacks this assessment feature. But Carron

and Spink’s (1993) conceptual framework providesaclguidance based on sound theory.
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Combining the advantages of each method and takimdpest of both can allow the researchers
or consultants to maximize the effectiveness oir titerventions (Loughead & Hardy, 2006).
Regardless of the approach taken, researchers Hivé&igCallaghan, 2001; Yukelson, 1997)
indicated that group effectiveness is most likelyoe improved when all athletes are included as
active participants in the team building procesghir-status members of the teams (captains,
highly skilled athletes, or senior athletes) shoaldo be involved in the development and
implementation of the team building interventionarder to increase the sense of commitment
among other team members (Carron & Hausenblas,; M¥8&Ison, 1997). Stevens and Bloom
(2003) used a combination of both direct and irddiegoproaches in their study of the effects of
team building on cohesion, and their results showesignificant improvement in the team’s
cohesiveness. This argues for the adequacy ofsthefua less conventional approach to the team
building process, taking the best of both direai amdirect techniques in order to match the

specific needs of the research at hand.

1.10.1 Some sport- related team-building strategies

Team performance profiling: Yukelson (1997) empbedithe importance of assessing the
situation prior to any intervention, and one methoien used by researchers is team
performance profiling (Carron et al., 2007). Thisthod operates by assessing a team’s primary

strengths and weaknesses and also to facilitatesgting (Butler & Hardy, 1992). With this
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strategy, as outlined by Carron et al. (2007),eddldl collectively identify all the characteristics
(physical, mental, tactical etc.) of their sportqeved to be most important for success. The
athletes then rate each of the characteristicerimg of their importance on a scale of 1 (least
important) to 10 (most important), which is thedtlscore. Next, the athletes are asked to rate
their team’s current level for each characteriséigain on a scale from 1 (could not be any
worse) to 10 (could not be any better), which i ¢lrrent score. Finally, the current score for
each characteristic is subtracted from the ideatesogenerating the discrepancy score. Larger
discrepancy scores indicate that more attentiomldhioe paid to that characteristic, and group
goals should be set accordingly (Carron et al.,72(@&tevens & Bloom, 2003). Carron and
Hausenblas (1998) added that team performancelipgofs particularly beneficial in that it

allows all team members to express their opinions.

1.10.1.1 Team name

According to Carron and Spink’s (1993) conceptuahmework for team building,
distinctiveness, as part of the team’s environmenta considerable factor in bringing about
higher cohesion levels in sport teams. Elaboratinrgam name, a team logo, a team mission
statement (Carron & Spink, 1993; Sugarman, 1999kame aspects of a team’s distinctiveness.
In fact, having a team name for instance can pre@dustrong sense of identity among the team
members, thereby enhancing a sense of belonginthegoteam. Carron and Spink (1993)
advanced one way of creating a team name, andvdaivies the whole team brainstorming
adjectives or words that qualify the charactersst€ all the team members, as well as the team
itself. After having produced a certain number djeatives (e.g., smart, elegant, etc.), the team

reaches a consensus as to what name (e.g., ParBbéss Hurricane, etc.) personifies all the
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adjectives the most. It is imperative that all mensbrelate to the name, in order to ensure a

strong sense of identification.

1.10.1.2 Generating team norms

One way to develop team norms is proposed by M{&97), and it involves implementing
discussions and obtaining consensus about the ioeisof the ideal player. Team members are
asked to generate a profile of how the ideal playeuld react to particular situations (e.qg.,
practice, competition, social evenings). The teamlivided into small heterogeneous groups and
each group is presented with the same list of thgimtal yet realistic situations for which they
generate ideas on how the perfect player wouldtreafter a certain period of time, a
spokesperson for each group presents their idethe tawhole team. The team then discusses the
ideas until they reach a consensus of what thepéaigle and unacceptable behaviours are for

various situations.

1.10.1.3 Team goals

According to Sugarman (1999), everyone needs torbthe same page when it comes to team
goals. If everyone is striving towards the samadhhen this will help cohesion develop. The

author stated that it is vital that members knovawtheir personal goals are, but they must also
know what their teammate’s goals are, as this alibw them to support each other towards

achieving their goals. The team performance prafilinethod allows for coaches to establish the

areas where improvement is needed and turn theses @anto team goals, and since it is the
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product of all team members’ opinions, they areuegt$ to match individual goals (Carron et al.,

2007).

1.10.1.4 Team meetings

Having periodic meetings is a good way to chec&viérything is going well within the team
(Sugarman, 1999). Moreover, meetings are goodtgituavhere the team members can improve
the communication levels of their team (Yukelso®97). Direct assessment given by players is

the most accurate way to determine the amountldsiveness on the team (Sugarman, 1999).

1.10.1.5 Communication

Effective communication (which involves effectivenismitting and listening skills) has been
identified as the most important factor in devetgpiand maintaining effective teamwork
(Stevens, 2002). Consequently, team members andhe®ashould be encouraged to
communicate in an open, supportive, and empathaditner, which is best achieved via regular
team meetings in which all members are encourageshare information and discuss matters

that affect the team directly (Yukelson, 1997).

1.10.1.6 Respect between players

There should be mutual respect among members (®agal999). One way to achieve this was
proposed by Munroe, Terry and Carron (2002), arskrdglly, each member writes down
(confidentially and independently) why each teanemsita valued member of the team. Next the
athletes’ comments are collated by the coach osWdtant and a single summary sheet is made

up for each athlete. Apart from fostering mutuapexct, Munroe et al. (2002) argued that it
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provides players with an insight as to how thelesaare viewed within the team as well as what
makes them important. Clarifying role expectatiamsl helping each individual feel valued, as
well as having teammates to get to know each athexSponsibilities to help build mutual

understanding can also be used to develop teansicoh&nd confidence (Gill, 2000).

1.10.1.7 Continuity in practice

Sugarman (1999) also argued that having continaifyractice can help a team develop a sense
of confidence. The author argued that people agatares of habit, and the feeling of safety
provided by continuity can develop a sense of comémnong the team, which in turn can

enhance team cohesion.

1.10.2 Threats to cohesion

1.10.2.1 Social loafing

Social loafing refers to the reduction of indivitledfort exerted when people work in groups
compared with when they work alone (Franzoi, 20@6)collective task can sometimes trap
group members in a social dilemma. Group memberng want to do their share to help the
group reach its goals, but at the same time theyesmpted to concentrate on their personal goals
(Franzoi, 2006). This often results in members gmgain free riding, that is, doing less than
their share of the work , yet still share equatiythe group’s rewards. Hardy (1990) suggested

that social loafing is consistent with the socetilfitation phenomenon in that ‘evaluation’ of

56



performance is the key issue. In social loafingidyg1990) added, the absence of performance
evaluation contributes to motivation losses, whelieasocial facilitation the presence of others
increases performance evaluation and consequertdigdses motivation. However, the author
noted that social loafing is not the only form afspible motivation loss in sport. But it is
imperative for coaches and team members to cosbméal loafing so as to avoid behaviours that
can be detrimental to the team’s cohesiveness ambrmance (Hardy, 1990). Hodge and
McKenzie (1999) proposed that it is necessary ieldp ways to identify, recognise, evaluate,
and reward each team member’s role as well asibatitms. Moreover, they proposed that
leaders must try to increase members’ sense obmegplity towards the performance of the
team, mainly through better team interaction ad aglsetting and commitment to team goals.
Finally, Hodge and McKenzie (1999) stressed thatelbping a sense of team pride and
collective team identity will make team effort atehm success a personal endeavour for each
member. Hardy (1990) noted that the means thathesaor practitioners can use to control
social loafing are all team building strategiest thian at improving cohesion levels, thus, it can
be inferred that improving levels of cohesiveness bave positive effect on the controlling of

social loafing in team sports.

1.10.2.2 Cliques and adverse effects on team comesi

Cliques become a problem then there is more loyaltiiat subgroup than there is to the team as
a whole (Sugarman, 1999). Unresolved conflicts sametimes spark the formation of cliques.
Hardy et al. (2005) found that when members becomee loyal to a selected few members, it
can have debilitating effects on the team’s pertoroe because members are engaging in

negative intra-team competition and develop anityaanong players which in turn divide the
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team. Coaches and other team leaders must beigensihegative attitudes displayed by team
members and they must also encourage open comrtioniead trust as a way to resolve team

conflicts (Hardy et al., 2005).

1.10.2.3 Groupthink and cohesion

Research has reported that strong team cohesiomdmag positive effects on team performance
and individual performance (Carron et al., 2002, @000; Hardy et al., 2005). However, as
Forsyth (1999) noted, very cohesive unit may suffem groupthink, a distorted style of
thinking that renders groups members incapableakimg rational decisions. According to Janis
(1982), groupthink is a mode of thinking in whiclegple engage in when they are deeply
involved in a cohesive in-group, when the membaeatsvings for unanimity override their
motivation to realistically appraise substitute isms of actions. During groupthink, members try
so hard to agree with one another that they malstakés and commit errors that could have
easily be avoided with a clearer and more objectivadset (Forsyth, 1999). Janis (1982)
identified cohesiveness as the factor that cortetbihe most to the rise of groupthink. The
author added that when cohesiveness reaches higls,lé& limits the amount of dissent in the
group to the point that internal disagreementsiesmessary for good decision making- disappear.
Forsyth (1999) thus pointed out that it is impottrat coaches and members alike encourage
good decision-making by allowing for criticisms asdbjective views to be outspoken in a

respectful and constructive environment.

1.11 Maintaining cohesion
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For a group to achieve high cohesion levels, imigerative that coaches and practitioners make
maximum efforts to control all possible threatsctiesion. Once the team has reached a high
level of cohesion, it is important to maintain itthat level (Sugarman, 1999). The coach and
players need to keep the team on the same tratih#sagotten them to the point they are at
currently. Sugarman (1999) suggests that havinggier meetings plays an important role in
this as it allows for reflections and readjustingcase the team is drifting away from its optimal
situation. Moreover, the author stated that anyntean always improve, as there are always
elements that can be worked on. Sugarman suggestetiaving a family atmosphere can also
help maintain cohesion, because there is a strengesof loyalty and dedication that unites

members together especially through rough times.
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Chapter 2 Methodology

2.1 Research aims

Through an action research approach, the aimgofdbhearch project are to:

1. Assess team cohesion within the Rhodes Universig’snbasketball 3 team using the
Group Environment Questionnaire (Carron et al.,2@Mhd focus groups so as to identify
the needs of the team in an attempt to positivefluénce cohesiveness levels. The
content of the focus groups will be determined lxy tesponses obtained from the GEQ
as well as the literature on cohesion and cohdsinlding in sport teams (Carron, 1982;
Carron et al., 1985; Carron & Spink, 1993; Carrbalg 2002).

2. Develop and evaluate a cohesion building progrartaibered to the assessed needs of
the basketball team identified during the invediara phase in order to influence
cohesiveness within the team. The programme williéeeloped using various existing
team cohesion building theories and strategies |ldpgd by prominent scholars and

practitioners (Carron et al., 2002; Munroe et2002; Sugarman, 1999; Yukelson, 1997).

2.2 Action research

As outlined in the research aims section, this aede takes the form of an action research
project. Action researchers argue that researchldhwt be aimed solely at creating esoteric
knowledge, nor should it be conducted only by peopith advanced academic degrees

(Esterberg, 2002). In fact, the outcome of reseatubuld be useful and should be aimed at
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improving the lives of those who are the focus e$earch. This stems from the idea that
individuals or groups are experts of their own divand involving them in the research process
may generate information and knowledge that woubd Imave been discovered otherwise
(Esterberg, 2002). Esterberg further argues tharacesearch can be thought of as an approach
to doing research, a research framework with a gpecific aim -the creation of social change-
one that involves creating particular kinds of tielaships among all of those involved in the
research process. For all these reasons, an aegsearch approach is best suited to addressing
the aims of this study, which is to elicit changghim an athletic team and improve its level of
cohesion while involving all team members towatts dchievement of such purpose. There are
four stages to the continual process of actionarebe namely, reflect, plan, act, and observe
(Cummings & Worley, 2001). Then the results of dwion are assessed to provide further
information to guide further action, and it is thierative cycle of research and action that
requires the researcher and the various membasllaborate throughout the research process

(see Figure 4; Cummings & Worley, 2001)
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plan ~ Observe

( act

observe

observe

Figure 4 Action Research cycle

Another feature of action research is that actiesearchers believe that the process of
conducting research should be empowering for rebeparticipants (Esterberg, 2002). In this
research project, participants will be exposed gremt deal of team cohesion theory as well as
team building strategies, and this will empowemthi@ that it will allow them to gain a rich
understanding of team cohesion and may in turn digsler people or teams in their communities.
This action research approach involves the follgwisteps: entry, assessment, design,
implementation, evaluation, and separation (RothwétLean & Sullivan, 1995). Adopting this
approach is well suited to this research becausdlatvs for the adequate planning of the
elaboration, implementation, and evaluation of todesion-building programme. Thus, the
methodological process of this research projectdessgned in accordance with the major steps
of action research proposed by Rothwell et al. §)9%ction research does not necessarily

involve a particular method of conducting reseamtact as Esterberg (2002) suggested action
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researchers may use many different strategiestteegdata, both qualitative and quantitative,
depending on the problem at hand and personalerefes. Cohesion is a multi-dimensional
construct, which is influenced by many factors undgious circumstances (Carron et al., 1985).
Hence, it is necessary to ensure that the phenamsnapproached from as many different
angles as possible so as to fully grasp its varinasifestations. One way of achieving this is
triangulation, which will be done in this reseatbhough the use of quantitative and qualitative
techniques as parallel yet complementary researethads. Triangulation entails collecting

material in as many different ways and from as mdimgrse sources as possible (Kelly, 2006).
More specifically, this research project adoptadethodological triangulation approach, which
refers to the use of multiple methods to studynglsi problem, looking for convergent evidence

from different sources, such as interviewing, qoesiaires, and surveys (Kelly, 2006).

2.3 Research techniques used in this project

Theorists suggest that groups are greater thasuteof their parts, for groups often possess
characteristics that cannot be deduced from thevidvdhl member’'s characteristics (Lewin,
1951). Moreover, Carron et al. (1985) defined caresas a group dynamic. Therefore, it
becomes crucial for this research to obtain infdioma that reflects both the individual
perceptions and the group attitudes in order temr@an accurate and rich understanding of
cohesion within the athletic group at hand. Hera®,mentioned in the previous section, a
gualitative research technique will be used in lp&ravith a quantitative technique in this
research project (triangulation). A focus groupcdssion will embody the qualitative technique

whereas a questionnaire (GEQ) will be used as tlantgative technique. It is important to
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emphasize that the two research techniques pedeparate functions in this project, but they
remain parallel and complementary source of dali@atmn and analysis. This guarantees that
the phenomenon is explored in as much depth ashimsnd the data obtained is a rich as

possible.

Questionnaires are one of the most commonly used dallection techniques used by
researchers in the social sciences (Kanjee, 2006t,\1993). A questionnaire can be defined as
a group of written questions used to gather inféionafrom respondents (Kanjee, 2006); it
usually consists of a number of measurement soafes)-ended items, and other questions that
elicit demographic information from participanthelquestionnaire used in this research project
is a questionnaire specifically developed by Carmoral. (1985) to assess team cohesion, the
Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ). The GEQ e recognized as the most accurate
and most powerful measure of team cohesion (Ews.,e2003; Loughead & Hardy, 2006). For
the purpose of this research, the questionnaiusas to grasp the subjective experiences of the

individual athletes.

In order to gather information about the opiniomsperiences, and attitudes of the entire group
as a single independent entity, focus-groups aeed as an additional data collection technique.
The focus groups are conducted after the scoringhefGEQ and along with the relevant

literature; the scores are used to develop thesfgooup schedule. Kelly (2006) stated that focus
groups allow researchers to adequately study grdupsause it gives them access to
intersubjective experiences that exist in the grotiat is, the experiences shared by a

community of people. The author also noted thatuigogroups not only give insight into
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intersubjective experiences, but they also allo tésearcher to gain information about the
differences (areas where opinions diverge) betwmsple in the group. This data collection
method is best suited to the purpose of this shetause along with gathering information about
individual members’ subjective experiences, itésessary to obtain data about the experiences
of the group as a whole hence capturing the twcedsional nature of groups (Lewin, 1951).
Focus group is a general term given to a researtelview conducted with a group. A focus
group is typically a group of people who sharerailsr type of experience, but a group that is
not ‘naturally’ constituted as an existing sociabp (e.g., family) (Kelly, 2006). Kelly (2006)
further stated that most focus groups in psycholagy composed of between six to twelve
people. Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) noted tleas fgroups tend to be very useful when
more depth is needed after having gathered infeomdtom a more structured questionnaire.
That is the reason behind using the focus group @erallel yet complementary technique with
the GEQ. In fact, the focus group allows resporglémteact to and build upon the responses of
other group members (Stewart & Shamdasani, 198@)ttas synergistic effect of the group may
result in the production of data that might not édadoeen uncovered in individual interviews.
Moreover, social scientists often use focus-grougpgvaluate programmes (Esterberg, 2002),
which again makes the use of this technique reletathis project. Another reason that makes
the use of a focus group relevant to this researdfect is that focus-groups are generally
considered ‘fun’ by participants, and a lively,argsting discussion tends to build a sense of
cohesiveness; and bearing in mind that the aimthisfproject are to develop and evaluate
cohesiveness in a basketball team, the focus-grilignsselves then may constitute a strategy to

develop cohesiveness.
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2.4 Participants

Purposive sampling was used to select the groupder to obtain the most suitable population
sample (Kelly, 2006). Purposive sampling is a samgpiethod based on careful selection of
cases that are typical of the population beingistudr phenomenon to be studied (Kelly, 2006).
This method is often used to create small, relesantples in qualitative research. Moreover, the
purposive sampling method ensures that the findamgssound and fit the research enquiry. The
phenomenon under investigation was team cohesidmnwva South African male collegiate
basketball team, so it was essential to find a satmat would fit the requirements of the study.
It is for these reasons that the Rhodes Univeldign’s Basketball ¥ Team was selected to be
the participant in this research. As the coachhef team, there was no difficulty in gaining
access to the team. Besides, it was necessariefgrate the programme in the team’s routine so
as to ensure that no disruptions were made toeth®’'s functioning, and being the coach was

undoubtedly helpful in this attempt.

The team enthusiastically took part in the reseprofect to the point where they almost made it
their own project. The team has consented to Haéoicus group discussions tape recorded and
have signed written informed consent forms (seeedpx A for sample). This ensures a great
deal of motivation and participation from the teamambers in the various stages of the process.
Authorities (Rhodes University Sports Officer inacge of basketball and the Chairperson of the
Rhodes University Basketball club) have also bggpr@ached and they have expressed their
enthusiastic support for the project. The Rhodelséisity men’s basketball first team have won

the provincial league every year since the 2004m@ear he team also won the yearly Tri-Varsity
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tournament for 5 consecutive years since 2003 ratitkir first ever appearance in the National
Championships in 2007, the team finishéd dut of the 12 universities that took part in the
event. However, a number of players that were platthat somewhat successful unit graduated
and have therefore left the team. Moreover, thes yeas characterized by the unusual arrival of
a large number of talented rookies. Taken togetherdeparture of several seniors (six) and the
arrival of several rookies (five) contributed teettrastic modification of this year’'s team. This
year’s team is made up of players from extremeleidie cultural, ethnic, and socio-economic
backgrounds. There are 11 players in the teamjmgrigpm 18-31 years of age, with 10 of them
between 18-23 years and one member being 31 yédrsTloe players are from Zimbabwe,
South Africa, Spain, France, and the United Stated,most players are students. There are only
two players who work, of which one is employed bg South African Department of Sport and
Recreation and the other is working at a local gigvschool. Their involvement with Rhodes
basketball goes back to 1998, which makes thenpad 6f Rhodes” as any other player on the
team. These two players are from the local Grahammstommunity, which is important to note
because it makes the team that even more divergeralD the Rhodes University men’s
basketball 1 team of 2007 was a highly competitive group. Cdeshg the major changes in
personnel experienced this year, it is necessanyaiotain the team’s high performance or even
enhance it. Talent and skills have not been losh wWie departure of the seniors. Quite the
opposite indeed, the influx of very talented roskieay increase the athletic level of the team.
The group we had up until last year played togefbemla few seasons, the players (including
myself) managed build cohesion with time, but sitiee group is a new unit, and | have taken

the coaching role, it seems necessary to improkiesieeness levels in the team. Thus, it may be
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the exposure of the team to a cohesion buildingnarmme that guarantees the maintenance or

amelioration of last year’s performance.

