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EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS

Cocchiarella, Cara, Ed.D., Autumn 2014 Educational Leadership

The Effect of Community Service Participation orafreCohesiveness in NCAA Division |
Women'’s Volleyball Teams

Chairperson: Dr. Patty Kero

Despite the efforts of many to determine the besstins for constructing and maintaining
unified sports teams, leaders in the field contittuseek additional methods. This non-
experimental quantitative analysis of NCAA DivisibWomen’s Volleyball teams examined the
value of community service participation as a tdanhding activity. The purpose of this study
was to determine the difference, if any, that exigttween the amounts of cohesiveness on
teams that employ different grouping strategiesommunity service work. Participants
representing 74 different teams included a coacdhaeaiotal of 442 players from those schools
across the country. Mann Whitney U Tests were eygal to explore team scores on the Group
Environment Questionnaire and individual playercpgtions of community service. Findings
revealed no statistically significant differencesesther measure from teams that conducted
service as an entire group in comparison to thesedid so in small groups or on an individual
basis. Further analyses indicated a statisticajgificant difference in the players’ perception
of the value of service work to the local commumityen comparing teams coached by natives
of the local community as opposed to those who wete Results of the study indicated
patterns of positive feelings associated with comitywservice and its potential as a team
building exercise among the student-athletes iraahlviFuture studies should include further
analysis of team cohesion as well as the role ofroanity service in intercollegiate athletics.

Keywords:iteam cohesion, community service, Group Environn@argstionnaire
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Chapter One: Introduction to the Study

Throughout the history of mankind, teamwork hasrbeited as an essential factor in the
success or failure of a group (Cornish, 2004; Co16%9; Larson & LaFasto, 1989; Senge,
1990). Itis a human experience, existing acro$isi@l lines and in all walks of life (Bruce &
Ricketts, 2008; Cornish, 2004; Gibson & Zellmer-Bnu2001; Gummer, 1996). Collaboration
with others plays a vital role in moral compassaess the globe, exhibited, for example, by the
Swabhili Proverb which states, “A boat doesn’t gomard if each one is rowing their own way”
(Walker, 2002).

Many consider teamwork to be an essential pagdady living (Covey, 1989; European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and WoikiGonditions, 2007; Gibson & Zellmer-
Bruhn, 2001), and it has also been called uponsadution to many of life’'s challenges
(Cornish, 2004; Gummer, 1996; Larson & LaFasto91®alas, Cooke, & Rosen, 2008). In
difficult times, the need for unity and collabocatihas been stressed by leaders; as stated by
Benjamin Franklin, “We must all hang together, sswedly, we shall all hang separately”
(Keller, 1976). The concept has even served asreecstone of political campaigns in recent
years, when “yes we can” became the slogan asedaiath Barack Obama’s race for the
Presidential office of the United States (Bang,200

The supreme value assigned to teamwork can bedtthcough the roots of our species
(Larson & LaFasto, 1989). The role of teamworlaaeterminant of success or failure has been
studied, examined, and tested over thousands of Y€arnish, 2004; Larson & LaFasto, 1989;
Salas, et al., 2008). An early mention of a transent teamwork slogan can be found in

Aesop’s fable, “The Four Oxen and the Lion”:



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 2

A Lion used to prowl about a field in which Four @xused to dwell. Many a time he

tried to attack them; but whenever he came negrttivaed their tails to one another, so

that whichever way he approached them he was migteblyorns of one of them. At last,
however, they fell a-quarrelling among themselaesl each went off to pasture alone in

a separate corner of the field. Then the Lioncattd them one by one and soon made an

end of all four.

United we stand, divided we fall. (Aesop, n.d.)

Aesop’s message has permeated a variety of fieldsi#uations, standing the test of time while
serving as a basis for many theories relating toigs (Salas, Cooke, & Rosen, 2008). As
evidenced by early literature, through pressingphisal times, and into current social and
political realms, teamwork has functioned as a@®of great inspiration, providing both
direction and motivation to people in all walkslif.