2.5 Role of researcher

Theory suggests that adopting a two-way approacth 8irect and indirect, is often the most
suitable way to develop team cohesion (Carron &l§pi993; Carron, Spink & Prapavessis,
1997; Yukelson, 1997). In this research project, rdsearcher assumed the role of a consultant,
however, because the researcher was also the obdlsh basketball team that is the object of
study, a two-way approach was used to developlalbigel of cohesion in the team. By default,
the direct approach proposed by Yukelson (1997)reviiee consultant works closely with the
team and its players in a ‘hands-on’ manner wagtadosimply because the coach and the
consultant are one person. However, the reseaschaalopted a more indirect approach to the
development of the team’s cohesion, whereby thehdoansultant/researcher worked with the
team’s various leaders (captains and senior playersmplement the programme. In other
words, the coach worked via the team leaders. ifkidlved the coach working with a selected
group of players, whereby the designated playerg wesponsible for implementing the team-

building activities suggested to them by the caasul(Carron, Spink & Prapavessis, 1997).

2.6 Research process

The major steps of this research are informed bthwell et al.’s (1995) action research

approach that comprises the following steps: en&rysessment, design, implementation,
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evaluation, and separation. Consequently, the reutbf the research process is drafted in

accordance with the steps mentioned above.

2.6.1 Entry

This phase is principally concerned with the lagsstsurrounding the access to the group of
study. After introducing the team members to treeaech objectives, the first action that was
taken was to ask if the team members were unanignonterested in taking part in the
psychological research on team cohesion in spdtér Abtaining the informed consent of the
team, the University’'s official bodies in charge sggort were consulted. The sport officer in
charge of Basketball as well as the ChairpersaheBasketball Club granted their approval and
support for the project. One important aspect o Htage that needs to be remembered is to
clarify the role of the researcher within the tedihe participants were informed of the multiple
roles of the coach/researcher/consultant and edelwas clearly outlined to them so as to avoid
any confusion and/or misunderstanding during thecgss. Additionally, it is important to
inform the participants as to what is expectedheit, in terms of time and commitment. This
will ensure that there is no hidden agenda thatesoout during the course of the programme,

which may jeopardize the research process.

2.6.2 Assessment

The purpose of this programme is to address spasgues concerning the cohesiveness within

the team in order to attempt to enhance the teblawés of cohesiveness. Consequently, the first
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step that was taken was the first assessment dévleé of cohesiveness within the team, using
the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ), develojpy Carron et al. (1985). Once
administered and scored, the results of the GEQ dissisted in the preparation of a focus group
discussion, which was then conducted separatelyiryatelation with the GEQ; and that
constituted assessment one. The triangulating e@atithe data collection helps to ensure that

the information gathered is valid, rich, and megfuh(Kelly, 2006).

The GEQ is a self-report questionnaire that costdi® items. Four aspects of cohesion were
assessed: individual attraction to the group — {ASKG-T), individual attraction to the group -
social (ATG-S), group integration - task (GI-T),dagroup integration - social (GI-S). All items
of the GEQ are rated along a 9-point Likert scaith wnchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 9
(strongly agree) (Carron et al., 1985). There are items in both the ATG-S and GI-T scales
and 4 items in both the ATG-T and GI-S scales. &dor each subscale can be obtained by
computing either the sum of average of the itemsaich subscale (Carron et al., 2002). As the
authors pointed out, it is important to keep in anihat some of the items in the GEQ are
negatively worded. This means that perceptionsigi ltohesiveness are indicated by strong
disagreements with the item’s statement (Carroal.e2002). Subsequently, scores on some of
the items were reversed to counteract the effdategatively worded items.

According to Carron et al. (2002), an importantsidaration that needs to be taken into account
when scoring the GEQ is to whether or not the ®uliscale scores need to be summed up to
obtain one overall cohesion score. Since cohesianmultidimensional concept (Carron et al.,
1985) that is composed of task as well as sociapoments, it may be accurate to assert that the

four subscales of the GEQ measure related yet foadtally different manifestations of
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cohesion (i.e., ATG-T, ATG-S, GI-S, and GI-T). Mower, research has shown that the four
subscales of the GEQ are conceptually differeny #rey have different antecedents and
different consequences (Carron et al.,, 2002). Th&hoas thus suggested that it is not
recommended to combine the four constructs to farmoverall cohesiveness score. In this
paper, the four subscales are treated separatelystare that the each different manifestation of
cohesiveness is given adequate attention. Moreaverder to obtain a thorough picture of the
level of cohesiveness within the team, it was neagsto consider all four subscales separately.
This is supported by Carron et al.’s (2002) arguns¢gting that the decision should be specific
to the research inquiry. The unit of analysis thatsed in this research project is group averages,
more specifically the group’s means of each fodrssales. This decision was made considering
that the aim of this research is to investigate argfigate change to all manifestations of

cohesion within a sports team.

The data collection and analysis of the GEQ wa$opmed using the scoring key provided by
Carron et al. (1985). Thereafter, the results waken to inform the issues to be dealt with in a
focus group. The focus group was carried out ilaascoom setting, and lasted about one and a
half hours. The issues that were raised were irddrioy the various trends provided by the
responses obtained through the GEQ, as well asamlanatters presented by the literature.
Important information was then explored in more tefirough extensive probing during the
focus group. It was useful to obtain informatioattheflected the group’s attitudes and opinions
insofar as cohesion is concerned. Especially soodeesion is a group dynamic, information

generated by the group as a unit is of great vdlhe.data collected through the focus group was
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then transcribed and analysed with interpretiveyais (Kelly, 2006). There are five steps to

interpretive analysis (Terre Blanche, Durrheim &li€e2006):

- Step 1: Familiarisation and immersion in mateti@btigh extensive reading.

- Step 2: Inducing themes, which involves identifynedevant and recurrent statements and
classifying them into themes.

- Step 3: Coding, which entails marking differenttgets of the material as being instances
of or relevant to one or more of the themes preslipinduced. Colour coding is a
simple yet useful technique to code data. It isdrtgmt to note that codes must never be
considered final or unchanging, as new ideas mayrgenas the analysis progresses.

- Step 4: Elaboration, or the exploration of thenmegreater detail, in order to grasp the finer
nuances not captured in the initial coding systéime principle here is to “code to
redundancy”, that is, keeping on coding, elabogatiand recoding until no further
significant new information emerges.

- Step 5: Interpretation and checking, which involgemerating a written account of the
phenomenon using thematic categories from anahsisubheadings. At this stage, the
researcher may reflect on his/her role in collectdata and the interpretation. This
means that the researcher should give some inolicadf how his/her personal

involvement may have affected the data collectimh data analysis processes.

2.6.3 Designing the programme
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The two data collection methods carried out duasgessment one (i.e., GEQ and focus-group
discussion) generated ground information that detesd the content of the programme.
Moreover, it determined the areas where emphasssngaded. The results of assessment one
(see Results Chapter for details), in combinatiath whe existing body of knowledge on
cohesion-building and team building (Butler & Hardy992; Carron & Spink, 1993; Miller,

1997; Sugarman, 1999; Yukelson, 1997) thus infortheddevelopment of the programme.

2.6.3.1. Context of the programme

The programme started at the beginning of the sedsdegan with an introductory session
followed later that week by the first assessmehe ihtroductory session, as its name indicates,
entailed introducing the programme to the teamgaals, the reasons behind it, and its length.
Then, the first activity of the programme was aiaogathering. These gatherings took place
regularly thereafter, at least every second weegedding on the availability of the players and
availability of resources. The first classroom s®sswas conducted two weeks after the
introductory session. Two weeks later, the secoladsmom was carried out. The third
classroom session was only conducted 4 weeks thttesecond session, due to the University
examination period. Ideally, it would have been duwted after two weeks, as for the first
couple of sessions. Besides the classroom sesdieas, building activities were regularly
conducted during practice sessions during the eoofrthe programme. Similarly, weekly team
meetings were held at the end or beginning of atiga session. The meetings, as well as the
classroom session were either held in a participdlat nearby the gym, or in a quiet corner of

the gym. The programme ended after the Nationah@i@nship, and lasted three months. The
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main motive behind the programme was to improve tdam’s overall performance for the
Nationals and maximize their chances for succesfadt, a good performance at the Nationals
seemed to be the missing achievement of the Rhddarsity Men’s Basketball *iteam. A
cohesion building programme that would speed upptbeess of building cohesiveness could be

helpful in maximizing the chances of national sissce

2.6.4 Implementation of the programme

As proposed by Carron and Spink (1993), the impfeaten of the programme was made by
addressing the issues that were relevant to thm’'seneeds. Changes were brought to the
group’s environment, structure, processes, and aamuation levels (Carron & Spink, 1993)
through the following tasks, activities, and exses. The following section summarizes the
programme’s various components, and more detailsazaing the specific activities and their

outcome can be found in the results and discussiapter.

2.6.4.1 Programme outline

As mentioned earlier, the programme started out witbrief introductory meeting where the
participants where initiated to the details of gregramme. This meeting was followed by the
first administration of the GEQ. A few days aftbe tadministration of the first GEQ assessment,
the first focus group was conducted. The focus grechedule was based on the scores of the
GEQ and the existing body of literature on cohedioitding. The focus group was followed by

the first social gathering, so as to keep the gigeints enthusiastic in taking part in the study.
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The first classroom meeting in which various atieg were carried out constituted the next
stage of the programme. The first one was the Tiearformance Profiling (TPP) exercise. This
was done in a classroom setting, where the playbese asked to determine their team’s levels
of performance in terms of the characteristics atKetball they believed to be the most
important. As mentioned in the literature revieWistexercise allows the researcher and the
participants to determine the strengths and wealesesf the current team by identifying the
characteristics of basketball where more work guied to better performance (Carron et al.,
2007). Second, besides enabling all team membeggpess their opinion, which is crucial to
better communication levels (Carron & Hausenbl&98), the TPP exercise allowed for team
goals to emerge in that it allow to identify wheine team needs to allocate more attention (see
Results and Discussion chapter for details). The exercise that was done in this meeting was
to address issues related to the group’s envirohmeare specifically its distinctiveness (Carron
& Spink, 1993). As the two authors suggested, lbmgghange to a team’s environment partly
involves bringing change to its uniqueness, to fddures that are going to make the team
distinct from all others and provide it with a sensf identity. To that end, a brainstorming
session with the team was held in order to reachngensus for a team name, team slogan, and
team logo. Furthermore, yet as part of the changmvironment, it was necessary to establish a
mission statement. Sugarman (1999) defined a nmss@miement as the team’s collective sense
of purpose, and it reflects a deep personal meanfitige reason behind one’s participation in a
given sport. The team’s mission statement was ateated through a brainstorming session
where all team members were asked to write dowin taen mission statements. They were then
asked to present their ideas and those ideas gaidedm discussion that ended with the team

reaching a consensus as to what the team’s missatement would be. One can notice that

75



these exercises indirectly enhanced communicatitimmmthe group as well as respect of other

team members (by respecting one’s ideas or opihions

The second classroom meeting was carried out estangation of the first session and was used
to address the team’s structure (Carron & Spinl@3)9Leadership is a crucial feature of a
team’s structure (Carron & Spink, 1993), as illattd by research findings depicting a positive
relationship between leadership and team cohedt@ase & Kozub, 1994). Thus, the final
activity of this session saw the selection of team captains whose jobs are to provide guidance
and lead the team from within, as well as ensuttirad) all information relevant to the team’s well
being are well communicated throughout the teans tommon practice in basketball to have
two team captains. The next exercise that was ateduin this meeting addressed a team
structure issue, that is, team norms. Team normsoae of the team structure components
identified by Carron and Spink (1993) in their ceptual framework for team building (see
Figure 3). Team norms reflect what the team comsitie be acceptable individual behaviour
(Carron & Hausenblas, 1998). Team norms are impbtia teams in that they provide the
standards by which team members are to be judgeth, Standards can be behaviour related,
skills related, and physique related. (Miller, 18970 develop team norms, Miller's (1997)
method was used, which involves team members giémgra profile of their perception of the
ideal player and how such ideal player would reactoss various situations. After a
brainstorming session, the team discussed the wugeEisthey reached a consensus. The ideas
that were agreed upon then became the team’s stindg which team members were judged.
The last exercise that was carried out in thati@essas the establishing of team roles. Roles are

a pattern of behaviour that is expected of a peisansocial situation (Carron & Hausenblas,
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1998). To establish team roles, the “hot seat” webthwvas borrowed from Eys, Colman,
Loughead and Carron (2004). It was done by askidiyidual members to draft and present to
the team what they thought to be their own resjmilitgés on the team (Appendix B for sample).
Shortly after the presentation, other team meméaedsthe coaching staff could alter, dispute, or
expand on the responsibilities outlined by indiddplayers. The final list of individual roles

was then drafted for each player.

The third classroom meeting was organized to dstus issue of team processes. The first task
in this meeting was to address one aspect of teategs, that was, to set team goals. The
outcomes of the team performance profiling exerpesgormed in the first session were fed back
to the team members, and again, keeping the intaym&om the team performance profiling in
mind, a brainstorming session was carried out waiththe team members. Individual team
members were asked to write down what they feltevitke most important goals that they and
the team needed to work towards. After some disonss consensus was reached and team
goals were set. The brainstorming session alonly thié team discussion made it possible for
individual goals to match with team goals, whiclthe most critical requirement of team goal
setting (Sugarman, 1999). The second activity wsesi o address issues pertinent to another
team process, sacrifices (Carron & Spink, 1993rifee behaviour is a type of behaviour
whereby an individual voluntarily initiates an acti or gives up a privilege for the sake of
another individual or individuals without regard reciprocity (Prapavessis & Carron, 1997).
This session involved the researcher providing @i-tecture to the team so as to ensure that the
concept of sacrifice behaviour was clearly undexdtdAfter the mini-lecture, team members

were asked to write down the sacrifices they wdnddvilling to make as well the sacrifices they
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would expect other teammates to make. All ideaewleen brought into a team discussion. At
the outset of the discussion, individual membergegaed a list of sacrifices they felt each team
member should make for the sake of the team (sqeegix C for sample). After drafting

individual lists, the team brainstormed ideas aache to an agreement as to which sacrifices

each player should make for the team.

Carron and Spink (1993) advanced that togethemessfeature of a team’s environment along
with communication are important features that nimetle addressed in order to achieve social
cohesion. Social get-togethers were thus orgarirzechich all team members would gather up

and spend some quality time outside of basketbhalrder to become closer friends. Carron and
Spink (1993) suggested that having the team memimead time together away from the

sporting world allows for trust relationships tovdiop, and by getting to know each other on a
personal basis, players develop a stronger bone.sbkial gatherings took the forms of team

parties, indoor/outdoor activities, and road trips.

Apart from the three classroom meetings and th@alkgatherings, weekly meetings were held
after every week’s first practice session with éméire team in order to discuss various matters,
provide feedback on certain activities, and resclweflict situations. The meetings were held in
one team member’s house which was close to the ggnsugarman (1999) suggested, periodic
meetings are a good way to ensure that everyttsngumning smoothly and that plans are
adhered to, moreover, they provide a ground fonamenmunication as well as opportunities

for the team to spend some time together off thetco
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Moreover, some team building activities were coneldauring the practice sessions and they
were used in order to increase trust levels ama&agnt members, as well as to improve
communication, problem-solving, and cooperationhimitthe group. The activities that were
used regularly were: Mine Field, All aboard, Ciroletrust, and Multiple-way tug-of-war (Jones,
2002). “Mine field” involves a pair of players taige each other through a ‘land mine’. One
player is blind-folded and has to walk through m yard field scattered with objects, in order to
not step on the objects, he follows the vocal utttons of his partner. This exercise is known to
develop higher levels of trust and communicatiofill ‘aboard” involves the whole team to
standing (fitting) into a circle, and as the cirdemade smaller and smaller, the team attempts
stand or fit in the circle over and over again.sTekercise requires the team to come up with
ideas of how to all fit in the circle together,also improves its communication levels, and
cooperation levels. The “circle of trust” is an mise whereby all members sit in a circle and
one after the other; they would say what they apated the most about the two people sitting
next to them. This exercise is good for trust refeghips as well for teammates’ self-esteem;
moreover, it allows team members to feel acceptethe team, which is beneficial for the
affective dimension of cohesion (Carron et al., 20Cinally, unlike the regular tug-of-war
which relies more on strength than strategy, théipherway tug-of-war requires team members
to demonstrate strategic thinking and cooperati@tabse it involves a great deal of

synchronization and collectiveness as opposedysigdd strength alone.

2.6.5 Evaluation
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The overall method of evaluating the programme ipretest-posttest experimental design
(Cozby, 2007). For the GEQ, it will take the forfham experimental design in which the same
participant/group is observed under more than aeasion (related samples) (Howell, 2008).
The experimental design that was used is knowrossgss threats to internal validity, such as
maturation, because there is only one group preaedtno control group. This threat of
independent natural change (maturation) suggests dilange can happen regardless of the
intervention, for instance, because groups areraljtubound to become more cohesive with
time (Tredoux & Smith, 2006). However in this stuthis threat is controlled to some extent, on
one hand, the scores of the GEQ were analysedns tef variations in difference scores, and on
the other hand, the results obtained in the GEQe weerrogated in the focus group. In other
words, data collected through the focus groups ainas a consecutive, yet complementary
source of data that reduced the impact of the thieya obtaining data that the GEQ may have
failed to grasp. As far as the focus groups areceored, maturation was controlled by
comparing the results from the interpretive analydithe two focus groups in order to identify
significant changes in perceptions and experientaken together, the information obtained
through the GEQ (Carron et al., 1985) and the fagasips ensured that the research findings

were valid and consistent. The evaluation phasetinssdone in three stages.

The first stage involved performing a second assess after the implementation of the
programme (assessment two). This was done by asherimg the GEQ for the second occasion.
The GEQ was yet again administered and scored tisengcoring key provided by Carron et al.

(2002). Following the GEQ administration, the setéocus group was conducted a second time
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and its content was determined by the scores ade¢bhend administration of the GEQ, the results

from the first focus group discussion, and thevah body of literature.

The second stage involved the evaluation of the QEQuIts from assessment one and
assessment two using a test applied to means widtrdlated samples, more specifically the
Student’s t-test applied to difference scores (fefand after the implementation) (Howell,
2008). The student t-test applied to differencaexads a statistical test used to test hypotheses
applied to the means of two related samples (Hov2€l08). It is an experimental design in
which the same participant/group is observed umdare than one treatment (Howell, 2008).
The t-test applied to difference scores involvesasneing the variables before and after the
implementation phase or treatment. Once the tweescare obtained, difference scores are
calculated (i.e., the mathematical difference betwe¢he before score and the after score
(Howell, 2008). This statistical measure is typigalsed to assess the impact of therapeutic
programmes on groups or individuals (Howell, 2008hich makes its use in this research
project most adequate. This research aims at duajuthe impact of the programme on the

team’s level of cohesiveness, which made the udleeafise of this statistical test appropriate.

The third stage of the evaluation was to examiredéata provided by the two focus groups,
conducted before and after the implementation sso &entify variations in the perceptions and
experiences of cohesiveness among the participanthis stage, the notion of reflexivity of the

researcher comes to play a major role, especieigrding the interpretation of the changes in
the participant’s perceptions and experiences aemlt is worthy to note here that despite the

apparent complexity of the design on paper, it gr@at practical capacities. Within the action
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research approach, practicality was deemed vitaportant, in other words, it was the
pragmatic coherence of the design that was givenntbst attention. On the other hand, this

resulted in the design to appear rather complepaper.

2.6.6 Separation

The process of the implementation and evaluatiothefcohesiveness programme transferred
knowledge and skills to the team (Burke, 1982), mnsb doing, empowered the team members
to continue improving their level of cohesivenassiny team in which they find themselves. The
programme ended three months after its onset, Hmurdsearcher never physically exited the
team. In fact, because of the multiple roles ofrgmearcher, despite the end of the programme,
his role as a coach still remained the same. Whs beneficial to the team in that if there were
any issues concerning the programme that needeel discussed, the coach could simply put on
his researcher/consultant suit on and elucidatevém®us matters. The only issue that were
raised was one participant’s concern that thereneil be anybody who will have the expertise
to monitor the programme implementation for thetrteam. However, considering the amount
of knowledge that was passed onto the team duhi@gtogramme, it is more likely that nearly
any team member could clarify dark areas abouptbgramme. In fact, empowering the team in
terms of knowledge transfer was an objective ofdbgon research approach. Nonetheless, a
meeting was arranged with the player who wantdahtav more about some specific areas of the
programme. During that meeting, the extensive armoofn information relevant to the
preparation, implementation, and monitoring of gregramme was carefully explained to the

player, who will be nest year’s team manager.

82



2.7 Trustworthiness, reflexivity, and representatio

Many qualitative researchers have forwarded trugtwmess as a primary criterion for
evaluation of quality in research (Kopala & Suzuk999). Kopala and Suzuki (1999) defined
trustworthiness as the elements of good practiaedte present throughout the research process.
The elements of good practice are: disclosure ef rssearcher’s orientation, intensive and
prolonged engagement with the material, persisibeervation, triangulation, and discussion of
findings and process with others. As far as thiseaech is concerned, the researcher’s
orientations have been disclosed to the reseanabadapproved by the departmental as well as
University review committee, and discussed in dietéh the research participants. Throughout
the entire research process, all the informatidlecied was consulted and theories have always
been used to provide solid bases for guiding tisearech process. It is in the nature of action
research to engage in continuous data collectiste(Berg, 2002), and in this research, this was
done through the regular meetings with the teaorder to obtain feedback of the study as well
as to discuss any matters of relevancy or probldras need to be resolved (see Results and
Discussion chapter for further details). Triangolat was achieved through the use of
methodological triangulation, in which multiple datollection (questionnaire and focus-group)
and data analysis (statistical analysis and iné¢ig® analysis) were used to obtain an “all-angle”
perspective of the phenomenon at hand. The pragesdindings were discussed on a regular

basis in the meetings with the team, so as to ertbat all feedback was well communicated and
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every party was on the same page as far as tharcbsprocess. Moreover, the progress of the

research project was regularly discussed withéksearch advisor.

In qualitative research, the researcher is ofteninbtrument of research (Banister et al., 1994);
the researcher is the one constructing the knowlebyg interpreting the information collected
from participants. Thus, as Kopala and Suzuki (}988jued, acknowledgement that the
researcher is central in the construction of kndgteleads qualitative researchers to emphasize
the reflexive aspects of the research processsaime authors defined reflexivity as disciplined
self-reflection, and Banister et al. (1994) addwat it represents an attempt to make explicit the
process by which the material and analysis areym®dl In this research project, reflexivity was
guaranteed by constantly reflecting on and critycal/aluating the topic, design, and process,
together with the personal experiences of doingekearch. This was done in the meetings with
the research advisor as well as with the team walétepics were discussed and evaluated so as
to ensure that the process produces quality resthisse issues are discussed in more depth in

the Discussion chapter of this research thesis.

Efforts to produce research that is reliable, valrdstworthy, and reflexive are inextricably
connected with issues of representation (Kopalau&u®i, 1999). Representation is integral to
the research process, and in this research, repatise problems are addressed following
Kvale’s (1996) arguments which uphold that in qadive research, information is not collected
but “co-produced” and “co-authored” in that, whisfas the case in this project, the researcher

and the participants co-generated the findingsthedctive participation of respondents through
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the action research approach of this study enatiledsharing of responsibilities and co-

ownership of the study.

2.8 Validity

A significant aspect of validity that is relevawt this project is the one of pragmatic validity.
This refers to the actual usefulness and applityloi the project, in terms of the impacts it may
have on the people or communities that encoun{g&vidle, 1996). It has been repeatedly stated
that due to the action research approach thatapted in this project, the ultimate goal is to
bring change to the group/community, so, once tjual is reached, it can be assumed that
pragmatic validity has been achieved. Pragmaticlafabn is thus reached when the knowledge

concerning the team’ cohesiveness can be appligstigate change (Kvale, 1996).

2.9 Ethical issues surrounding the project

A central aim of social science is to contribut@wfedge to ameliorate the human condition and
enhance human dignity (Kvale, 1996). There are foidely accepted philosophical principles

that are applied in various ways to determine wéretlesearch is ethical (Beauchamp &
Childress, 2001). This approach has become knowpriasipilism, and the principles are:

autonomy and respect for the dignity of persons)nmaeficence, beneficence, and justice.
Autonomy and respect for the dignity of person éssinave been addressed by obtaining
voluntary informed consent from all the participanEfforts were made by the researcher to

protect individuals from any potential threat amshfidentiality of individual members has been
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discussed with the team members and it has beeeddgnat no individual information will be
disclosed. The information gathered in the focusupgr remained confidential in that no
individual comments were disclosed to the publicfact, all comments were attributed to the
group as a whole, and only the researcher had swcdbe data. Data are to be shredded once
the project is fully completed. The researcher sgtsthat no harm was caused to the participants
throughout the process, and channels of discusstmeen the participants and the researcher
have been established so as to deal with poss#iglative incidents caused directly or indirectly
by the research. The aim of this research progett develop cohesion within a basketball team,
so it is foreseen that all members and the teamwaisole will fully benefit from the project, as
the team’s chemistry increased. Moreover, the iddais will be exposed to team-building
strategies and theories, which will in turn empowem and give them opportunities to spread
the knowledge to their communities. Last, all m#pnts with no exception were treated with
fairness and equity throughout the research proésgsl attention and effort was given to each
and every participant, regardless of any demogcapbharacteristics. Furthermore, the nature of
the action research approach (Esterberg, 2002;wrditlet al., 1995) ensures that collaborative
partnership is performed, because participants adgtively inform the various stages of the

research project.
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Chapter 3: Results and Discussion

3.1 Assessment

3.1.1 First administration of the GEQ

The GEQ was administered to the participants abtiset of the project as an initial assessment
of the level of cohesiveness within the team. Theigpants were briefly introduced to the
project’'s goal before the completion of the questaire, but no detailed information was
unveiled. This was deliberately done to encourdgeative responses from the participants. The
guestionnaire was administered in a secluded classsetting to avert any possible distractions.
There were no time constraints as the participaugi® given as much time as they needed to
complete the questionnaire.

The results of the GEQ for assessment one are stpethand graphically presented in Table 1

and Figure 5:
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Table 1

GEQ scores for assessment one of the whole teaean store for each GEQ subscale

Manifestation Definition Score
Group Integration-Task Individual team members4.61
(GI-T) feelings about similarity,

closeness, and bonding
within the team as a whole
around the group’s tasks.
Individual’'s perception of
task unity within the group

as a whole
Group Integration-Social | Individual team members3.95
(GI-S) feelings about the

similarity, closeness, and
bonding within the team gs
a whole around the group as
a social unit.
Individual's perceptions of
social unity within the
group as a whole

Individual Attractions to the Individual team memberss

Group-Task feelings about his or her

(ATG-T) personal involvement with
the group’s task,
productivity, and goals and
objectives.

Attractiveness of  the
group’s task, productivity,
and goals for the individua

U

personally
Individual Attractions to the Individual team member's4.61
Group-Social feelings about his or her
(ATG-S) personal acceptance and

social interactions with the
team as social unit.
Attractiveness of the group
as a social unit and sociLaI
interaction and friendshi
opportunities available f
the individual personally.

®]

=
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Figure 5. GEQ assessment one results.

BATG-S

BATG-T

GEQ Subscales
oGl-s

aGcl-T

1 2 3 4 ] & 7 B 9
Level of cohesiveness
Despite the GB score that was relatively low, the scores from ttiree other subscales t
were obtained were average. The most plausibleapapbn is that there is alatively large
number (nearly half of the team) of rookies thatehincorporated the® team this year. One

would expect the rookies to score relatively lowrss, but with the presence of seniors on

team, the team scores somewhat reflected the graphics of the team.

Although the primary objective is to reflect updretgroup scores, it may be enriching to r
that individual scores reflected higher concermgHe following

- Hope that teammates become close fri

- Team unity on and ofteurt

- Desire to spend more time with teammates off thetc

- Clarification of oneourt responsibilitie

Group Integration-Task:
This subscale reflects individual perceptions @& task unity within the group as a whole.
comparison to the other sca of the other subscales, the Gicore (4.61) is the second lowe

This means that out of the four manifestationsatfesion embodied by the four subscales o
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GEQ, the team perceived task unity within the grembe relatively low. According to this
score, and based on Carron’s (1985) conceptual efneark of cohesion, the individual
participants generally perceived the group theyevpanrt of as lacking on-court chemistry. These
results suggested a need to incorporate stepdtey bge team’s on-court understanding. Hence,
the steps that were used were taken from CarronSaintk’s (1993) cohesion building model,

namely, a clarification of team roles, team noramynmunication, and leadership.

Group Integration-Social:

This subscale reflects individual perceptions @f sbcial unity within the group as a whole. The
GI-S score (3.95) was the lowest out of the fousssales, which means that the team was
perceived as having relatively low social unity.isThvas supported by recurring individual
responses stressing the lack of social chemisttlyinvthe team. The GI-S score appeared to be
the lowest of all four GEQ subscale scores, whefected a perception of individual team
members that their team particularly lacked offstochemistry. In other words, the team
members perceived their team as lacking a sociad.b@arron and Spink’s (1993) model
proposed that bringing change to the team enviromnmeore especially team togetherness is an
important factor to enhancing cohesiveness. Fdr bedsons, the programme had as integral part
the social gatherings and/or social activities whée participants would come together as a unit

and interact on a personal level to better relatges, and consequently better social unity.

Individual Attractions to the Group-Task:
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This subscale reflects the attractiveness of thmugjs task, productivity, and goal to the
individual personally. The ATG-T score (5) was th@hest compared to the four other
subscales. Although the ATG-T score is only sliglatbhove average, it is the highest score out of
all the four subscales. This implies that the irdiial members are quite attracted to the team as
far as athletic performance is concerned. Thigabably due to the background of the team. It is
needless to say that being a Universitytdam makes the team that much more attractive to
people in general; moreover, the Rhodes men’s Haakel™ team has won the provincial
championship for the past 4 years, won the annuaVarsity Tournament for the past 5 years,
and is known to generally be composed by talentegeps who display very good basketball to
people who come watch them play. All these reasaméribute to the fact that the individual
team members, regardless of their status on tme, tage generally attracted to the team’s task,
productivity, and goal. It is essential to maintairch attractiveness of the team and that is one of
the main objectives of the programme, to ensureé plast performances are maintained or

improved.

Individual Attractions to the Group-Social:

This subscale reflects the attractiveness of tleigmas a social unit as well as the friendship
opportunities and social interaction availableifatividuals personally. The ATG-S score (4.61)
was the same as the GI-T score, and was rankeetiebn the GI-S and ATG-T. The ATG-S
score is almost exactly situated at the averageevah the GEQ scale. Taken simplistically, one
could assert that half of the team is attractetthéoteam as a social unit, and the other halfis no
Although this simplification of the issue might beoneous because scores may not reflect such

distinct patterns of reality, the fact of the maigethat the team is now actually divided almost
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exactly in two groups of individuals, the seni@sd the rookies. One could then assume that the
seniors, having been part of the team for a lopgeiod of time, would feel more attracted to the
group as a social unit and on the other hand,dbkies would be less attracted to the group on a
social level, simply because they have not acgedirthemselves enough with the other
members. Assuming that this is the reason behiadciimost exact average score of the ATG-S
subscale, running the cohesion building programmedcensure that the gap between the two
entities is filled and all the team members feel $ame way concerning their attraction to the
group as a social unit. In fact, as proposed byrddalnd Spink (1993), team building

interventions are useful ways to better teams’lfegétogetherness.

In order to increase the level of cohesivenessimwitie team, it is necessary to address the issues
uncovered by the GEQ in the same manner. Despatsliht differences of scores between the
GEQ subscales, since the goal is to increase tbmlbwohesiveness level of the team, all four
subscales will assist in identifying the focus ared the programme. Additionally, the GEQ
results were used to assist in the preparatioheofdcus group schedule. In fact, one objective of
the focus group was used to elucidate some ofsthees identified in the GEQ that were deemed
of importance to the participants. Hence, the nfiagns areas of the focus group schedule were
issues pertinent to the social aspect of cohesi®nyell the issues of task unity within the team.
The issues were more concerned with how individieded the team as a unit, as a group. This

does not mean however that other issues were okeado
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3.1.2 First Focus Group Interview

The first focus group interview was conducted sghbset to the first administration and scoring
of the GEQ. The focus group was partly used to vecspecific issues relevant to the pattern of
the team’s cohesion depicted in the GEQ. In fastjreentioned in the previous section, the
results obtained from the GEQ assisted in the patjpa of the content of the interview
schedule, along with the body of literature on e The interview setting was carefully
chosen and maximum efforts were made to make theipants comfortable, as this is crucial
for establishing good rapport with participants.c®rtonducted, the interview was transcribed

and analysed through interpretive analysis, anthéthes emerged from the analysis.

3.1.2.1 Desire to know teammates outside of baaketb

One theme that emerged rather early in the internaerd remained emphasized throughout the
interview is the desire to establish personalmate relationships with teammates outside of the
basketball world. There was a general agreemenbtieof the most important ways to achieve
on-court chemistry was to get to know teammatea parsonal basis. One player commented on

this topic and said that:

“...I think as a team, we still need to work orat@nships, say for example last year’'s team, we
had a stronger bond, and the thing is that we keaet other on the court and off the court, and
you know we had that chemistry on the court whesa know, you don'’t really need to tell

someone to cut, because you know that he’s goicgtta”
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All the other players agreed that getting to knave @another off the court was a very important

factor that can help to build good team chemisbiye player supported that argument by saying:

“...just to add on what everybody is saying, wedhteehang out outside of basketball as a whole,
you know, talk to your teammates, consider thementban your teammates, like your friends,
because | mean, if you can get to trust someorevémyday life, you will trust them on the

court...”

The response of another player to the latter sextémas:

“...yeah, | think we need to build life here, naeam...”

These comments illustrate the team’s awareneskeoiniportance of building strong personal
relationship in order to achieve on-court chemidtiyowing each other outside of the basketball
world can also facilitate the understanding of eaitter’'s strengths and weaknesses, not only as
athletes but also as people. But developing stiatigate relationships is often a task easier said
than done, in fact, it takes a lot of effort toldutlose relationships. The team agreed that one
way to help build those close relationships is lstyheThe one player's comments succinctly

summarized the team’s opinion:

“...we just have to be honest with the team, anidodg must be shy to say anything, and this

way we will learn to know and accept each other...”
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These comments were collected from the participantee beginning of the season. Moreover,
the team is a new unit composed of players whandtdeally know each other at the time, so it
was comprehensible that the players were longirgstablish good relationships with their new
teammates. It is worthy to note here that last 'gemam was made up of players who have
played together and known each other for at leestyears, which explains the existence of the
stronger bond that was mentioned by one of theosgatayers. Being a member of last year’s
team, | remember that it took us at least a whelgssn to get the first hint of good team
chemistry and genuine friendships, and it was onthe second year of playing together that we
really started to gel and become a tight unit. @&sume the discussion concerning this year's
team need to know one another on a personal batsgle of the athletic realm, it is interesting
to note that the team perceived the building ofeleelationship as a crucial factor that would
contributed to better team chemistry. Burlesonlet §1994) research findings suggested that
strong social support is positively related to e in sport teams. Taking Shaw’s (1981)
argument that team members must have a reasomefking together as well as Rosenfeld and
Richman (1997), who noted that team members whuiggoeach other with several types of
social support (e.g., listening support, realitynfoonation support, and task appreciation
support) offer each other the opportunity to inseetheir physical and emotional well-being, one
could assume that the team has identified the dpuent of strong social support within the
team as their reason for working together. As #aamnt members agreed, it was not only about
sport, it was about life, hence about finding pees@mpportunities for increasing physical and
emotional well-being. The implications of theseuss on the programme were clear, that is, to
ensure that the participants were given enough riyppities to really be able to establish strong

personal relationship and develop strong sociapsupIn a non-professional yet competitive
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sport environment like University sport, it is inrnt to identify what the team needs as a
reason for working together, and a cohesion-bujidomogramme like this one may assist

coaches, researchers, and/or practitioners inifgiergt their team’s reason.

3.1.2.2 Talking about cohesion

Through experience and exposure to different bhsketeams and coaches, the players on the
team all had a naive awareness of the notion aésioh. Cohesion was associated with notions
of bonding, team chemistry, or togetherness. Thayroented on the team’s manifestation of

cohesion at the time, and noticed that cohesionp@sent on the team but it was in terms of

clusters. The one player’s stated that:

“...at the beginning, cohesion was clustered, ifi \aow what | mean, like some guys would
cohere with some, and others with some other, thieee were subgroups within the team that

were cohesive but not the team as one, but | amthig will change with time...”

At the time (i.e., beginning of the season), it wasural if clusters existed in the team, in fact,
the team was situated in Tuckman’s (1965) formitgges, where members were getting
acquainted, and they experienced resistance astéisésd boundaries and learned about the
group’s structure. The presence of seniors who haes together in the past also explains the
presence of clusters on the team, as it is natorgleople to remain with other people they are
familiar with, for psychological safety (Franzoip@6). However, as Sugarman (1999) noted,
cliques or clusters can become a problem when ikar®re loyalty to a subgroup than there is

to the team as a whole. This is supported by Hetdgl.’s (2005) research as they found that
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when members become more loyal to a selected fewhis, it can have debilitating effects on
the team’s performance because members are engagnegative intra-team competition and
develop animosity among players which in turn divitie team. Actions need to be taken to
ensure that these negative effects of the preseindesters did not impact on the team, and that
is where the exposure of the team to cohesion ibgilgrogramme becomes useful. In fact, as
suggested by Carron et al.’s (1998) definition afiesion, if a team becomes more cohesive, the
team members will display a stronger tendency neare united in order to achieve instrumental
objectives and personal fulfilment. The negatiieas that cliques can have would definitely be
minimized when teams remain united.

There was a team consensus that cohesion wasghedistate, but the players also knew that it
would take some time to build a cohesive unit, #rat the amount of time, they said, would
depend on the interactions among teammates assvéile type of relationships within the team.

One of the senior players stated that:

“...you know it takes time for a team to gel, itedonot happen overnight, sometimes it takes
teams a whole season to build that chemistry, sthbytime it is there, the season is almost

over...”

However, the team members expressed a positivengeebncerning the group’s ability to

develop cohesiveness. One player said that the awksatage were rookies and seniors are
uncomfortable with each other did not really tak&cp, that from the first practice sessions, the
team’s environment was positive. These comments weyood sign for the programme since its

objective was to speed up the cohesion buildinggs® within the team. It was like everything
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was in place for the programme to be successfudl,tlis provided the researcher and the team
with the confidence to carry out the programmeatiely. Another interesting idea arose out of

the interview; it was about the way the team pe&rxtithe focus group session itself as being
contributing to developing cohesiveness. In falog participants said that the session made
people feel good about being on the team as welagprospects of knowing all the teammates
on a personal level. They also mentioned that dwad group session provided them with

opportunities to be honest and talk freely aboattdam and their personal queries. One rookie

player said:

“...I really enjoy this (referring to the focus g session) because this gives us the opportunities

to talk about things openly that we would only tabbout after months of being on the team...”

As Yukelson (1997) suggested, meetings are goateins where the team members can
improve the communication levels of their team. dtver, Sugarman (1999) argued that direct
assessment given by players is the most accuratéondetermine the amount of cohesiveness in
the team. The focus group appeared to be an irestahere the team members could come
together and discuss matters freely and openlyai@uan (1999) further argued that allowing the
players to talk freely about matters concerningrtteam is a good way to instil respect among
players, which is a key component of success ingaoyp. The focus group thus turned out to be
a powerful way to start the programme, as it alyeset the pace as how quick cohesion was to
develop on the team. This shows the importanceolnfifig team meetings or any sort of formal

gathering where team members can discuss variottersaelevant to them and their team.

Moreover, it is a warrant of the development of dje@am chemistry (Yukelson, 1997).

98



The last issue that was tied up to the team’s mfeeohesion was the need to have a team
mission. The team used to term mission to reféhéonotion of task, or set of activities that the
team has to perform. They said that having a nssiould help the team by giving each player
means to achieve specific tasks for the benefihefteam. There seemed to be a misuse of the
word mission there, as what the team was realbrriely to was a simply a set of team goals. In
fact, as proposed by Sugarman (1999), if everysradriving towards the same thing then this
will help cohesion develop. Moreover, goal settoan directly influence team cohesion by
providing a team focus (goal). In turn, singulaogy focus promotes intergroup communication
and facilitates overall team commitment and satigfa, all of which have been shown to
enhance team cohesion (Carron et al., 2002). Hawéue worthy to note that the participants
mentioned their wish to adopt a team mission ireoitd foster their performance. From the
theory on cohesion and team-building, goal settwmas initially an integral part of the
programme, but the comments raised by the playeessed the importance that having a

common purpose can have on a team’s cohesiveness.

3.1.2.3 Roles and responsibilities

The participants were of the same mind concerrofgsrand responsibilities on the team, in fact,
there was a consensus that it would be extremdpfuteo be told what individual roles are, so
that one knows what is expected of him, which melieve a great deal of pressure. The one

player said that:
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“...it would be very helpful to know what you are uaed to do, | mean it would prevent you
from chasing after the wind, you know what | meamg you will not help your teammates at all,

so | think feedback in that regard could never meugh...”