According to Senge (1990), all groups can beffiefih functioning as a united whole
and sharing in a common vision. The Fifth Discipling Senge explained his theory of systems
thinking by reminding readers that the whole alweyseeds the sum of its parts. This powerful
notion requires the commitment of individuals, las ¥ision cannot be achieved by individuals
alone. Senge assessed the power of a group wddiwagd a common goal and noted that each
individual is a stronger contributor as a resultollaboration and cooperation with other group
members. Through Senge’s systems thinking, the pofiteam unity was highlighted and the
ultimate value of meaningful collaboration ideredi

While the importance of cooperation, solidarityddellowship throughout history have
been acknowledged (Covey, 1989), some of the msikle and widely accepted exhibitions of

teamwork are witnessed in the sports arena (Call00v; Wooden, 1988). According to
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Michael Jordan, regarded as the best individudétgiof all time (Andrews, 2001), it is not
talent that wins championships, but the abilitparoup to work together (Maxwell, 2007).
Basketball great Kareem Abdul Jabbar, expressenpertance of teamwork when he stated,
“One man can be a crucial ingredient on a teampbeatman cannot make a team” (Chang &
Terry, 2007). Both athletes competed at an extrgimgh level, garnering numerous individual
awards, but their prioritization of the team aslileealded entity in sports is unquestionable.

Competitors, along with their coaches, respectrtfieential value of a cohesive group.
Football coaching legend Vince Lombardi explainedtheory on teamwork by encouraging the
following, “Build for your team a feeling of oneregof dependence on one another and of
strength to be derived by unity” (as cited by Par@D07, p. 3). Lombardi voiced the shared
philosophy of many coaches who believe that pasi®@am chemistry is essential when striving
for maximal success (Calhoun, 2007; Flaherty & Iglidr2009; Krzyzewski, 2000; Wooden,
1988). The essential nature of team unity is nppsrted by the personal experience of athletes
and coaches alone; it is also documented in radse&tudies have shown that coaches actively
strive to promote cohesion in teams on a regulaiskand results of such efforts are positive
(Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 2002).

In a quest to experience maximal success on #yng field, collegiate coaches have
dedicated their careers to discovering the beshmfa establishing cooperative, dedicated,
cohesive groups of athletes (Bloom, Stevens, & Wik 2003), yet the challenge remains
undiminished over time. Intercollegiate sportsédngwown increasingly competitive (Calhoun,
2007), forcing coaches to constantly seek new dppiies to promote team growth and

development. A variety of team building methodsgenbeen utilized to realize improvements in
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team cohesion including, but not limited to soqguysical, and psychological bonding activities
(Bloom et al., 2003).

While significant current efforts emphasize teamding in intercollegiate sports,
leaders in athletics would benefit from a thorouglklerstanding of all activities that may
contribute to the strengthening of their respect@ans (Carron et al., 2002), including those
that are not commonly utilized for such purpos@sie such activity is community service. The
study contained herein examined community servacggypation by student-athletes and its role
as a potential contributor to team cohesiveness.
Statement of the Problem

According to a study conducted by Bolognese (200&) ultimate goal of sports in the
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA)tis win. Athletic leaders put considerable
effort towards winning through a wide variety ofane (Bolognese, 2005). In relation to
athletics specifically, Carron et al. (2002) citedm cohesion as the primary factor in
anticipating team success. To maximize the nurobeins in a season, coaches employ various
team building activities (Bloom et al., 2003; Fas2010; Kilty, 2000). Farrar found that among
collegiate volleyball teams, teams with a winniegard completed more team building activities
than those with a lower winning percentage. Thawgearch has shown such activities to be
helpful in the development of winning teams, thetlmethod for maximizing team cohesion has
yet to be discovered (Carron et al., 2002; Kilt§y0Q).

The benefits of community service on local commiaai(Budhai, 2012), on college
campuses (Kelley, 2013), and on the individuals wtmmplete the service work (Fingers, 2005;
Johnson, 2013; McAllister, 2006; Walker, 1992; Vfiekt, 2010; Yunker, 2009) are well

documented. However, it is unknown what the speiipacts of community service are on a
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competitive team. In collegiate athletics, teamstinuously strive to maximize team cohesion
or unity (Farrar, 2010; Kilty, 2000) and the ratat community service may play in terms of
building essential team cohesiveness is unknowimsatime.

Purpose of the Study

Salas et al. (2008) identified a general lackrafarstanding of the processes which build
strong teams and this study strove to inform soareqd the gap in the literature. A variety of
social, physical, and psychological methods areleyegd to improve team cohesion (Bloom et
al., 2003) while the pursuit of maximal team unitgpires questions about additional tactics that
have yet to be utilized. This study examined asiinbs strategy that may heed prosperous results
for teams: community service.