The participants also agreed that being awarediviciual roles on the team would be beneficial
to their personal achievements in that it couldsaslsem in setting and achieving personal goals.
In sport psychology, the notion of role is oftetaahed to the notion of role ambiguity, which
refers to a lack of clear, consistent informatiegarding the actions required in a particular
position (Eys & Carron, 2001). The overall finding®m research on role ambiguity and
cohesion, as noted by Eys and Carron (2001), hhwerrs that when role ambiguity is low,
perceptions of team cohesion are high. This happessause team members perform
interdependent tasks harmoniously. Moreover, abnedtin Carron and Spink’s (1993) team
building model, developing team roles is an esakmthmponent of the team’s structure that
needs to be in place so as to ensure optimum tesrmason. For all these reasons, the
clarification of team roles constituted a majortpzfrthe programme, and exercises addressing
role clarification were performed to provide thertmdpants with clear individual roles.
However, as expressed by certain participantsgtbbould be a line not to cross in terms of
playing by the roles one has been assigned. Thiesvbd that solely playing according to what
one has been told to do might impair performanceabge the team might just become so
robotized that it lacks the crucial element of aditty that characterizes successful basketball

teams. The following statements made by two plajlestrate this:
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“...I think it is very important to know your placendhe team, but you also need versatility,

otherwise other teams will just have you all figlieut and you would not have any answers...”

“...you have to take what the coach gives you, aed tyou add your own spice to it, it sorts of

gives you the lead.”

A few participants also expressed their concerruabite level of expectations they are wanted
to meet. It was said that when expectations arehiglo, the fear of failure that is consequently
induced in players may cause them to overdo thiagd, by overdoing things they are more

likely to perform poorly.

3.1.2.4 Feelings of inadequacy

The discussion on roles and expectations led ttojhie of inadequacy. Some players stated that,
in the pre-season period, the high expectationshagid performance standards set by the coach
were overwhelmingly pressurizing. But by the tirhe tseason started, they said, this pressure
somewhat decreased because players realized éhakplectations were realistic and that it was

necessary to adopt a more positive attitude arel personal performances. Moreover, the

participants said that with time, they have leaontinderstand the leadership style on the team.
This helped the players realize that regardlesseotoaching style, it was all about learning. The

following comments made by a few players illustridis point:
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“...at the beginning, the expectations were so hingtt it caused this overwhelming pressure that
made me not looking forward to practice (...) buthaiime, things got better and now | know

that | am the one who has to step up...”

“...the coach is demanding but | think that becaugecan talk to him openly and he really
listens to us makes the learning that much edsésguse | mean even if he yells at you, you can

go to him and ask what went wrong?”

The strategy adopted by the coach/researcher watach separate responsibilities to the two
roles that he had to assume. The responsibilityerafuring that athletic training was duly
performed was attached to the coach role, whetemasesponsibility of ensuring that the sport
psychology-related activities was attached to theearcher role. This organization made it
possible for the coach/researcher to maintain lsigimdards in every aspects of the team’s
training. These feelings of overwhelming pressunat tinitially triggered some sense of
inadequacy were caused by high athletic standadbysthe coach. And although the athletic
component and the psychological components wereesagdarate, they were complementing
each other in ensuring the team’s optimum trainMgreover, because the rookies are gifted in
terms of athletic capabilities, matching high diiclstandards is an achievable task. Research on
the relationship between individual work output atwhesion has revealed that as a team
becomes more cohesive, individual work output tgitycincreases (Bray & Whaley, 2001;
Prapavessis & Carron, 1997a). The players reatizaidthe solution to eliminate the pressure of
high standards was to “step up”, and accordindn¢otheory, increasing individual work output

(or “stepping up”) is positively related to cohesidrherefore, the individual members would
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highly benefit from the cohesion building programaseit will aid them in their efforts to “step
up”. In a quest to clinch a position among the ¢ods best, individual athletes need to realize
that the efforts have to come from them, but coadi®uld be aware of this and provide every

possible support for their payers to perform airthest.

3.2.1.5 Leadership
The participants unanimously stated that there seasd leadership on the team. First, they said
that the coach’s openness and approachability éstlgr valued by the team. One player

commented and said that:

“...on this team, if | think that if something is naforking, | can talk to coach and he would

think about it, and actually take your say into gideration...”

“...the great thing is that after practice, we adiudlang out with coach and we just chill like

boys...”

Westre and Weiss (1991) argued that leaders whohievieam members in team decision-
making processes help to develop cohesion by istrga&ach player’s feeling of ownership and
investment in the team. Moreover, these authore Isgated that sound leadership plays a very
influential role in developing cohesiveness. Andcsi this research project has adopted action
research as a paradigm, its objective is to invpleeicipants to the point where they can take
ownership of the programme, it was crucial that reeearcher/coach demonstrated good

leadership skills. Phil Jackson of the Los Angdlekers affirmed in his book (Jackson &
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Delehanty, 1995) that the synonym of the word costobuld be teacher, mentor, leader, and
friend. This supports the importance of having géeablership qualities, even more so while

attempting to improve team cohesion.

Second, there was a consensus that senior plagersl@d good leadership to the rest of the
team. It was interesting to hear the senior plageserting that it is their duty to guide andujft
their fellow teammates’ spirits. One senior playede an interesting point when he said that the
team can only be as strong as the weakest playdrit avas therefore vital to help the weaker
individuals bettering their performance. The follog/ statements were made by a senior player

and a rookie:

Senior player: “...our team is really only as sgydhe weakest guy, so | think it is one of our

duties as seniors to help out and give them thatat...”

Rookie: “...you know, | don't think twice beforeapproach guys (refers to seniors), because |
know they are going to give me positive feedbdtk...

Since there is a positive relationship between destdp and cohesion (Loughead & Hardy,

2006), it is necessary to encourage team membeaysewe good leadership abilities to assist the
coach in providing good guidance and support toréds¢ of the team. The team captains were
selected via team consensus, nominees were proposetivo captains were elected from the
panel of nominees. Once selected, the captains wier@ly informed as to what their

responsibilities and expectations were on the team.
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3.2.1.6 Emotions and peer support

The participants agreed that it would be good fer team if emotions were controlled more
effectively. There was a consensus that the exjpresd disappointment or negative emotions
can impair the team’s morale. Moreover, the pgréiots felt that more effort should be made to
learn how to encourage teammates. The team roaekested that the simple awareness that the
teammates, especially seniors, believe in them dvdwing them the confidence needed to
succeed. Finally, the team stressed the importafdeonesty, as they felt that is was very
important for every team member to be honest togamiiine with each other in order to lift the
team’s morale. In the learning endeavour, the tedso felt that it was necessary to be as
emotionally strong and positive as possible in oreinterpret teammates’ comments and

criticisms constructively. The following commenncsum up the statements above:

“...you know when a junior player, a new guy goasand makes a mistake, and he looks at the
senior players on the court, as a senior, actuallypody, | think we should just tell him you
know what, it's ok, like encourage him, but alsl iem that hey, you better make the next one,
and that way the kid will not miss again becausevitiesay to himself, I'm safe because so and

so is backing me up...”

Positive emotions and mood are positively relatédrry et al., 2000), in fact, when one

experiences enhanced mood such the absence otyaokidepression, there is a tendency for
that person to also experience positive emotiome €an assume that the collective moods of
the team members would be well representative aihtenorale. Since Loughead and Hardy

(2006) have reported that athletes who perceived team as cohesive were more likely to

105



experience enhanced mood, and also because resgealiclgs have shown that team building

interventions can be beneficial to the psycholdgstate of the team members (Terry et al.,
1996; Terry et al., 2000), a cohesion building paogme can be helpful in assisting players at
improving their mood and emotions. If athletes wiwoceive their team as cohesive experience
less anger and tension (Loughead & Hardy, 200&n tthis programme can indeed be very
helpful to this team. This shows that while doiegearch on group dynamics, because it falls
under sport psychology practices, researchers aactifponer should be aware of individual

psychological states and the way they can shap&ééflndnce an entire team’s morale.

3.2.1.7 Complacency

This issue of complacency was believed to manitself in two ways. First, it is about the team
being complacent vis-a-vis the opposition. In fabg participants realized that because their
team is very competitive and composed of very taterplayers, they have the tendency to
somehow underestimate the opposition and intertioni@crease their level of performance.
The patrticipants then agreed that it was necedeaagldress this issue because it may become a

negative characteristic of the team. The followtognments illustrate the point made above:

“...like in the games we played this weekend, yesave a strong team, but we play like, as if we

know we are a strong team, and we, we are tooadlak

“...there is nothing really stopping us but ourssly¥...) | am looking forward to the day when we

will all click from the start...”
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These issues reflect a certain lack of motivatarincentive to perform from the team members.
The problem seems to be that when they play agpowser opposition, they tend to do the strict
minimum to get the win. This may lead the team ®&vaiop negative habits of average
performance that may impede their chances of sacddws solution that was found to fix this
problem was to set specific goals for each sped@fient. Setting team goals is part of the
cohesion building programme, because researchhoamsthat setting high and achievable team
goals is positively related to cohesiveness (Widen& Ducharme, 1997), so in other words, the
solution was provided by the programme. The key twasake the players play for themselves,
in achieving specific goals (e.g., beat a team w&ith0 points margin), that way, there was an
incentive to perform. Moreover, according to Pragsas and Carron (1997a), individual work
output is relatively related to task cohesion. Efme, one can assert that improving task
cohesion within the team through a cohesion-buggirogramme can help counteract the loss of
motivation from the participants, as higher taskesion will encourage them to increase their
individual work output.

The second way in which complacency manifestsfitsehternal to the team, that is, there is a
tendency to be complacent among individuals int¢laen. And again, it is due to the presence of
talented and experienced players on the team,clispgasence causes other players, who may be
a bit less talented or experienced, to believe thair input is not necessary. In fact, some
players think that because there is a group ofdblgphands’ on the team, they can hold back

and not perform at their optimal level. The oneypfacommented on that point and said:
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“...sometimes because there are players like ***{&tar players) on the team, it makes you feel
small, and you start holding back and not give yallubecause you think to yourself that they'll

do it anyway...”

But players holding back can, according to one aeplayer, be positive for the team. The
argument was that holding back could be viewedltagism in that players hold back on their
personal capabilities for the benefit of the tedma situation where every player wants to
perform the same role, say scoring, and try toaltoghe best of their abilities, the team could
suffer from the resulting lack of organization. Abothe point made above, one player

commented and said:

“...yeah | think that is true, because you canratehten guys wanting to do the same thing all
night, it is important to be aware of how you castocontribute to the team and do that as well

as you can...”

Players become team players when they are altuestiough to know when they need to
increase or decrease their personal performancanyaigiven time (Jordan, 1994; Sugarman,
1998). However, on this team, the way some playerse complacent did not seem to be a
display of altruism; because of the reasons theymcked (there are enough talented players on
the team). In fact, it seemed to be more like dbdedte reduction of personal efforts, which
possesses strong connotations of social loafingiaBtafing is defined as a group-induced
reduction in individual output when performers’ @t are pooled, thus impossible to

individually evaluate (Franzoi, 2006). The playarnso have a tendency to be complacent feel
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safe in the group and just “ride along” knowingtttieeir efforts will go unnoticed, regardless of
their intensity. Social loafing can also explaie tkecrease of motivation from players when they
face weaker opposition. In fact, because the ofipasis weak and the players perceive their
team as superior, they have the certainty that évidrey personally perform at their minimum
level, the team will manage to be successful. Assalt, the players perform at a bare minimum
level and simply ensure that their team remaingximus. This may have negative impact on the
team’s performance and on its cohesiveness, instirat players may start feeling out of place
of start dropping out. A viable solution to thioplem is the assignment of specific roles, in fact,
as Hodge and McKenzie (1999) argued an increaseembers’ sense of responsibility may
decrease the need to “ride along”. Moreover, Hodgd McKenzie (1999) stressed that
developing a sense of team pride and collectiven tegentity will make team effort and team
success a personal endeavour for each member. dffesion building programme can thus
assist in reducing social loafing in that one sfdattivities is the clarification of team roleprad)
with the development of a stronger sense of priag @am collective identity in addressing
issues pertinent to the team’s distinctiveness,(&gallions”). It is essential for researcherslan
practitioners to find ways to address social logfiespecially in teams where social loafing can

have negative impacts on cohesion and performance.

3.2.1.8 Intra-team competition

It has been repeatedly stated that the team isyaceenpetitive unit in that it for one comprises
of many talented players and two, the team as denbaamong the finest in the country. For
these reasons, the amount of intra-team competititmn the team is understandably very high.

Players talked about the necessity to fight foleee on the team to actually get some playing
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time, or the need to prove themselves to the cazrodiven the need to achieve personal victories
by defeating one’s teammates. The participants sHotlieir awareness of the double-edged
sword nature of competition, in that it can be pwsior negative depending on individual

attitudes. The one player made a comment regattimglangers of intra-team competition and

said that:

“...can | say something, like, about competing fglace in the team, the one thing where it can
be quite bad is individualism, like, say | am comnpg against another forward for a place, then |
know when | am on the court and get the ball, Ihhigot look for the pass because | want to

make the basket a prove to coach that | am goodgénior the team...”

But the general sentiment of the team regarding patiton was that intra-competition is
needed, and it is actually good for the team, alips the team to become stronger in terms of
athletic skills as well as bonding. In terms dflatic skills, positive competition manifests ifsel
through individual battles that force players teseatheir game in order to keep up to their
teammates, and in so doing, they continually premoutual growth. The participants also
mentioned that competition promotes team bondiegabse players develop confidence in their
teammates. And this confidence in the team’s &sliiutomatically unites the players. To
illustrate this point, one player said that:

“...I think one thing as well, is that | think we kwahat individually and as a team, we know
that we are the best in the Eastern Cape and amthengest in the country, that | don't to lie
about, so when we compete against each other gnfbisaxample, | can guard *** or *** |

will have the confidence comes game time that ll mélable to defend against anybody...”
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Yet, the team agreed that competition can be pesitinly under certain conditions. The
participants agreed that individual attitudes, nignt®nesty and constructive attitude (that is,
possess the ability to constructively assess siumtand receive criticisms) are key to ensure
that competition stays positive. One participasbahentioned that it is very important to learn
to communicate with each other without offendingtreather, which he said would come with
time and stronger relationships. In their studgafective efficacy on sport teams, Paskevich et
al. (1999) found that high levels of intra-team gqatition are positively related to team’s
collective efficacy, mainly because the more teammimers become aware of each other’s
weaknesses and strength and continue elevating aheln's skills, the more they develop a
sense of collective competence. And since the gigaits have reported that there are high
levels of positive competition within their teant,dan be assumed that the team’s level of
collective efficacy is correspondingly high. On thiher hand, Heuze et al. (2006) reported that
previous research indicated a positive relationshgiween collective efficacy and team
cohesion. One could then argue that increasingsbedrgess in sport teams would contribute to
the enhancement of its collective efficacy, antluim, maintain healthy competition within sport
teams. A cohesion building programme could theeefemhance a team’s well-being in both
ways, first by promoting and maintaining good levelf competitiveness and secondly by

allowing each individual player to improve theimga

3.2.1.9 Sacrifices
From their past experiences in other athletic team@ other spheres their lives, the team

members seemed aware of the fact that any roasttess is filled with sacrifices. So when they

111



were urged to discuss the type and amount of sasifthey would make for the team, the
participants became quite emotional. The genernaiap concerning the topic was that of never
giving up on a teammate. In fact, it was said mititerview that if ‘boys count on you, you have
to be ready to do anything’. They have referretheoteam as their ‘family’, their ‘life’, and they
would ‘never forget this unit. However, despite tieneral exhilaration that the topic triggered,
some players mentioned that because they haveataidemics and their careers to think about,

basketball is the number two priority. It was conmteel that:

“...to be honest, | can’t give my life for this teajust because life is more important, and my
academic and my career are more important, buindatsto say that, actually the team comes

second, and there is a lot of things that comel tlaind fourth, and fifth...”

One player made a very interesting point when I that he was yearning to know the team
members as people, as that would give him morensa® really ‘bleed’ for them. It was agreed
that this type of situation where everybody woukld so committed and ready to sacrifice so
much for the team could only come with time. Thesuggests that the more cohesive a team
becomes, the more sacrifices its members are readyake, and vice versa (Holt & Sparkes,
2001; Prapavessis & Carron, 1997b). Despite thatgeathusiasm the team attached to their
readiness to make sacrifices, as Holt and Spa8@&lf suggested, players are usually ready to
make sacrifices, but they do not always know widobs they need to make. And the resulting
sense of confusion attached to sacrifices givemtttee impression that theirs go unnoticed,
which can lead to poorer morale (Holt & SparkesPB0 One could then advocate the

tremendous benefits that a cohesion building pragra addressing the issue of player sacrifices
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could have on a sport team. The programme candredpring that the players are aware of the
types of sacrifices that are warrants of successyell as ways to ensure that sacrifices are

noticed and well appreciated.

3.2.1.10 It is about having fun

To end the focus group, the participants/playemnevasked to talk about the amount of fun they
were having on the team. Besides the one rookigeplaho honestly admitted that he was
‘getting there’, the rest of the players confesed they are having the time of their lives. Just
to illustrate that understatement of how much fhaytsaid they were having, some of the
comments that were made were:

...for me there is no better team | would love toitnolved with than this team...”

...there is nothing greater than love, and | guess is where | am now with you guys...”

...l would rather play with this team than havingse’

“...this is for real man...”

3.2.1.11 Conclusion
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Overall, the results obtained through ‘assessmaat were satisfying. The enthusiasm of the
team in taking part in this research project waslemmbly translated in the way the
guestionnaire was taken and the interview apprahchi@ce the focus group interview schedule
was partly based on the results of the GEQ (aloitig thve literature and research findings), there
were evident similarities in the participants’ agots made in the GEQ and in the ones made in
the focus group interview. In fact, the themes gateel in the focus group interview transcripts
were parallel to the results obtained from the GEKREe difference between the focus group and
the GEQ was the fact that the GEQ assessed cohasioa, in all its forms, whereas the focus
group focused on the various issues that surrourd adfect cohesion (e.g., complacency,
sacrifice behaviour). This provided strong conficern the validity of the results obtained in
assessment one, and allowed for the careful desfigin accurate programme tailored to the
specific needs of the team. The GEQ scores wenag&eand the themes generated in the focus
group somewhat supported the average scoring d&H@ in that the issues that the participants
considered as missing from their team are elentbatgositively influence team cohesion (e.g.,
team roles, goal setting, sacrifice behaviour)otimer words, if the issues discussed during the
focus group are adequately addressed by the progeamne could assume that perceptions of

team cohesion as well as the scoring of the GEQdachange accordingly.
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3.2 Activities in the programme

The activities of the programme will be presentaddetail in this section. Some activities,

namely the classroom meetings, the social gatherittie weekly meetings, and the team
building exercises have all been considerably nespby Carron and Spink’s (1993) model as
well as other prominent authors (Carron et al.,7208ugarman, 1999; Yukelson, 1997). The
other activities, such as the intensive traininghgaand the trips for away games were not
initially planned to be incorporated in the prograen However, due to their powerful ability to

develop cohesion, they have been added to the rdoote¢he programme. The nature of each
exercise or activity will be outlined, includingettprocess as well as all the results of each
exercise. Each activity will be presented sepayatehd a discussion paragraph will conclude

each activity outline.

3.2.1 Classroom meeting #01

The first classroom meeting had three main fociesasr namely, 1) to assess the team’s
weaknesses and strengths in order to get an idedee the team stands in various aspects of
sports, 2) to bring change to the team environnigntvorking on its team distinctiveness as
proposed by Carron and Spink (1993) and 3) to éurthe bettering of communication between
the players by engaging them in exercises thatmrequgreat deal of open communication.

Team Performance Profiling (Carron et al., 20073: gkesented in the literature chapter, this
exercise enables the participants to identify tteam’s weaknesses and strengths. It started out

with each member writing down what they consideasdhe ten most important characteristics
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of basketball. After a brainstorming session, et would come up with the ten characteristics
that were deemed most important by the team. Thene ihen asked to rate each of the ten
characteristics they have written down in termsngbortance and relevance to the game of
basketball (see Ideal score in Table 2). Next, theye asked to rate their team’s current state
with regard to the characteristics they have idiedti (see Current score in Table 2). A

discrepancy score (see Table 2) was then calcuktedhigh discrepancy scores (>2) would

indicate areas of improvement. The TPP table thatt¢am drafted is summarized in Table 1

below.

Table 2

Team Performance Profiling results

Team Ideal Score Current Score Discrepancy score
characteristic

Dedication 10 6 4
Skills 9 7 2
Strength 7 7 0
Intelligence 9 4 5
Emotional stability | 7 5 2
Preparation 10 5 5
Mental toughness 10 7 3
Commitment 10 7 3
Heart 10 8 2
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Positive attitude 7 5 2

The TPP provided the guidelines that informed gbal-setting activity that was carried out
later in the programme. Moreover, it gave the teaembers a clear idea of where they stood at

the time.

The team keenly approached this exercise. There avgery large number of characteristics that
the players brought to the brainstorming sessioowéver, it must be said that a lot of the
characteristics were concerned with basketballnieecies and tactics, and not really about the
mental or social aspect of the sport. Nonetheligsfeam reached a consensus as to what the
most important characteristics were, and they epaassed all aspects of the sport (i.e., mental,
technical, emotional, etc.). The consensus wadisapeached because there seemed to be a
great understanding among the team members congesfiat is important in their sport. It was
great to see that the players could communicatalp@ad respectfully during this exercise, in
fact, everyone had a chance to voice their opinitns might be a very important factor because
it ensures that all the team members have actitaign part in the drafting of the team’s
performance profile. Moreover, players could relaigre to the team, since their characteristics
match the team’s characteristics. However, it nigssaid that the facilitation of the exercise
required some experience and knowledge of classmgmamics. Fortunately, | have had the
chance to be a tutor for the past two years soai that much easier to run the exercise.
Yukelson (1997) argued that the essential partuotassful team building interventions is the
initial assessment of the team’s needs. The TPPawgtgat exercise to address the important

issue, which is why it was conducted before angioéxercise in the programme.
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Group name: the following activity involved creatia group name that would contribute to the
team’s distinctiveness. This was done by askingptagers to jot down adjectives that qualified
the way the team was perceived by others as welioas the team members wished to be
perceived by others. After individual presentatajrthe adjectives to the team, a brainstorming
session was held in order to identify the adjestitleat the team judged most accurate. The
qualifying adjectives that the team came up withrevdear (as threatening), strong, good
looking, tall, aggressive, proud, classy, sexy,kgoarazy, confident, intelligent, scholars,
competitive, drunkards, jovial, and jubilant. Aftarbrainstorming session to find a name that
would encompass all the adjectives listed abowey tiroduced a short-list of names, and they
were: Assassins, Panthers, Jaguars, Mustangs, tatidrfs. After discussing various factors,
including the fact that their University's athlegenblem was a horse or that very few teams in
the world carry that name, the team decided their thame was going to be the ‘Rhodes
Stallions’. The brainstorming of ideas was vitaitasas necessary to ensure that each and every
member of the team perceived themselves as posgesse or more of the characteristics

outlined above. In fact, it was necessary that tteyd personally relate to being a “Stallion”.

This exercise created a great deal of excitemethteatertainment. In fact, the players found it
very amusing to find words that would qualify theives and their team. The brainstorming
session to find a short-list of names was also statky a great deal of enthusiasm, when each
potential name was analysed to the bone by all tesmbers. The debates were a great
opportunity to hone communication skills, becaugergone had something to say, and everyone
had to be heard and taken into account. The players new to the whole psychological aspect

of sport, and this exercise greatly contributedhawing them “buying into” the programme. In
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fact, this exercise made the team perceive theranage as a fun and worthwhile project. It is
vital to ensure that the participants stay eagetake part in the programme, and this was
definitely a great way to do so. As a facilitatdr tbe exercise and leader of the project, it
produces a great feeling of adequacy to receivesitipe and exhilarated response from the
participants. The majority of the team buildingetdture (Carron & Spink, 1993; Sugarman,
1999; Yukelson, 1997) argued in favour of the pesiimpacts that having a team name can
have on a team. In a collegiate environment whpoetdgs all about passion and love, it was
deemed relevant to incorporate issues pertinemt tam’s distinctiveness in the programme
(Carron & Spink, 1993), as it may provide playeithwhe special feature that would make them

feel like they belong.

Team mission statement: the team’s next activiey,ag part of the distinctiveness building, was
to generate a team mission statement that woulectedn the attitudes, focus, and image that the
team wants to project and that would become thdsyak for the things the team would do
(Sugarman, 1999). The team discussed various issnésbrainstormed ideas, such as the
characteristics of the stallion as an animal (paldr attention was paid to the rearing stallion) o
the nature of the relationships they expected @ir tteam. The team reached a consensus and

decided that their team mission statement was doihg ‘As brothers, we rise’.

The participants mentioned that they needed torhecmore than teammates and be more like
family, like brothers. That way, they would alwalys there for each other, regardless of the
situation, they could always count on their tean@mafhey also mentioned that their goal in

sport, and in life for that matter, was to striee &xcellence and rise to the top. Keeping in mind
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the image of the rearing stallion, pointing to #kg, ‘As brothers, we rise’ just seemed perfect.
Having a mission statement that carries so muchbslimmeaning can have the potential to
produce a powerful effect on the players. In fécthe players live by their mission statement,
the mission could become more of a culture thatlevanstinctively unite the team members.
However, one could argue that, like culture, it nmaguire more time than a season allows to
actually getting all the team members to live bgtsa mission statement. In fact, there needs to
be a change in people’s attitudes first, they riegzersonally adopt the mission in its wholeness,

before the team or club can fully carry such a inisstatement.

Circle of trust: this team building exercise wagrieal out as a way to promote open
communication between the players. It is an exertligt was taken from organizational team
building practices. It involves sitting in a circlend each player is asked to say one thing they
appreciate about the two players sitting by thele.sPositive things were said about the team

members’ personalities and behaviours.

This exercise is great in giving players opportundt heighten the spirit and enhance the self-
esteem of their teammates. Being told positiveghiabout yourself and especially the feeling of
being appreciated for who you are can always haweraendously positive effect on your
morale. Moreover, being acknowledged by the tearmibggs can increase trust levels among
players, and strengthen the bond between themhéb®dnd gets stronger, the team becomes a
more cohesive unit (Sugarman, 1999). It generadiytributes to bettering the communication
within the team, and as advanced by Carron andkS{if93), communication is a vitally

essential part to improving cohesiveness withieant, as it allows for team members to share
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opinions and accept each other’s differences. odiltjimn every activity in the programme required
some level of communication, considering the imgaoce that is attached to effective
communication, it was deemed important to incorfeeectivities that specifically targeted the

enhancement of communication.

3.2.2 Classroom meeting #02

Carron and Spink (1993) advanced that in develofgag cohesion, it was vitally important to
bring change to a team’s structure. A team strechas to do with the roles and responsibilities
on the team, the team norms, and leadership ($emtlire chapter for details). Thus, the second
classroom meeting’s focal points were to improve tham structure via setting team goals,
developing team norms, and selecting team leaddteiperson of team captains. The activities
performed in the session were all supported byréselts in the GEQ, by the participants’
accounts in the focus group, and by the the libeeabn team building (Carron & Spink, 1993;
Miller, 1997; Sugarman, 1999). The participants’ @Gcores (especially the low Group-
Integration Task score in the first GEQ) along whie first focus group’s accounts concerning
the need to have roles and responsibilities ciatifivere all supported by the literature which
stated that the team’s structure (team norms, teéms, and leadership) needs to be addressed in
almost any team building intervention (Carron & r8i 1993). All these reasons made it

essential for this programme to involve the follog/activities.

The team captains: to enhance the team structeaeetship issues needed to be addressed

(Carron & Spink, 1993). The role of leaders is Mitadeveloping team cohesion (Curtner-Smith
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et al., 1999; Westre & Weiss, 1991). Team captarashe selected leaders of a team. The team
captains were selected with the method that waméddhe most fair by the team. The whole
team had to nominate players whom they felt wouddl wuit the captaincy role. The common
practice in basketball is to have two team captdihsis, the participants were asked to nominate
players, and they nominated two of them, which maoteng unnecessary, because they were
two nominees for two positions. The team captaiss keoth seniors, and they are both ‘star
players’ on the team. The team captains were tleeted leaders of the team, and their guidance

was deemed critical for the well-being of the basak team, both on and of the court.

The team selected their team captains rather guickifact, it was like there was no doubt in
everybody’s mind as to who the captains shouldTbe. level of understanding and acceptance
on the team was surprisingly high at the time.garsteams, there are often problems in finding
team captains, because a lot of players think daeytake up the role, and when they fail, some
resentment and animosity starts to build up. Bat Was not the case for this team. As coaches,
it is vital to have team captains by our sides,abse they somewhat constitute the bridge
between the players and the coach. In fact, somestiitme coach may not be aware of internal
disruptions, and it is the captain’s duty to ending the communication channels between the
players and the coach is perfectly effective. Alifjo some coaches do not agree that captains
need to be some of the team’s “star” players, bl seniors, my experience has taught me that
being the most talented player gives one that nmohe credibility in the eyes of the team
members. Westre and Weiss (1991) indeed arguedirthsport teams, leaders who lead by

example are usually the most successful ones.
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Team norms: Research has shown that athletes geatest effort when they were on teams that
possessed stronger norms for social interactiodshagher team social cohesion (Loughead &
Hardy, 2006). Moreover, Carron and Spink (1993uadythat team norms, as part of the team
structure, are an essential element to team bgildenture. And last, the results from the first
administration of the GEQ as well as the first ®group indicated the necessity to establish
norms that would act as a yardstick for the tedmelsaviour. It was therefore deemed important
to address the issue of team norms in the Rhodestdity basketball team and run an exercise
to generate team norms. For the purpose of thiscisee(see Literature chapter for details), the
team was divided into small heterogeneous groupsrel were no particular criteria for the
allocation of people into groups, as it was madeveaiently according to where the participants
were seated. Each group’s task was to draw thdeuaiftheir image of an ideal player, in terms
of behaviour, personality, and body structure aramrious situations (e.g., practice,
competition, everyday life etc.). After a certaiaripd of time, a designated spokesperson for
each group presented their ideal player profiléhrest of the team. Once each spokesperson
has presented their ideal player profile, the tdaad a brainstorming session to reach a
consensus as to what the team’s ideal player profds to be. Once drafted, the team ideal
player profile would then be used to set the staiwddy which the team members would

generally judge one another. The profile is presgim Table 3:

Table 3

Team ideal player profile

Ideal player profile
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Self-confident (i.e., trust in own abilities)

Good attributes

Excellent athlete

Strong leader (i.e., able to influence teammatesitds achieving group’s purposes

Disciplined (i.e., punctual for practice, games, sane lifestyle)

Physical dexterity

Passionate

Team player

Good sense of humour

Mentally tough (i.e., able to timely overcome adigrand control mind matters)

Finesse

2 meters tall

95 kg

Good aggression (i.e., plays with intensity andtiied roughness)

Composed

Motivator (i.e., able to put and maintain intensitypractice, competition etc.)

Sound decision-making (i.e., performs the rightghat the right time)

Experience (i.e., has played competitively foreaist 5 years)

Good listener

Set priorities

Excellent basketball skills (i.e., excellent shogtipassing, rebounding, dribbling et

O
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The players did not have much difficulty draftifeeir ideal player profile. The brainstorming
session was particularly productive and a list gaiskly put forward. The only concern at the
time was that the list might have been a little twwealistic in that most players were far from
matching with the ideal profile. However, the teaatepted that to achieve greatness, there was
a price to pay, and besides the physical attribotethe list, all team members were expected to
do their best to come as close to the list's statglas possible. So for example, little attention
was paid to the height of the ideal profile, biaygrs were expected to develop mental skills and
become mentally tough, or they were required talibeiplined, like the ideal player would be.
Therefore, the difficulty was in the monitoring bdw the players abided by the standards. It
required a great deal of effort and dedication framoach point of view to ensure that all the
players tried their best to behave as similarlyh® ideal player as possible. The team norms
were of great importance in order to help the pisye assess their behaviour or performance.
Moreover, it created a sense of consistency amoagetam, and according to Sugarman (1999),
continuity and consistency of practice can posiyivefluence a team’s cohesiveness level. As
mentioned by one senior on the team during theé fiacus group, and from my own experience
as a former player, there were no established norrtiee previous years’ teams, in that things
were done implicitly. That was probably why thegmaral turnover in these teams was so high, |
remember players leaving in the middle of the seasine particular incident can actually
illustrate this point perfectly, it was at last ysanational championship, the team had lost a
game that would have sent them to the semi-fimal,they were left with ranking games to fight
for the 8" place, & place and so on. The one team member decidedhtiva was no point in

staying so he left and went home. The whole team wgset, but nothing was there for us to
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actually confront and judge him, so he left. It kkbnave been avoided if players knew they were

living by explicit team norms, and could judge drestaccording to accepted team standards.

Team roles: The players expressed their opinioce@orng role awareness when they mentioned
in the first focus group that it would help thateyhwere acquainted with their specific
responsibilities on the team. That is supporteddsgarch findings, in fact, as Eys and Carron
(2001) suggested, teams should spend considerféiits eestablishing standards of expectations
and having clearly defined roles in attempts otdoag higher levels of cohesiveness. In order
to assign team roles, Eys et al.’s (2004) hot sstnique was used (see Methodology chapter
for details). Individual players were asked to drawlist of what they thought their
responsibilities were on the team. Next, each playas asked to present the list of their
perceived roles to the team, and while they arsgming, the team amended, disputed, or
expanded what was said by the player. The finabfisoles for each individual was made at the
coach’s discretion (Table 4). The list of the tesotes is presented in Table 4 (note that for
ethical reasons, instead of putting player's naamekroles on the table, the roles are presented in

terms of the player’s position):

Table 4

Team roles

Player’s position Roles

Guard Fast-break; shooting; leader; motivator;

control game; experience defence
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Guard Play-maker; drive; passing; lead fast-
breaks; entertain the bench

Guard Fast-break; duty-man; 3-point shooting;
“the kid”

Guard Drive; finisher; fast-break; get fouls;
shooting; steals

Guard Entertain bench; motivator; support; 6-th
man,; drive

Forward Inside-scoring; rebounds; shooting;
defence; control game

Forward Defence; rebounds; blocks; duty-man;
“garbage-points”

Forward Defence; rebounds; put-backs; blocks;
leader

Centre Offensive rebounds; inside scoring;
passing; intimidation

Centre Collect rebounds; lead from the couyrt;
score baskets; help build relationships;
offense

Centre Offensive rebounder; inside scoring;

defensive rebounds; blocking
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The list of roles represents the roles that thggsahad on the court. At the end of the team role
identification exercise, each player was given gdleat first of all matched their athletic and
playing styles, but that also matched their periyn&ome players are naturally inclined to be
more defence-minded than others, or some playsth@ave more stamina than others, and it was
thus crucial to assign the correct roles to theembrpeople. When players were given roles that
they thought were the right ones for them, theyenmiore motivated to work at their best in
order to do their part of the job. The roles weewised like a musical orchestra, where each
player had a role to play in order to produce @ fpece of work. And without the total
coordination of actions, performance would suffeg tonsequences. It required a lot of work
and experience to carefully study each player'sataristics in order to assign him the right
roles. It is for that reason that the coach comiiiyuiconsulted the team senior players as well as
the team captains in order to come up with the raostirate decisions. The other challenge was
the constant need to provide feedback to the paweth regard to their performance. The
players needed to be told at all times if they wawimg their job properly and, if they were not,
necessary guidance was needed for them to getdratidack. For that reason, one could argue
that being the coach of the team and the pracéitismultaneously is better for this project. In
fact, the dual role gives the coach/practitioner plossibility to have a hands-on attitude towards
the designing, implementing, and monitoring of f®gramme’s activities. Although it is
labour-intensive and time-consuming, if done pripahe chances of having the programme
properly carried out is greatly maximized. In otlirestances of cohesion building programmes
where the coach and the practitioner are two diffepeople, both parties should be encouraged

to work together harmoniously and effectively, sota get the most out of the programme.
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However, this is often extremely difficult becauke coach and the practitioner have different

priorities that often clash with one another (Ywslosl, 1997).

3.2.3 Classroom meeting #03
The focus of the third and last classroom sessias sacrifice behaviour and team goal setting,
as part of the attempt to instigate improvementth@team processes and positively influence

cohesion (Carron and Spink, 1993).

Team goal-setting: Carron et al. (2007) suggested the Team Performance Profiling is a
useful way to start a goal-setting activity, in ttlitaallows for coaches to establish the areas
where improvement is needed and turn those aréaseiam goals, and since it is the product of
all team members’ opinions, they are ensured temadividual goals. The participants/players

were given print-outs of the results of the assesdémone as well as the Team Performance
Profiling in order to provide them with a sound lwtedge of their team’s weaknesses and
strengths. That way, they were able to carry oaitélam goal-setting exercise fully informed and
aware of where their team stands. Before the eser¢he team was briefed on goal-setting
theory. They were presented with examples of tfferént types of goals (i.e., process goals and
performance goals) as well as the purpose of short-and long-term goals (Sugarman, 1999).
After the briefing, the team was divided into hetggneous groups of 3 to 4 members (in terms
of seniority, position, and/or skills) and each gyowas asked to draft a list of time-bound,

realistic, specific, and measurable short-term lang-term goals. They were allowed to come

up with as many performance indices as they wishAdégr a certain period of time, the team

was brought back together to discuss all the grqugositions to then reach a consensus for a
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total of eleven goals. The list of goals draftedthby team is summarized in Table 5 below. As

far as individual goals are concerned, each indadicblayer had the task to set his personal

goals, both long-term and short-term. Obviouslyséhgoals would be in accordance with the

team goals, which Sugarman (1999) stressed as fa&ky to the success of team goal-setting.

Table 5

Team goals

Short-term / Long-term

Goal

Long-term Win Provincial League with no losses

Long-term Finish in the Top 3 at Nation
Championships

Short-term Improve team chemistry

Short-term Improve composure

Short-term Self-acknowledgement

Short-term Persistence

Short-term Improve fitness

Short-term Assertiveness i.e., determination

Short-term Improve constructive communication

Short-term Get together outside of basketball astle

once every two weekends
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Without the careful preparation that was done leefmrforming this activity, its success would
have been jeopardized. The preparation phase wdsday the editing of summaries of the
results of the first assessment (both GEQ and fagosp) as well as the summary of the
outcome of the Team Performance Profiling. Thesmiaents significantly assisted in ensuring
that the goal setting exercise was powerful andirate. The most important task after setting
the goals is to monitor if the players duly make tiecessary efforts to achieve them. In this
project, being the coach was once again very hiefsfipractices and game performances were
used to monitor and assess the achievement of asd$. gShort-term goals were constantly
assessed during practices and goals and the outmbganes was used to assess the long-term
goals. The awareness of the team goals gave thyerpldhe opportunity to set themselves
individual goals that would help them be more hdlpi achieving the team goals. However, the
onus was on them to approach the coach in ordexceive feedback regarding their individual
endeavours. In at least three studies, havingra gzl and team participation in a team goal
have been shown to enhance team cohesion, espéagil cohesion of athletic teams (Brawley
et al., 1992; Widmeyer, Silva & Hardy, 1992; Widmeey& Williams, 1991). Furthermore,
overall research on team sport demonstrates avymos#iationship between group cohesion and
performance (Carron & Chelladurai, 1981; Hardylet2905; Widmeyer et al., 2003; Yukelson,
1997). The Rhodes Stallions recently reached onleeofiwo long-term goals they set in finishing
third at this year’'s National Championships. Herage could argue that the Rhodes basketball
team exemplifies the theory mentioned above in th@tteam set a clear goal, which enhanced
team task cohesion, and because cohesion is mbgiti®lated to performance, it helped them

perform at a level where they could achieve thealg
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Sacrifice behaviour: In their conceptual model feam building, Carron and Spink (1993)
stressed the importance of player sacrifices asqgfahe team processes that can have strong
effects on a team’s cohesiveness. Similarly, Mak({@2€l01) proposed the Law of the price tag as
a warrant of a team’s success. The Law of the gageholds that a team fails to reach its
potential when it fails to pay the price, in othesrds, make the sacrifices. At the beginning of
the session on sacrifice, the players were givepresentation on sacrifice behaviour (see
Literature chapter for details). After the preséiotg once they have acquired a sound
understanding of sacrifice behaviour, the playeesewasked to draft of list of realistic and
measurable sacrifices they thought to be impoffianthe benefit of their team. After drafting
individual lists, the team brainstormed ideas aath€ to an agreement as to which sacrifices
each player should make for the team. The sacriise was monitored throughout the

programme implementation. The sacrifices are ptegan Table 6:

Table 6

List of team sacrifices

Sacrifices to be made

I will play for the success of the team, even ihians shining less as an individual

I will refrain from partying the night before games

I will spend time working out on my own outsideteém practice sessions

| will provide unconditional support for my teamreatto the best of my abilities

I will party with my teammates at least once evagond weekend

| will set my priorities and ensure that basketmthne of my top priorities
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The exercise on sacrifice behaviour was marked bgtlder tensed atmosphere. In fact, the
players seemed reluctant to think about the saesfthey needed to make. The thing was that
they knew they already made sacrifices, so thinkibgut new ones gave them the impression
that they would have to make even more sacrifibas they were already making. In order to
address this misunderstanding, they were toldth@at could list the sacrifices they were already
making and bring those to the brainstorming sesdiscussing each other’s sacrifices rapidly
turned the hostile atmosphere into a safe envirohmdere the players could open up and
realize that sacrifices are needed to achieve mggeat This exercise finished on a very positive
note in that it allowed the players to have theicrgices acknowledged by the team. And the
comforting feeling of not going unnoticed brougldneething positive to the players. The
difficult task in asking players to make sacrifige$o convince them that they are necessary. But
the level of maturity and intelligence among thantemembers made this task rather simple,
because they already knew that success comes watfifices. Individual sacrifices are to
increased individual performance what team goad@increased team performance (Carron &
Spink, 1993). In other words, if teams need totsam goals to perform better, then individual
players need to make sacrifices to perform beffére important issue is that a team’s
performance is always contingent with its individo@mbers’ performance (Bray & Whaley,
2001). Moreover, Prapavessis and Carron (1997a)dftlat athletes who perceive their team as
being more cohesive are more ready to make sagifiar the sake of their team. For all these
reasons, an activity that addressed the issuecafisa behaviour was deemed important to the

overall improvement of the team’s performance, @ad thus incorporated in the programme.
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3.2.4 Social gatherings

One of the main issues that the participants espreduring the first assessment (both the GEQ
and the focus group) is that they thought that tvewild highly benefit from knowing their
teammates outside of basketball in order to creatsonal relationships. In fact, they have
mentioned that their idea of cohesion would pritgasiem from the players becoming closer
friends on an everyday life basis. This is supgblkig Carron and Spink (1993) affirmation that
togetherness in teams is an essential factor terb&icial cohesion in teams. For these reasons,
the programme started with a get-together at trecite apartment. Moreover, in order to
maintain the high level of enthusiasm among thei@pant pertaining to their participation in
the programme, having them to have fun, learn towkeach other on a personal level, and
generally be good friends, it was reckoned adeqtatset off the programme with a social
gathering. The gathering took the form of a pavtith drinks and snacks, and it was a real
success, in fact, as of today, the memories of nigitt are still spoken about by the players.
Members of a group must have a reason for workingether, and they need to be
interdependent, that is, to recognize their neadefach others’ experiences, abilities, and
commitment in order to accomplish group goals (Sha981). In this team, the participants
judged that that reason would be brotherhood. Matethe social gatherings’ objectives were to
instigate change in the team’s environment by imjoigpteam togetherness and to ameliorate the
team’s processes by creating open communicationnehe between the players so that they
could engage in discussions that were not necésslauit could have been, basketball related.