In a field where the value of winning games ortests has grown increasingly important
(Calhoun, 2007; Denhart et al., 2009; Ferris, 20@@0denzen, 2010; Zimbalist, 1999), the
individuals involved with intercollegiate athleticentinue to seek further means for maximizing
their success (Bolognese, 2005; Calhoun, 2007;a&ugki, 2000; Wooden, 1988). Student-
athletes, coaches, and administrators are makiewy e¥fort to help teams reach their goals
while building cohesiveness (Bloom et al., 2003tr@aet al., 2002; Farrar, 2010; Kilty, 2000).
Many collegiate athletic groups conduct servica part of team activities (NCAA, 1999;

Stahley & Boyd, 2006), and examining the role ahoaunity service as a potential team
building exercise is critical.

Not all teams patrticipate in community service kyavhile others conduct projects on an
individual basis, in small groups, or as an ertBam. The benefits associated with service work
as realized by the students, campus, and local contyrare well-documented (Budhai, 2012;

Fingers, 2005; Johnson, 2013; Kelley, 2013; McAdlis2006; Walker, 1992; Westfield, 2010;
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Yunker, 2009), but advantages for athletic teanesifipally have yet to be explored. The
purpose of this study was to determine the diffeeeif any, that exists between the amounts of
cohesiveness on teams that employ different grgugtirategies in community service activities.
Research Question

For the purposes of this study, the following egsk question was examined:

What is the difference, if any, between the amswhteam cohesiveness on NCAA
Division | Women'’s Volleyball teams that utilizeffdirent types of groupings in community
service activities?

According to Hoy (2010), a research question gabée of empirical testing and inquires
about the relationship between two or more varsbla the current study, the amount of team
cohesiveness on NCAA Division | Women'’s Volleybidms was measured to discover the
difference, if any, that exists between teams titifize different grouping strategies in
community service activities. The type of grouputtized in community service served as the
independent variable while the amount of team dokasss, as measured by the Group
Environment Questionnaire (GEQ) developed by Caetad. (2002), served as the dependent
variable.

While addressing the problems associated with tea@mesion in collegiate athletics, this
study aimed to contribute to the current knowlebgse in the field. Hoy (2010) suggested
utilizing imagination, knowledge, and scholarsmpan effort to create an interesting research
qguestion. As explained by Boudah (2011), the ifieation of gaps which exist in the literature
assists in the formulation of a quality researcésgion. When addressing the topic at hand,
previous studies examining the impacts of commusetyice on the participants themselves

have not delineated between different types of girags. The purpose of this study was to
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determine the difference, if any, that exists betwt#he amounts of cohesiveness on teams that
employ different grouping strategies in commungwygce activities.
Definition of Terms

Hoy (2010) explained the importance of clearlyimief the constructs, concepts, and
variables in any research project. He discussedhtplications of validity and reliability as they
relate to clearly defined variables when he statedpperational definitions must capture the
true meaning of the constructs, that is, be valid] they must provide a consistent and objective
measurement, that is, be reliable” (p. 30). Asctity Boudah (2011), conducting reliable, valid
research is paramount: “Only studies that havewate validity or trustworthiness, as well as
reliability, add to the knowledge base in educatiad can inform future decisions of educators”
(p- 63). In an effort to contribute to the currknbwledge base in educational leadership, the
researcher aimed to provide exhaustive, mutualtyusx/e definitions for the variables that were
measured. For the purposes of this study, theviatig definitions were used:

Community serviceAny activity that is completed for the bettermehbthers without
compensation of the participants. An activity wiained as a service project when participants
contribute non-monetary assistance to any facata@mmunity. According to Markus, Howard,
and King (1993), “Community service has many lalel@rposes and outcomes-fulfilling civic
responsibilities to one's community, helping pessionneed, gaining an insight into one's values
and prejudices, developing career interests andkdls, and so on.”.(p. 417).

Community service groupindglhe type of grouping utilized in community seevic
activities served as the independent variablei;mstudy. This variable is categorical in nature
and therefore provided nominal level data (Steigh2011). Each team was assigned to one of

the following four categories. The first group s@ted of teams that do not conduct community
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service as a part of team activities throughoutytbee. The second group was comprised of
teams that complete community service hours omdividual basis, meaning that while the
service activity has been organized by someonledrathletics department, student-athletes
participate in service commitments without the pree of other teammates. The third group of
teams was made up of those teams that completeese&rark in small groups. A team was
assigned to this category if community service guty are completed by more than one member
of the team, but not the entire team at once. fifta¢ category consisted of teams that
participate in community service activities as alelteam, simultaneously. If every member of
the team is assigned to a service project at tme $acation and same time, that was considered
whole team service. This distinction must be madensure that individual player absences do
not negate something that is intended and compéstedteam project. In addition, if players or
groups of players complete service work at multiptations, independent of one another, that
type of grouping was not be deemed whole team tketlp fact that each player may contribute
to the same project.