Social gatherings were held as often as possiblkedie to time and/or financial constraints, as
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well as other players’ personal reasons, they coalg be held at most every second weekend.
They took the form of parties, dinner, and/or watghgames on television. The parties were
usually held either at the coach’s apartment, andvblved student-like party activities (e.g.,
music, beverages, barbeques, etc.). The team alstogether regularly to watch the NBA
(American basketball league) season on televisidre players would usually do so at one

player’'s apartment, or at a local bar.

The social get-togethers seemed to be the pamisptavourite feature of the programme. That
is easy to understand considering their age andatttethat they are college students. It was
highly interesting to notice the changes in thenstty of the players’ relationships from week to
week and it is evident that getting together toyplames, eat, talk about life, drink, watch
television played a major role in bringing aboubdé changes. Within a few weeks, players
became more than simple teammates. Of course @ liake into account that the presence of
the six senior players on the team made the pragebgcoming closer friends easier for the
team. In fact, the mere fact that close friendstapsady existed among the senior players
strongly inspired the rest of the team to also duailose friendships. However, it would be
inaccurate to assert that the players would not Hault closer relationships without the get-
togethers, but say, through coming to practiceald@ithough relationships might have become
stronger despite the social gatherings, what tleaylyr did was speeding up the friendship-
building process. It is difficult to even imagineat the programme could have had a positive
impact on the team’s social cohesion without trezg®al events. However, organizing the social
events was no easy task. Players needed to béedatif advance so they could manage their

time and avoid jeopardizing their other commitmeatsaademics, work, etc.). This required a lot
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of planning on the coach’s side. Moreover, a lodifficulty was caused by the fact that very
limited funds were available to the coach/researt¢beorganize these social events. It goes
without saying that with more resources, the sucadsthe social events would have been
considerably increased. All in all, the fact rensaihat the contribution of the social gatherings

in increasing the team’s cohesion level, especglyial cohesion was extremely valuable.

3.2.5 Team meetings

The team meetings were held once a week, usuatheabeginning of the week, and they were
held in a player’s flat in close proximity to thgng or sometimes in a quiet corner of the gym.
Having periodic meetings is a good way to chec&wviérything is going well within the team

(Sugarman, 1999). The participants were given fgodunity to talk about any matter they

wished to bring to the team. The casual, relaxed, rgspectful atmosphere of the meetings
allowed for the improvement of communication betwéige team members. Some of the topics
that were brought up during these meetings includgatbus personal concerns such as the
availability of packed meals for those who liveddorms and missed the dorm meals. The
participants were really given the opportunity wice their opinion and talk any matter they

deemed important to the team.

These meetings did not really obtain a positivpoese from the players. That is probably due
to the meetings being held before or shortly a#ténletic practices. Either way, the players
would not really be focused during the meetingsabse they were either eager to practice or

eager to go home after practice. As a result, ssagze brought up, but they were only discussed
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on a surface level. Fortunately, it was seldom thatparticipants would bring up matters that
required deep analysis and lengthy conversationiact, the meetings mostly created a stage for
minor issues to be rapidly talked about or deathwiHowever, it still would have been better if
the meetings were scheduled at different timeghAtsame time, that would have been difficult
because more time would have been required fromp#ugcipants, which may have caused
negative attitudes towards the programme in thetgrs may come to think it is too demanding.
The participants get very little, if anything, aftsports from their University, besides personal
fulfilment; hence it is delicate to ask them forcegsive time or effort for a sport-related activity
In an institution were sport is still very much safered as mere leisure, it is difficult for
students to allocate excessive amounts of thedlystg time, or social life in sport and its

various surrounding activities.

3.2.6 Team-building activities during athletic free

Team-building activities (see Methodology chapter fletails) were repetitively carried out
during athletic practice sessions. These team-ngildactivities were borrowed from the
organizational context, and their relevance to gperting context was surprisingly high. The
various activities encouraged the participants @getbp skills that are beneficial to building
better teams, such as communication and problewmgolin the exercise that was used the
most, “All aboard”, the team had to find ways tbifi a delineated space on the floor. As the

space was made smaller and smaller by the coaeledim had to collectively find ways to git in
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the space. The amount of talking, cooperation, emitéctive problem-solving that the team

engaged in was very positive.

The team-building activities (see Methodology ckagbr details) were greatly appreciated by
the players. They found them rather entertaining anthusiastically carried them out. The
amount of interaction, collective problem-solvirgpoperation, collaboration, communication,
teamwork, and listening was highly valued by thayplts. These activities allowed performing
collective tasks that were not at all basketbaditesl but that had a high team building potential.
Moreover, they were a nice way to break from thergtous basketball drills for a few minutes.
From a coach as well as researcher point of vies, worthy to note that the success of these
small activities often resided in their timing. flect, it was necessary to know when the players
would prefer performing them, for instance, havihgm during scrimmages would not be best
because players do not want to take up from tHayimg time. For that reason, it may yet again
be adequate to support that having a sound knoeleddoasketball general dynamics (e.g.,
coach) can help in the implementation of the aiiéisi These activities were beneficial to the
programme in that they prevented the players fioimking of the cohesion building programme
and the athletic aspect of the sport as two sepaéagks. In fact, putting team building tasks in
their athletic practices showed them that cohearmh athletic exercises are two complementary

parts of the sport.

3.2.7 Team logo and team jersey
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As part of the bettering of the team environmerdrerspecifically team distinctiveness (Carron
& Spink, 1993), the team designed its team logoandstomized/personalized jersey to replace
the jersey that was donated by the league spombkerteam discussed various designs for their
new uniforms, and after a couple of weeks, theyecamwith a rather stylish design. Computer
software was used to design the logo. The coacigries a number of logos and had the team

decide which one they fancied the most. Figuredsvsithe team logo that was retained:

Figure 6. The Rhodes Stallions team logo.

The new uniform created a great deal of exciteraeming the team members. The problem was
that they did not particularly fancy the uniformsndted to them by the league’s sponsor. So it
was comprehensible that they would respond very twehe idea of having a new uniform that
was designed by them and that had their namesegrigt the back. The players paid for their
own uniforms, but it looked like they did not haar@roblem with that, because they would get to
keep the kit. As for the logo, its success onlydddor a couple of weeks. In fact, the players
really liked the idea of having a logo, and lookmbfessional. But due to a lack of funds, the
project of having team t-shirts done with the lagoit could not be achieved. Once again, one
could state that with more resources, the prograroowdd have been carried out to a fuller

extent, and its outcome may have been even morveos
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3.2.8 Trips

The Rhodes Stallions are playing in the Easterre@apvincial league, thus, they often travel to
neighbouring cities for away games. There are agagnes approximately every second
weekend and the full team often spend the whole siayetimes even entire weekends together
in other cities surrounding Grahamstown. The amadinbteraction and proximity that players
experience during these trips often turns out tdelaen building experiences for the group. In
fact, the players do activities such as dining ightsseeing which bring them closer to one
another and allow them to build stronger persoekdtionships. In terms of theory, trips, like
social gatherings, are a good way to enhance tma’seenvironment, especially togetherness
and communication (Carron & Spink, 1993). Beingkttogether in a bus for a couple of hours
or in dining together provides ample opportunitesalk about anything and everything, simply

for the sake of knowing more about each other.

It is undisputed that the away games’ journeys teapewerful way of instigating team spirit. A
lot like the social events, these journeys allow plarticipants to interact on a more personal and
social level. However, because the destination astiy Port Elizabeth, the monotony of the
weekly trips somewhat decreased the excitementiadsd with the journeys. Players tend to
kill time on the bus by sleeping, in order to feds of the “pain”. But in general, these journeys

have a valuable way of contributing to the teangading process.

3.2.9 Nationals training camp and National Chamghgm tournament
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3.2.9.1 Training camp

The training camp that took place in the week kethe National Championship tournament was
a tremendous opportunity to hold an intensive plfiasthe programme. In fact, the players were
in a closed-camp, which means that they were livintlpe same house for the whole preparation
week. During that week, basketball/athletic tragninpsychological training (i.e., mental
preparation), and cohesion-building constitutedtdem’s daily routine. The cohesion-building
activities involved recapitulating everything thaas done in the classroom sessions that were
held before the camp. This entailed reviewing teaonms, team roles, discussing various
leadership issues, and monitoring the team goalsoBe of the best parts of the camp was the
fact that all the players were living together. Sreally brought the team members together not
only as athlete, but also as people. The orgapizahat took place reinforced the team structure
(Carron & Spink, 1993), as various roles were amsigio various players, not only on the court,
but also outside of basketball. In fact, togethleey had to think about financial issues, about
what to eat, or where to sleep. They had to orgatiiemselves to establish a cooking roster, a
cleaning roster, and a shopping roster. Moreowvearder to maintain a liveable environment, a
normative behaviour was naturally imposed on tlaggais. For instance, it was made the norm to
wake up in the morning and make up the beds aydipdhe flat before leaving the house. This
sort of situations really set team norms that imfed the acceptable behaviours in the team. The
team processes (Carron & Spink, 1993) were alsarer@d when the players engaged in
relatively high sacrifice behaviour. For instanttes players were sleeping on mattresses at floor
level next to one another for the entire duratibthe camp, or the fact they had to constantly put
their money in the communal pot to purchase foedyihg them to only eat foods they were

given to eat. Besides sacrifice behaviour, teancgs® was greatly enhanced by the creation of
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rich communication channels between the team mesnbberfact, the players were naturally
bound to talk to one another, simply because timby lvad their teammates to talk to for a week.
The team environment (Carron & Spink, 1993) wasnitefy enhanced during the intensive
camp. In terms of distinctiveness, it was the usianecdotes, jokes, and stories, formation of
nicknames, and amusing incidents that createdses®runiqueness within the group. The social
aspect of cohesion was a critical issue raisedhé dssessment part, and this camp really
provided means to address these issues. Closemslaps, trust, brotherhood was definitely

achieved during that camp.

3.2.9.2 Tournament

The tournament was another opportunity for the grigyto make the bond that existed in the
team even stronger. Being in a foreign city for laole week and competing against the best
teams in the country, the team was put to testanymways. First, the team’s unity and bond was
put to a test because the players were in an emagat where they needed maximum support
from one another. They were away from their frieragjuaintances, and anybody they knew so
all the people they could turn to was their teanemiabecond, their athletic skills were put to a
test because they competed against the best teathe country. The tournament ended on a
very positive note, with the team clinching ther@e medal. The team only lost two games out

of nine played.

The camp in particular was a much unexpected fatttat positively affected the team’s
cohesion. It was unexpected in that it was not n@anas part of the programme, but its

contribution was of undeniable value. The camp Vikes an intensive version of the whole
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programme, in fact, all the activities that weremeceparately in the programme were congested
into a week long journey. The classroom activitaese revisited; social events were happening
constantly, trips happened three times a day, aactipes three times a day. During that week,
the coach felt that it was important to introdube team to some mental preparation concepts
and techniques, in order to maximize their ovegpadparation. The coach, in the person of the
researcher possesses basic experience in theliglénough to help out a team that has never
been exposed to mental preparation. This incororaif mental preparation in the camp was
greatly appreciated by the players, as they rapehyjized its power. The camp was positive, but
it would not have been possible to make it that waéthout all the sacrifices made by all the
team members. And the outcome of the tournamentteaseward that made it all worthwhile

for every team member, including the coach.

3.3 Evaluation

3.3.1 Second administration of GEQ

At the end of the programme, as part of the seemsdssment, the GEQ was administered to the
players for the second time. The questionnaire adasinistered in yet again a secluded place,
away from potential disruptions that may have aéddahe filling in of the questionnaire. The
results of the second GEQ administration are cedliand graphically depicted in Table 7 and

Figure 7:

Table 7

GEQ scores for assessment two of the whole teagds score for each GEQ subscale
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Manifestation

Definition

Score

Group Integration- Task

(GI-T)

Individual team member’
feelings about
closeness, and
within the team as a who
around the group’s tasks.

Individual's perception o

task unity

similarity

bondir

57.52

19

f

Group Integration- Social

(GI-S)

Individual team member’

feelings about th¢

similarity, closeness, an
bonding within the team 3
a whole around the group
a social unit.

Individual’'s perceptions o
the

social unity within

group as a whole

57.25

A1%

Individual Attractions to thg
Group- Task

(ATG-T)

> Individual team member’
feelings about his or he
personal involvement wit
task

the group’s

productivity, and goals an

58.34

18

o
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objectives.
Attractiveness of the

group’s task, productivity

personally

3%

and goals for the individua

Individual Attractions to the
Group- Social

(ATG-S)

personal acceptance a
social interactions with th
team as social unit.

Attractiveness of the grou

interaction and friendshi
opportunities available fg

the individual personally.

feelings about his or her

as a social unit and social

» Individual team member’'s7.85

Figure 7. GEQ assessment tworesults,

GEQ Subscales

BATG-3
BATG-T
oGl-s

3 4 5 8

Laval of cohasiveness
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Overall, the scores obtained through the secondrasination of the GEQ were satisfying, in
that they were higher than the GEQ scores obtamedsessment one. In fact, the scores in this
assessment two were relatively high in comparisdh assessment one’s scores, ranging from

7.25 (GI-T) to 8.34 (ATG-T).

3.3.2 Analysis of the two GEQ administrations wille Student’s t-test Applied to Difference

Scores

The study was concerned with the effect of a camebuilding programme on the level of
cohesiveness within a collegiate basketball teahe fEam’s level of cohesion was measured
before and after the completion of the programmeuth the use of the GEQ. In order to remain
faithful to the phenomenon under investigation g=bn) and to ensure that all various aspects
of the multidimensional concept were explored, eatlihe four subscales of the GEQ was
treated separately. The GEQ scores for all fourssailes are given in Table 8. The row of
difference was obtained by subtracting the Befames from the After score, so that a positive

difference represents an increase in cohesiveaests!|

Table 8

Raw statistical data from GEQ assessments

ATG-S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean Std. Dev.

Before 68 | 7 2 5 64| 44| 3.6 3.2 27 5 52 4.618181818 331060217

After 82 | 78| 64| 54 9 76| 82 8 84 82 9 7.85454545827072409

Difference | 1.4 | 0.8| 4.4 0.6 2.6 3.2| 4.6 4.4 6.

1A%
w
N
w

8 3.23636| 1.772722611
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ATG-T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean Std. Dev.
Before 7 3.8| 3.75| 55 65| 55 3 575 5 6.5 3 5 1.414223
After 9 73| 875 7.3 8.7% 8.2 9 9 7.75 8[/5 8 8.34090900.682575337
Difference | 2 35| 5 1.8 228 275 6 325 275 2. 5 3.34090909897644122
GI-S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean Std. Dev.
Before 4 5 35| 4 3.25 5 5 275 3 4.5 3.5  3.954545455 (@82%57
After 6.25| 7.3| 6 53 75| 675 775 825 8p 7 875 7.25 1.095445115
Difference | 2.25| 2.3| 2.5 1.3 425 175 275 5p 55 3 5.25 53138545 1.55651125
GI-T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean Std. Dev.
Before 6 52| 44 | 46 46| 52| 3.8 4 44 48 38 4.61818180%6606033
After 68 | 68| 76| 78 9 76| 74 8 8 6.4 74  7.527272727711%64559
Difference | 0.8 | 1.6 3.2 | 3.2 44| 24 34 4 3.6 16 3i6 2.90909091.146694854

The means of the Before and After treatment, a$ theldifference means for each of the four

56

GEQ subscales are also depicted in Table 8. And #uores for the four GEQ subscales are

summarized in Table 9.

Table 9

t-scores for the four GEQ subscales

GEQ subscales t-scores
ATG-S 6.06
ATG-T 7.94
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GI-S 7.03

GI-T 8.42

It this study, the task is to test the Null hypaisethat the means are equal under the two GEQ
measurements. And because we are dealing witredelgtservations, we shall work with the
difference scores and test Ho: uD = 0. Using atailed test at the .05 level of significance, the
alternative hypothesis is H1: 590.

There are 11 difference scores in this study, sodggrees of freedom will be N —df, or 10.
From the Table 9 (Percentage point of t distribufi@ble, put in Appendix), it is found that for a
two-tailed test at .05 level of significance, t(D®) = £ 2.228. Our obtained t values, as depicted
in Table 8, of t (ATG-S) (6.06), t (ATG-T) (7.94)(GI-S) (7.03), and t (GI-T) (8.42) exceed
2.228, so the Null hypothesis is rejected and daiscluded that the difference scores were not
samples from a population of difference scores wipdd = 0. It can be therefore concluded that
the subjects perceived a significantly higher lewél cohesiveness after the intervention

programme than before it.

Although one would presume that the programme wasessful, one should keep in mind that
the increase in cohesiveness levels may be assdaidith normal growth. In fact, it can always
be possible that cohesiveness levels naturallyeasms as the season unfolds. Regression
towards the mean is a problem that researchers @fteounter with experimental designs
(Howell, 2008). The principle suggests that wherasueements are conducted twice on the
same sample, individuals far from the mean on itisé $et will tend to be closer to the mean on

the second set, and the farther from the meanefirdt measurement, the stronger the effect. In
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this research project, one could argue that bedieseesults of the first GEQ were considerably
lower than the results from the second administmatthe scores naturally increased, and the
programme had no effect on the change in scoresieker, the results obtained in the focus
groups supported the increase of the GEQ scorédactnin the first focus group, results showed
that the participants perceived cohesion as relgtivow, but after the programme, the
participants reported in the second focus group ¢bhesion has definitely increased and they
felt their team was a fully cohesive unit. Furthers this project was situated in the action
research paradigm, and had as primary objectivéefterment of a particular community (i.e.,
the team members). The participants mentionedenstitond focus group that the programme
was powerful in that it helped achieve things theyuld not have otherwise. For all these
reasons, one could say that the effects of regnessiespite being potentially risky, were of
trivial significance to this research project. Mover, this concern shall be addressed by the data
collected through the focus group discussion. Iddédee focus group conducted in parallel with
the GEQ assessment allows for the deeper investigtitat may be unanswered if the GEQ was
to be used on its own. Nonetheless, as far as H@ (S concerned, the fact remains that, for
whatever reasons, the level of perceived cohesitmnimhe team has significantly increased

after the programme intervention.

3.3.3 Second Focus Group Interview

The second focus group interview was conductedesjtent to the second administration and
scoring of the GEQ. First, the content of the miw schedule was informed by the results

derived from the second GEQ. Second, it was infdrime the content of the results of the first
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focus group interview, so as to ensure the comsigten the study, and to enable the researcher
to identify possible variations between the twcemiews. Third, the interview schedule was
informed by the programme’s activities and resuftsprder to gather rich data concerning the
participant’s perceptions of the programme. Therinew setting was yet again carefully chosen
and maximum efforts were made to make the partitgpaomfortable, as this is crucial for
establishing good rapport with participants. Onoadticted, the interview was transcribed and
analysed through interpretive analysis, and sixtdemes emerged from the analysis. Each
theme will be presented in a separate paragrapmhdimg an exploration of the possible

variations that occurred since the first focus gras well a discussion around the theme.

3.3.3.1 Desire to know teammates outside of baaketb

The participant’s concern about the necessity tuaint with each other on a more personal
basis was yet again the first theme that emergedobunterview. There was a unanimous
consent that relationships have greatly evolvedesthe first focus group. One player summed

up the team’s opinion on the matter, when he stitaid

“...we have come a long way, and this team is nmsenthan a team, it is family...”

However, other players confessed that althoughtdélaen has become a much tighter unit,
individual participants have only managed to redllyld strong relationships with but a few
individuals in the team. There was not a singleygrawho admitted having built close
relationships with all the team members. Most comsi@esembled the following statements

made by one of the participants:
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“...yes | have built really close relationshipsiw#ome of the guys, to the point where | actually

feel a bond that means a lot, but not with allghgs though...”

The one senior player responded to such argumgrdaying that every team, regardless of the
level of chemistry, has one element who struggbeittin. There was another issue the team
raised that was somehow intriguing; they said bHeatause of the lack of support and incentives
that the players get from the University’'s Sportnfidistration, despite their outstanding
performance, the team is slowly eroding, and retetnips tend to suffer from the lack of

commitment caused thereof.

It is clear that the relationships have positivelyplved since the first focus group and the onset
of the programme. In the first focus group, thetipgrants expressed their wish to build intimate
relationships with their teammates, because theyght that knowing their teammates off-the
court would have a positive effect on the on-cdoatketball related relationships. At the
completion of the programme, the players madeeiarcin the second focus group that they all
have built intimate relationships with most of the#ammates. It is understandable that one
player could only manage to build intimate relasioips with a few teammates. In fact, despite
the cohesion-building programme, personalities a@mdividual affinities remain important
factors in the building of close relationships be¢w people. The fact remains that the team is
now perceived as a family by its members, and tkespe fact that some individuals get along
better with some individuals rather than others;tdam is now a cohesive unit. The participants

also stated in the first interview that knowingitheammates off-the-court would help achieve
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higher task cohesion, that is, on-court chemiddging the coach of the team, it is hard not to
notice the changes that occurred in terms of utalgighg on the court. Players have learnt to
“read” each other and play together with harmonsont that, it could be argued that the
participants were right when they said that theyide more coordinated on the court if they
got to know one another more in everyday life. G000) made a supporting point to this
argument by stating that when teams come togesberal unity usually plays a very important
role in ensuring that the players integrate thenteaccessfully. However, with more time spent
together on the team and more personal relatioresigblished, players start to feel the meed for

more task cohesion to ensure that team objectieemat.

3.3.3.2 Talking about cohesion

The next theme that emerged in the interview wasatesion. There was a general agreement
among the team members that despite the highelr dé\owhesiveness that was achieved since
the onset of the programme, there was still a maimprove. It was said that team cohesion

could improve in that task cohesion is now muchtdoetout social cohesion could still be

enhanced. The one player commented on this isglistated that:

“... would say that on the court, we have reactied stage where we totally understand each
other, we definitely play like a well-oiled enginleut | still feel that outside of basketball, it

could be even stronger...”

Another team member responded by emphasizing thaay be the lifestyle differences that

make it difficult for the players to interact fulbutside of practice times. It was evident that imos
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of the senior players and some rookies arguedttieatevel of bonding on the team is perfect.

Indeed, the one rookie commented:

“...bonding? Perfect is the word...”

But some team members also stated that regardietse dnigh level of chemistry that exists
within the team as a whole, there are still clustarthe team. The clusters are not independent
units that exist in the team, but they are moresthasn personal affinities among various team

members. As one member said:

“...I think there are still some clusters in tharte but that’s just because some guys get along
more with other, maybe because they find the saimgg to be funny, but | don’t think that is a

problem, | am just saying...”

It was strongly emphasized in the first focus grthgt building cohesion was not a “quick-fix”
task. The team members were aware that it oftesstédam a whole season or more to achieve
complete team cohesion. However, as they have ssgudn the second interview, the team has
reached a significantly higher cohesiveness levatk cohesion was perceived to be very high.
Social cohesion was also perceived high, but likeypes of relationships involving human
beings, there is no ceiling to how much one persam know another. Moreover, as stated
before, the individual differences that exist bedwepeople, due to their personalities or
individual inclinations, are bound to be found witlhe team. It is comprehensible that clusters

were created, but it is essential to manage thelinand ensure that the team as a whole always
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keeps the big picture in mind. The programme hiasttee bases for the team members to build
relationships, but it could never coerce people imationships they would not naturally get

into.

3.3.3.3 Roles and responsibilities

The next theme was about the players’ roles ortdam. Every team member agreed that they
were now totally aware of their role on the teanmd what they were expected to do for the team.
Moreover, they have all said that it was vitallygdfel to be told what the individual roles were,

as it gave them a sense of direction which makagy a much easier task.

In the first focus group, the participants were aotare of what was expected of them. In fact,
they emphasized that it would be very helpful totddd what their responsibilities were on the
team. It is easy to understand the importancetttgaplayers attached to role awareness. As the
coach of the team, it was evident that after tgllsach and every player when, how, and what
they were supposed to do, the level of coordinatiastically improved. The team suddenly
turned into a symphony where each instrument duunted to the performance of the task.
However, the challenge was in the need to congtamtdvide feedback to the players. But as
they said in the second focus group, the amouféertback was sound. The one senior player

stated that:

“...coach is clear to everyone, and he listens uo guestions, we know exactly where we

stand...”
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The body of literature suggests that when role guity is low (i.e., players are aware of their
roles), perceptions of cohesion are high becawse ik no conflict between players with regard
to individual responsibilities (Eys & Carron, 2008s part of the programme’s activities was
the elucidation of individual roles (see Methodgldghapter), and for that reason, part of the

perceived increase in team cohesion by the paati¢gomay be attributed to the programme.

3.3.3.4 Feelings of adequacy

The feeling of adequacy was the next theme thatoaum of the interview. In fact, every team

member expressed that they believed they were makinimpact on the team’s performance,
and almost every player had no doubts concernigig Worth in the team. The couple of players
who confessed that they still feel doubtful abdwit worth at times said that it was because

their roles were not as noticeable as the rolethwr teammates. The one player said:

“...sometimes | have doubt in my game, especialhenvit is a very offensive game, | am not

really needed because my job is to defend...”

In the first focus group, the participants exprdseir concern about the amount of pressure
that was put on their shoulders by the coach.dh & the time, they said that the high standards
and the high expectations of the coach were ovdmihgly demeaning and gave them doubts
about their worth as athletes. However, in the sécfocus group, every player seemed to
believe that their input in the team was of consilee value to the team. The players’ self-

beliefs have increased from the first to the sedonds group. One can argue that the amount of
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feedback, as well as development of trust relahipsscould have greatly contributed to the
bettering of the players’ morale and self-esteeniatt, by knowing what they were supposed to
do, they have acquired a sense of purpose. And waiead with the support of their teammates,
this sense of purpose gave them a reason to behavé¢hey were needed on the team. From the
first to the second focus group, feelings of inadeyy became feelings of adequacy (e.qg.,
increased self-belief, increased self-esteem). Tbidd be linked to the notion of collective
efficacy. Zaccaro et al. (1995) defined collectefécacy as a sense of collective ability shared
among individuals when allocating, coordinatingd amtegrating their resources in a successful
concerted response to specific situational demdpaiskevich et al. (2006) found that collective
efficacy tends to becomes stronger as cohesivanessases within a team. It could thus be
deduced that the increased feeling of shared canpetinduced by the higher level of
cohesiveness has given individual players the denfie in their contribution to their team’s

collective efficacy.

3.3.3.5 Leadership
The team members unanimously stated that the teangdod leaders. Moreover, they advanced
that the good thing about the team’s leadershife gty that it was shared among certain

individuals on the team. The one player commentethis and said that:

“...yes, it (leadership) is shared in every waysia management by consensus generally, and |

never feel aggrieved by decisions...”

On the same topic, a senior player said that:
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“...all the senior players are given a leadersloiig,rand we all have a leader (coach), not a

dictator...”

The shared nature of leadership and the openndbge abach were perceived as a very positive
feature of the team. In fact, the participants edrthat it eases the pressure on one individual
and allows players to seek and find leadershipgandance with ease. On the other hand, some
senior players have expressed their concern abeutvay leaders sometimes over-react, thus
creating unnecessary pressure on the team. Morebveas said that more people skills would

help improve the leadership of the team.

There have not really been major variations betwenstatements from the two focus group
interviews. Leadership was always perceived astnorigrely shared between the coach and
senior players. Because the team is a Universiyntemeaning that there is no formal
management team behind the athletic team, seragem took up various leadership roles. The
team captain took the captaincy role, thereby énguhat things run smoothly within the team
and that the team is on the same page as the chaelother captain took the administrator role,
dealing with various “office-related” issues théfieated the team. And a senior player took up
the role of the treasurer, taking care of moneyensitvhen needed, such as managing the funds
during the training camp before the Nationals. Fr@moach point of view, having adopted a
shared and open leadership style was a very goodiaie It allowed every team members to be
given the right amount of attention. Also, playesse very rarely aggrieved by decisions, which

maximized the level of motivation and commitmentth@ team. This view is supported by
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Yukelson (2001) when he stated that higher-staesibers of the teams (captains, highly skilled
athletes, or senior athletes) should also be iratbiw the development and implementation of
the team building intervention in order to increéise sense of commitment among other team
members. In fact, if seniors “buy into” the program other players are more likely to adopt it.
Since leadership behaviour and cohesion are pelitrelated (Westre & Weiss, 1991), having
established a sound leadership style in the teaw Imaae considerably contributed to the
betterment of the team’s cohesiveness level. Furibee, leadership is a very important aspect
of team building, and as Carron and Spink (1993pleamized, sound leadership is crucial in
team building interventions in that it gives guidarto the team members as to what to do with

and what to expect from the programme.

3.3.3.6 Emotions and peer support

In terms of emotions and the way they are flaumtedhe team, there was a general consensus
that they were positively displayed. The particiigafelt that communication was good, thus
allowing individuals to express their emotions pigsly and constructively. Two senior players

commented:

“...we don't ever bring our teammates down by singwiegative emotions...”

“...people don't criticise each other but motivedechieve better...”

The only concern that was raised by one senigreplavas the fact that sometimes the coach

expresses emotions in a hard-line manner, andites misinterpreted by some members of the

158



team. As far as peer support is concerned, thesealga a consensus that players trust each other
on the team. Trust here refers to the belief th&@aanmate will reach out a hand whenever

possible, regardless of the situation or circuntsanA player said that:

“...I feel that my teammates can count on me, atahldo the same...”

At the beginning of the season, as expressed higipants in the first focus group interview, the
players could not really control their negative @oms and the consequent expression of
disappointment. Having reached the stage where iensotare positively and constructively
expressed is thus a major achievement for the taambers. The fact that the coach sometimes
expresses himself in a hard-line manner shouldaain issue to the players. In fact, regardless
of their age, level of expertise, or personal backgds, coaches inevitably lose control of their
emotions from time to time, and it is simply pafttbe game. Players should keep a positive
attitude regardless of the coach’s ways. It mayrdéevant at this stage to make a self-
introspection of my conduct as a coach. This cdp the reader to contextualize the manner in
which the programme is implemented. Moreover, asdtargued (1987), one’s coaching style
usually determines how one will teach skills an@tsgies, organize practices and competition
methods, discipline athletes, and involve playarslécision-making. Rainer (1987) proposed
three coaching styles, namely authoritarian, ccaatpay, and casual. Under the authoritarian
style, the coaching philosophy is win-centred, sieci-making is all at the coach’s discretion,
the communication style is telling, and trainingustures are inflexible. The cooperative
coaching style is athlete-centred, decision-malksrghared, and communication involves telling,

asking, and listening. Casual coaching styles aaeked by a lack of emphasis and direction,
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basically, this style has no style. My coachingestills in between the authoritarian and the
cooperative style, in that, depending on the diunatl can adopt a very strict way of doing
things or | can be lenient about most matters. Hewd am always organized and | provide as
much guidance as possible. | try to lead by exammpfewalking the talk and putting all the
necessary efforts into coaching the team. | set kiggh yet realistic standards, and | make sure
that expectations are met. At the same time, ligdeothe players with all the necessary tools to
achieve objectives and | do not condone any forrslax¢king. Love, respect, and discipline are
the three words that can sum up my coaching piplmgoThe team members now trust each
other and they have learnt to know and understactl ether. In fact, close relationships have
been built, and the learning of how to positivetpeess emotions was consequently acquired by
the players. The reason behind individuals openm@nd trusting some players and not some
others would be the same as the reason advanc#ueféact that some relationships are stronger
than others. It is a matter of personality andviatlial affinities, like in everyday life or in any
social circle one belongs to, some people are qieeoeived to be more trustworthy than others.
And this only has to do with individual charactéds, not the other person’s trustworthiness.
The fact remains that emotions are now positivetpldyed, as expressed by the participants in
the second interview. And since the overall resoltsstudies conducted on the relationship
between moods, emotions, and cohesion suggeswiiet the athletes perceive themselves as
part of a cohesive team, they have the tendenagxperience enhanced moods and positive
emotions (Terry et al.,, 2000). As indicated by tbecond focus group, the participants
experienced enhanced mood and positive emotionshwheans that, considering Terry et al.’s
(2000) research findings, the participants perckitteemselves as being part of more cohesive

unit after the programme implementation.
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3.3.3.7 Complacency

The team faced their first defeat of the seasdheatNational Championships where they ended
up taking the bronze medal, and the team membersimously agreed that there was something
positive to that defeat. In fact, the participaatgued that the defeat they faced helped them to
assess the true potential of their team. Moreavemovided the team with the willingness to
improve that they are still to find in their uncleaiging provincial league. The team captain

made the following comment:

“...to a certain extent, it brought us back to lgashowed us where we really were in the country,
and taught us a lot about ourselves (...) andviégggus a good incentive to improve and come

back stronger...”

Despite the fact that every team member strivgdayp at the best of his abilities for the sake of

the team, most players have expressed their disgttnént concerning the fact that the level of

the provincial league they compete in does notwaltbem to fully aspire to behave like

professionals. The following comments illustratedttpoint:

“...like a professional team yes when we think dkamd set our minds to it, though we are laid

back with weak teams...”

“...we behave like pros, but we tend to relax whkying average teams...”
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This problem was evidently dangerous in that it thedpotential to instil a bad habit in the team.
In fact, if the team got too used to playing hahhedly because of the weak opposition, it
would have adopted an “average-performance” hatathandered its growth. The problem was
that the players were not motivated to play haremtiney faced a weak opposition. Since goal-
setting has been reported to positively influenceathlete’s intrinsic motivation levels (Burton
et al., 1993), the solution to the complacency f@mbwas clear, it was necessary to set team
goals that were contingent to specific situatiod@amands (e.g., beat a team with a 50 points
margin in order to go to the beach after the gaihough these goals were not in the list of
team goals devised during the team goal-settingyiggtit is important for coaches to be
responsive and develop the ability to set spontasegoals that can better their team’s
performance. The players were acquainted with thechanisms of goal-setting in the
programme’s activity, which made the setting ofrdpaeous goals rather simple and efficient.
Without such knowledge of goal-setting, it wouldsédeen positively more difficult to expect

the players to use this method efficiently.

In the first focus group, the participants said titee issue of complacency manifested itself in
two ways, namely complacency vis-a-vis weak oppmsiand complacency within the team

itself. The issue of complacency within the teaselithas changed in that all players now strive
to play their best whenever they are called upodat@o. In fact, some players expressed in the
first interview that because of the presence adnt@d players on the team, they felt that they
could hold back and not give their best to the teaoughead and Hardy (2006) stated that
athletes who perceived their team as a highly ta$lesive unit displayed higher work outputs.

That argument could explain the change in attitiadaeng the team members. At the beginning
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of the season, the team’s perception of task cohdsefore the programme intervention was
relatively low compared to after the interventiéior that reason, individual work outputs were
low, which was noted as complacency, but as thegpéions of task cohesion increased, so did
the individual work outputs. With regards to themmdacency vis-a-vis weak opposition, the
problem seems to be out of the control of the tes@mbers or the coach himself. It is simply a
pity that the provincial league does not providewsgh competition for a talented team like the
Rhodes Stallions to grow and develop. It must bd, deowever, that there is also a lack of
support from the University. In fact, if there wagienuine willingness to help the team become
the country’s best, more effort would be made wéfard to incentives for players as well as

support in organizing tours to more competitivevamoes.

3.3.3.8 Intra-team competition
The participants agreed that the intra-team corpetis fully productive. Players use each other
as benchmarks for improvement and play hard agamstanother without ever resorting to bad

behaviour. The following comments made by two teaembers illustrate this point:

“...It's harder when we play each other than whenphay against any opposition...”

“...we don't ever see bad vibes in the team, wg plrd and help each other play better...”

In the first focus group, the participants exprdsgeir awareness of the danger of competition

within a team. They mentioned that competition bangood only if the players have the right

attitudes. It seems like players have adopted itite attitudes, because the statements in the
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second interview show that they perceive the itegan competition as fully productive in their
team. It may be possible that having developed drigével of cohesiveness, the distinction
between the “us” (our team) and “them” (the otleambs) has become more apparent among the
team members. For that reason, regardless of tloargnof competition within the “us”, every
team member always has the bigger picture in mividch would be defeating “them”. In
Tafjel's (1981) social identity theory, the centemlsumption is that individuals are motivated to
strive for a positive self-concept, especially aipee sense of social identity. And they develop
the positive self-concept by evaluating themseb@rding to the group to which they belong.
By positively evaluating the group to which theyldrgy, they create an in-group bias, or the
perception of the in-group (their team) as supetmrout-groups (other teams). This is a
psychological process (self-legitimization), be@uwdividuals think that if the group to which
they belong is perceived as superior, they woultsequently be perceived as superior. The in-
group bias can sometimes have negative connotafinasizoi, 2006) when the in-group bias
and inter-group competition becomes stereotypingchvitan lead to prejudice. However, as
Heuze et al. (2006) argued, in sport, the in-groias is usually positive in that it gives the team
and its member a stronger belief in collectiveaaity that makes them confident and enhances

their performance.

3.3.3.9 Sacrifices

The participants unanimously accepted the fact dhat has to pay the price to get the results.
The team members agreed that all the sacrificgsithee made and are still making justify the
ends. In fact, they have mentioned that clinchimg third place at the National Championships

was the result that made all the sacrifices worttawviThis achievement is a first in the Rhodes
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University men’s basketball™team history. Besides coming third at the 2008idvals, the
team won their first ever 2008 Team of the Year Alat the Rhodes University Sport Awards

Dinner. One player made the following comment:

“...you know, knowing that you are the third besdrn in the country, and especially that the top

two teams are professional teams, all the pairtlaatiate was more than worth it...”

Moreover, the players added that the team woule&dmperform at the level it is performing at
without all the sacrifices made by each and eveaynt member. It was generally said that the

team could not perform at the level it is at withits players’ sacrifices.

In the first focus group, the general sentimenthaf team was that it was necessary to get to
know the teammates better so as to find reasonsat@ sacrifices for the team. In the second
interview, the general sentiment of the team wag #ll the sacrifices each and every team
member made was worthwhile, and that without &, tdam would have never finished in the top
three at the National Championships. Logically, @oalld assume from the two statements
above that it is because people got to know eabbrdbetter that they have made various
sacrifices for their team. Nonetheless, the impartaing to note is that without sacrifices, very
little can be achieved. Thus, it is necessary tmgaize the efforts and acknowledge the
sacrifices made by the players. Sacrifices are sdraeabstract and players often make them
almost instinctively (Holt & Sparkes, 2001), and tbe team to reach its maximum potential, it
was necessary to address the issue of sacrificdgiprogramme so as to develop a sense of

awareness among the player as to what are thesptieg need to be paid for glory. The
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programme also allowed for the monitoring and relivey of the sacrifices made, which
Loughead and Hardy (2006) noted as vital to thieieffcy of team building interventions. The
type of reward was however yet again determinedhleyamount of resources at hand, which

were relatively sparse.

3.3.3.10 Social gatherings and trips

The participants were of the same mind concernegeffect of the social gatherings on the
team. They all mentioned that getting together spehding quality time outside of basketball
made the players become like brothers who know edbbrs personalities. The following

comments made by a few players will illustrate front:

“...they helped a lot as we got to learn about edbbr lives and ways...”

“...It showed people’s characters outside the court

“...alot, knowing each other’s habits, crazinesd all made us like brothers...”

However, some members still feel that the team duasget together enough outside of
basketball. Trips for away games were also viewedhle participants as another activity that
brings people together. In fact, the fact thatpleers spend lengthy periods of time on the bus
and/or eating together at a restaurant activelyageg people to interact on a personal and social

level. The following comments on the topic were mag a rookie player:

“...the bus rides were so long that we got to &dlut almost everything that was happening in

our lives...”
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“...S0 we got to know each other more on the bukadso eating at ******_..”

There are no major variations between the first aadond focus group in the way the
participants felt about social gatherings. The maongial gatherings that the team took part in
during the implementation of the programme did rtheb in bringing people closer to one
another. The participants indeed learnt a gredtal®aut each other during those social events.
Nevertheless, as one senior player said, the teamot ever get enough of social gatherings. But
in a project without funding and available resosrde is difficult to organize social events to
satisfaction. The bus rides and the dinning inawsints during away games constituted
powerful team building activities on their own. Kact, they greatly contributed to the
enhancement of social cohesion, especially with ghertage of resources available to this
project. In a university setting, where sport i qpoofessional, the team togetherness (Carron &
Spink, 1993) aspect of team building appeared @ haceived the most positive response from
the participants. At their age and consideringrtiseident lifestyles, it is understandable that
spending quality time together contributes greatly improving team cohesiveness. The
programme made all the realistic efforts to addtbississue, but yet again, one can only work

with the amount of resources available.

3.3.3.11 Team name

This theme was marked by a great deal of exhitamatiithin the team. The whole team agreed

that coming up with a team name was the best deciiis year. Moreover, the participants
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stated that the name gives the team and its menabeense of identity, belongingness, and

uniqueness. Some of the comments were:

“...definitely, we all fell like we belong, we aedl Stallions...”

“...yes definitely 100%, the Stallions was the lstision we made...”

These comments fully corresponded to the literataréact, it is argued that having a team name
considerably contributes to the team’s distinctesshand greatly contributes to bringing strong

cohesiveness within sport teams (Carron & SpinR31Sugarman, 1999).

The extent to which the team name produced a sehisientity was not totally anticipated. In
fact, it was only during the interview upon listegito the keen comments made about the
significance of the team name that its value fae tham was realized. Teams often give
themselves names, but nobody really pays muchtiiteto it. But in this project, it was totally
different in that every player could relate to lgean“Stallion”, most probably due to the formal
set up under which the name was created. In faetnature of the exercise that was used to
create the team name ensured that all playersdesntify with and relate to the team name, and
that is certainly the reason why it engendered syeat fervour. The social identity theory
suggests that our social identity forms (what ahene we are in social terms) a central aspect of
our own self-definition (Franzoi, 2006). When a gopossesses a strong and unique identity
like the “Stallions”, its members perceive theirgroup as ever powerful, simply because they
want to enhance their self-esteem by associatieghskelves with the features of the mighty

“Stallions”. The “Stallions” won the Team of the &feAward of 2008, they finished third at the
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Nationals and they have won the Provincial Leagnéeteated, it is comprehensible why its
members strongly identify themselves to the groog @valuate and perceive their in-group as
better than other out-groups. As suggested by twalsidentity (Tafjel, 1981), the team

members enhance their self-esteem and self-cotitapivay.

3.3.3.12 Team mission statement

Another theme that emerged out of the interview alagut the team mission statement created
as part of the programme. The participants’ few w@mts on this topic stated that it impacted
how the players viewed their team in that it wascewed to be more than just a team. In fact,
living by the mission statement “As brothers, w&etj it is difficult not to take the team like
family. And as noted by a senior player, regarding team as family makes the difference

through hard times. His comments were:

“...It made us see the team in a different ligike it coerced us to be more than just a team, and
because we adopted the mission statement, it helpedrvive when times were hard (...) like at
the Nationals, we were physically and mentally ewdted the whole week, but with each other’s

support, as brothers we rose...”

Sugarman (1999) argued that the team mission totestithe yardstick for the things a team
would do. In this project, the mission not only wed as a yardstick but it also gave the team a
“culture” that established the unspoken normatiebdviours. In other words, it was the force
that involuntarily guided and directed the way team members would live in the team.

However, it seems that for a team to fully grasp $ignificance of a mission statement as
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proposed by Sugarman (1999), it may take much lortigan a season. And although a
programme such as this one provides solid basea@ralerates the process of a team living by

a mission statement, a lot has to do with changiregjusting people’s attitudes.

3.3.3.13 Team game kit

The participants in general mentioned that the team kit that they have had made for this year
has a considerable effect on team cohesion. Thegnadd that the kit unites the players, it
makes them different from the rest of the worldj &makes them proud to play. On the topic,

one player commented that:

“...the year '08 will be remembered, this will units forever...”

The team kits are personalized, thus, it can oelybrn by this year’s team, since players will
keep their apparel at the end of the season. Haigdthat next year’'s team would come up with
their own uniforms, thereby working on their colesiess. That will arguably contribute to the
team’s sense of distinctiveness, which accordin@€aoron and Spink (1993) is a factor that
positively affects a team’s cohesiveness. The seaisbelonging brought by wearing the

“Stallions” apparel arguably contributes to inciegohesiveness levels.

3.3.3.14 Goal-setting
There was a consensus among the players that &g of the team goals was very helpful, in
that it gave players directions, a concrete visiand a set of responsibilities essential for

success. The team captain commented on this aththsdi

170



“...knowing the team goals gave me something tckwmwards...”

The participants also stated that team goals ang imgportant because they keep motivation
levels high. In fact, regardless of how a gameoarriament turns out to be, having clear goals in

mind keep the team focused, as two players commente

“...it keeps us focused, and even if we stumblecam still get up and pursue the team goal (he
was referring to the semi-final lost at the Natign&ut since the team goal was to finish in the

top three, the team never looked down)...”

“...when playing average sides, different goals set for us, so we follow the guide to get

ourselves through...”

Moreover, the players admitted that being awaribefteam goals enabled them to achieve their
personal goals. In fact, most of them affirmed ihé&t easier to work individually on something

when you know it is needed for the achievementlafjger objective.

The fact that the players are fully aware of thartegoals can play a major role in enhancing the
team’s cohesiveness level. More specifically, passible that if every team member is aware of
the team goal as well as individual goals, taskesan could improve. In fact, individual goals

work like the pieces of a puzzle, and if well cdoeded, the pieces can contribute to achieve the

bigger picture. Being aware of the team goal tlweefserves as a coordinating factor that

171



ensures that the team works together, which inruag enhance task cohesion. That argument is
somewhat supported by Widmeyer and Ducharme (18&F)their argument that participating

in the development of group goals solidifies corafien among group members because
individual members learn to recognize the acti@wired by other members and themselves for
group success as well as the ways each individuat depend on others, which further leads to
the development of a cohesive unit. Having clealg very important for this team because it

is competing in league that is far below its pasntn fact, if there are no challenging goals to

be sought after, the team would rapidly lose maitwvaby competing in a league where it has

too little challenge. Thus, one can argue that tgaais are vitally important in that they directly

influence task cohesion and motivation.

3.3.3.15 The training camp

The players commonly stated that the intensive weed training camp played a major role in
bringing people together. They said that haviniv®in the same house enabled them to learn a
great deal about each other and thus become ettighit. Some players’ comments were:

“...the camp really reinforced trust among the hoys

“...Iit helped us work together better, and haveer@npathy for each other...”

“...we learnt all aspects of each other, good aautl.ty
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Moreover, it was also said that the camp made lgeps realize that they were different from
one another, in terms of personality and backgrsumat that was even better because they

accepted each other with their differences.

The training camp was of great value to the prognemin fact, in terms of building
relationships and thus enhancing social cohestm,camp embodied an intensive week-long
social event. People got to know more about on¢hanoso much that there was a point where
people needed some time alone. Relationships weade retronger than ever, with the players
depending on each other for all matters, down twigal matters such as eating and bathing.
Task cohesion was similarly enhanced by the campaudse of the amount of practices (3 times
a day) and blackboard strategy sessions. By theokttte camp, the players really got to learn
what their teammates’ strengths and weaknessdyg veale, which game them a great sense of
on-court understanding. However, it must be comf@skat because of a lack of support from the
University, in terms of infrastructures and resastcunnecessary pressure was put on the
players. For instance, there were times whereaam thad to train on a court with no hoops, or
they had to change plans because there was no lbaiset the team to the gym. But nonetheless,
the camp was a very positive bonus for both thentaad the cohesion-building programme. The
programme was a 3 months long and was used atebmriing of the season up until the
Nationals (which takes place in mid-season). Altffothe preparation camp for the Nationals
was not initially part of the programme, it may beneficial to incorporate it as part of the
programme, granting that the situational demandemble those of this year. One of the
objectives of the camp was to provide the team wlfitthe skills to become more competitive at

the Nationals, thus, if the programme was usedhm under the same circumstances, the
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integration of the camp in the programme wouldvalfor more preparation and possibly a better

outcome from the camp.

3.3.3.16 Impressions about the programme

The overall sentiment of the participants with thgard to the cohesion-building programme is
that it was powerful. The participants said thatheut it, some elements would not have
survived in the team. Moreover, it was stated that programme somehow accelerated the

natural developing of cohesion in teams. Some camsmeade by the participants were:

“...It has worked very well in terms of relationghiand performance...”

“...the social events played a major role in malpegple build relationships faster...”

“...this helps players to understand the concejpttebim, and playing in a team...”

With the relatively small amount of time availabler the preparation for the Nationals
(approximately 3 months), the programme was usel thie hope that it would speed up the
natural process of cohesiveness development. Azssgd by the players and as revealed by the
results of the GEQ, it achieved that objective.sTiBivery relieving and rewarding considering
the amount of time and effort that was put in fisject. The senior players mentioned in the
focus group that it took teams from previous yeargntire season or more to get to the point the
team was at the completion of the programme. Thatvs the participants perceived the

programme to be effective.
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Some players advanced that it was very interestirigat it presented the team with issues that
they would have never thought about but have suctedible effects on a team’s well-being and

performance. One player commented on this:

“...I's a good thing because we got to learn amzl$ about things that we thought were totally

irrelevant to being a good basketball team...”

It is very rewarding and satisfying to know thag gharticipants regard the programme as being
positive and efficient. A programme that did notrkvavould have been totally worthless.
Nonetheless, there is more thinking that needsetaldne as to the details of the programme,
such as when is the best period to administer tlogramme. In fact, the timing of this
programme was disrupted by the University’s exatiomaperiod, because it has to be paused
for a whole month. However, the fact remains thatparticipants perceive the programme as a

powerful instrument that can make the differenca team’s quest for glory.

3.4 Conclusion

The programme had an overall positive note toirstly, statistical results showed that the level
of cohesiveness within the team significantly iased after the programme intervention.
Secondly, the players have expressed their batigthé efficiency of the programme. And
thirdly, the increased level of performance suggésat the programme did its job in building
better team cohesion and thereby positively inftireg the performance level of the team. It is a

rewarding achievement in that the participants vadr@ew to sport psychology and the whole
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mental side of sport. But it is the great levelenthusiasm of the team in taking part in the
project contributed largely to its apparent succes$act, from the beginning of the project, the
participants showed very good support, and this vedlected throughout the programme’s
implementation. The participants performed all #ltéivities with great interest and they never
displayed negative attitudes towards it. One cdd timt the attitude and approach brought by
the researcher/coach into the project was vitaitfosuccess. In fact, from the onset, it was made
clear that the programme was designed for the besfedvery single team member, and that it
would involve all team members to the greatestrexfEhis was translated in practice by nearly
all the decisions being reached through team c@uoseMhe participants were never denied the
right to voice an opinion or make a suggestion. &dwer, the concerns of the players were made
the programme’s first priority. In fact, the teanemmbers expressed their wish to establish close
relationships in their quest for high cohesivenassi the programme therefore dealt with social
cohesion matters more closely. Another importamickcsion that needs to be addressed here is
the fact that being the coach of the team sigmtigasimplified the implementation of the
programme. First of all, because the coach wagdbkearcher, in the eyes of the players, the
programme was just another aspect of practice. made the programme that much more
credible for the participants. Also, it was deenmedessary to have a “hands-on” approach in
order ensure that the programme is correctly implged with the players. This also helps in
monitoring the programme’s activities, which waarid to be crucial in order to maximize their
success. The exercises in the programme were gadlgiichosen to address the various issues
encountered in the GEQ and focus group assesspwmiity, as well as the various issues that the
literature (Carron & Spink, 1993; Sugarman, 1998k#&lson, 1997) proposed as vital to team-

building interventions. As far as difficulties atencerned, it is the planning of the programme
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and its activities that turned out to be the masallenging. Every single aspect of the

programme, from its design to its implementatiod amonitoring required careful planning and

preparation. The planning must be done in so mathildthat this often becomes the trickiest

part of the research. Other minor difficulties &@dong the way, mostly due to a lack of funds
and resources to carry out the programme to pestdigfaction. However, considering the scope
of the research, alternatives were found to enthatthe programme was never in jeopardy.
After all, as the players said, what counts is th&t programme worked and accelerated the
cohesion-building process in the team. The team Imeesnperceived their team to have become
more cohesive, they have built close relationshigis their teammates, and their performance is
undeniably superior. The cohesion building programs®emed to have been the missing link to

the chain of success. It can be said that witth#ip of the programme, “As brothers, they rose”.

177



Chapter 4: Limitations, strengths and recommendatias

4.1 Limitations

A programme intervention in psychology often regsisome form of counselling (Yukelson,
1997). This was somehow pertinent to this reseprofect. Despite the fact that the study was
on group cohesion, subjective issues were encaatiuring the programme. Occasionally, the
issues that may have influenced the cohesivengstwethin the team stemmed from personal
problems such as lack of self-esteem or anxietynd3aware of these issues brought clarity to
the overall analysis of the problems at hand, legahbse these issues go beyond the scope of this
research, they were disregarded, as more attemasngranted to cohesion issues. It may have
been useful to be a sport counsellor or qualifipdrts psychologist in implementing this
programme. However, despite the lack of traininggoand knowledge and experience in the
sport and its dynamics, as well as the extensiveiliization with the relevant literature

contributed to the successful implementation ofgregramme.

The final limitation to this study was undeniabhetcomplexity of the research design. In fact,
the use of both the GEQ and focus groups to ass#®ssion and evaluate the programme
appeared to be rather demanding. It was demandioguse even though the study essentially
became two separate studies in one, everythingdhbd kept within one design. If this project

was to be replicated, these subtle difficultieshaf design need to be constantly borne in mind.
These difficulties include ensuring that the GEQ @nhe focus groups are always dealt with

separately yet in parallel, or constantly havingstablish the link between the two during the

writing up process.
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4.2 Strengths

The team was composed with participants from mafigrdnt demographical backgrounds. In

terms of ethnicity, the participants were Africadsians, and Caucasians. In terms of social
class, some players were from the lower-class, sioome the middle-class, and a few others
from the upper-class. As far as occupation is corezk there were students and employed
people on the team. In terms of nationality, soradigipants came from Europe, from North

America, from Zimbabwe, and from South Africa. As &s age is concerned, the majority of the
participants were between 18 and 23 years-old, enthmember being 31 years-old. As a result,
one can advance that an incontestable strengtiegbrogramme is that it transcended all many
different demographical barriers. In a diverse lvaim nation like South Africa, a programme

that can bring different people from different bgaunds in one united, cohesive, and

successful team should received credit.

As previously mentioned, the Rhodes University mdrasketball % team of 2008 has achieved
more than any other basketball in the history @& thniversity has achieved before. Talented
players have always come and gone and the teathe glast had the same opportunities as the
2008 team, in terms of resources and facilitied. iBubasketball team at Rhodes has ever won a
medal at the National Championships; won the Pevdoice of the Year Award from the
University’s Sport Council, won the Provincial Lesg won the annual Trivarsity Tournament
as well as every other invitational tournament thaye taken part in, all that in the same year.

The coach, as well as the programme must have hadjer effect on this year's team, the
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combination of the athletic training style, theetsed and open-minded athletes (in terms of
openness to sport psychology), and the cohesiddibgiprogramme seems to have made the

distinction between a good Rhodes basketball teairttee great Rhodes basketball team.

4.3 Recommendations

The issue that needs to be addressed first is nweatevith the transferability of the programme.
Now that the programme has been completed and echéngoe positive and powerful, it may be
useful to recapitulate the various issues that méyence its transferability to other studies.
First, the fact that the consultant/researcher thascoach is of great importance, in that as
opposed to outside researchers, it was easiehéocdach to gain access to the team. It would
therefore be recommended to carefully consideryassues before taking up a project similar to
this one. Second, it is important to note that engoknowledge of the sport, its context and its
dynamics was a key to the success of this endealtasiimportant that the researcher becomes
familiar with basketball and its many facets, aslefinitely helps in understanding the subtle
dynamics and attitudes vis-a-vis the programmerdTliti may be obvious to state that becoming
familiar with all the literature on group dynamiggpup cohesion, social psychology, and sport
psychology in general, but its importance is to@agrto overlook. The complexity and
thoroughness of the programme requires a sound ledge of the theory surrounding group
cohesion in sport and sport psychology in gendrakse three reasons suggest that the ideal
situation for the replication of this programme \ebhe for a coach to learn enough about group

cohesion and sport psychology, which will enabla/her to run this programme successfully.
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The action research cycle proposed by Cummings \&odey (2001) advances that action
research projects start with 1) a reflection comicgy the condition of the subject matter,
followed by 2) a planning of possible solutionserth3) actions to act upon the plans, 4) an
observation of the effects of the action, and bickhe reflexive process that will commence
another cycle. This project has gone through ofieyale of the action research model. Should
next year's team wish to go through the programthey would have to reflect on this
programme and start a new cycle. The ground woskldegen laid out for future teams to act
upon the programme. In fact, the players from yl@iar who will still be on the team will have
the knowledge to guide the new team through anatbleesion building programme adapted to
its specific needs. Moreover, the players who woglidle the team through the process of
cohesion building are going to be able to takeghifrom where this programme stopped, and
address its shortcomings, and contribute towardsttentual development of a programme that
could help any basketball team, or sport teamHat matter. The players who will remain on the
2009 team will definitely be encouraged to contimuith this programme, and | will be readily
available to provide any kind of help or supporetsure that the programme works for the 2009

team too, because after all, it is all about therppe blood”.
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APPENDIX A

Informed Consent form sample

Rhodes University

Department of Psychology

Agreement

Between student researcher and research participant

I agree ticipate in the research project of

that aims/atageng and evaluating a cohesion-

building programme for the Rhodes University mdydsketball first team.

| understand that:

1. The researcher is a student conducting reseangaraef the requirements for a
Master’'s Degree at Rhodes University.
2. The researcher is interested in cohesion-buildmbwaishes to develop a programme

that will enhance cohesion in a basketball team.
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3. My participation will involve completing a cohesianventory, as well as two 1 %2 hours
long focus groups. The programme itself will inelzctivities that | have been
introduced to, and | agree to take part in suciviéies.

4. 1 will be asked to answer questions of a persoaalne but | can choose not to answer
any questions about aspects of my life which | atwilling to disclose.

5. | am invited to voice to the researcher any coreéitrave about my participation in the
study and to have these addressed to my satisfactio

6. | am free to withdraw from the study at any timewever, | commit myself to full
participation unless some unusual circumstancesrard have concerns about my
participation which | did not originally anticipate

7. The report on the project will contain informatiabout my personal experiences,
attitudes and behaviours. The nature of the confidity will be agreed upon with the

researcher via a discussion.

Signed on:

Participants:
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10.

11.

Researcher:

Witness:
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APPENDIX B

Individual roles list samples

Player 1
Roles
On-court Off-court
Control the defence Responsible
Collect rebounds Take care of money matters
Make put-backs
Make blocks
Team player
Players 2
Roles
On-court Off-court
Drive To entertain
Make decisive fouls To warm the bench
Finish fast breaks Know each player
Play-maker The “kid”
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APPENDIX C

Individual sacrifices list samples

Player 1

The sacrifices | make:

e On-court:

| don’t shoot when there is someone open
| sacrifice my pride when | feel | sit on the bertob long

e At home:

Study time
Eating
Sleeping on Sundays

e Social life:

Seeing girls on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays
Drinking alcohol

Partying on Wednesday and Fridays

Player 2

The sacrifices | make:

e On-court:

| sacrifice my ego for other team mates
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| sacrifice scoring in order for other team matedd so

* Social life:

| sacrifice personal time for the team

| sacrifice spending time with friends

| sacrifice other social gatherings

| sacrifice getting to interact with new people
| re-arrange my whole day schedule

| re-arrange my study times

| re-arrange my rest time

| miss supper a lot

207