Only service completed as a part of team actwitiein projects that are organized by the
athletics department was considered for the pugokthis study. Service work which is
conducted in conjunction with other campus, lonatjonal, or international entities was not
taken into consideration. It is possible that apynaties for service work may be created
through the collaboration of numerous groups (BudX@l2; Fingers, 2005; Johnson, 2013;
Kelley, 2013; McAllister, 2006; Walker, 1992; Wastél, 2010; Yunker, 2009), but only those
activities which are completed as a part of pgétion in intercollegiate athletics were taken

into consideration.
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Teams were assigned to categories as a reswdtbfamach’s response to an inquiry
regarding the most commonly used grouping for comitgiservice activities. This type of
grouping ensured that the responses of every stadelete on a given team were assigned to
the appropriate independent variable as a restyfofal team procedures for community
service participation, not individual player reeallion. In this manner, team responses were
able to be grouped together and assessed collgat@arron et al., 2002) under the assignment
of an individual independent variable category.

Student-athlete A student-athlete is an individual who engageaninntercollegiate
sport, maintaining the academic and athletic rexpénts for eligibility to compete in athletics
as well as to take courses at his or her respectstgution (WebLaws.org, 2013). Such
individuals were also referred to as collegiatdedéls or college sports participants. This
population consists of those students who compelJAA sanctioned activities as opposed to
intramural or club sports on campus.

Team cohesivenes3.eam cohesiveness was defined by Carron et@88{las “...a
dynamic process that is reflected in the tendencwfgroup to stick together and remain unified
in the pursuit of its instrumental objectives amdty the satisfaction of member affective needs”
(p. 213). Team cohesiveness encompasses thevpa@spects of a team’s interactions and
describes the togetherness of a group (Carron, &0l2).

In this study, team cohesiveness was defined éyalfowing four constructs in
combination: group integration — social, group gnéion — task, individual attractions to the
group — social, and individual attractions to theup — task (Carron et al., 2002). These four
aspects of team cohesion are based on the thedmatclel established by Carron et al. They

provide the four pillars of the GEQ, utilized sint@35. Studies have provided evidence to
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support the validity and reliability of the GEQasneasurement tool, thus confirming the
current definition for team cohesiveness and iisi@ry constructs (Carron et al., 2002). The
amount of team cohesiveness on each team wasugttibo the mean GEQ, calculated from all
individual team members’ scores.

Delimitations of the Study

The population for this study was comprised ef 332 NCAA Division | institutions
that compete in Women'’s Volleyball. To control Btraneous variables relating to team
cohesion, it was important to delimit the gendethef participants as well as the sport in which
they compete (Kilty, 2000) for the purposes of gtisdy. The selection of a sport and gender
was important in terms of maximizing the degrewich all four groups are equivalent.
Because this study aimed to investigate differeotigings in community service activities and
the difference in the amount of team cohesivertassyender of the athletes and the sport itself
were not pertinent variables; it was important #ximize consistency throughout the study
(Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). As a result, parpants consisted of the coaches and female
student-athletes competing in NCAA Division | Vglall in the 2014 season.

The definition of team cohesion assessed by th®,@E constructed by Carron et al.
(2002), served as a pertinent theoretical modelifercurrent study. The GEQ and the essential
components of team cohesion which it aims to adseas evolved from three fundamental
assumptions (Carron et al., 2002). The first & ttohesion can be measured through the
perceptions of individual group members (Levine &reland, 1991; Zander, 1996). The
second assumption is that the social cognitionk gamber holds about the cohesiveness of the
group are related to the group as a whole (Zardi®96). The third assumption is that both task-

oriented and socially oriented concerns are integrdefining group members perceptions about
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the group (Fiedler, 1967). As essential factorhencreation of the GEQ and subsequent
definition of team cohesiveness, this study wasydtdd by the previously discussed
assumptions as well.

Limitations of the Study

This non-experimental study, being quantitativeature, utilized questionnaires with the
intent of generalizing from the sample to the papah. The generalizability of the results was
limited by threats to validity. According to Cresiv(2009), such threats raise questions about
the ability of the experimenter to conclude that itdependent variable affects the dependent
variable and not some extraneous factor. In tmeentstudy, teams were not randomly assigned
to specific conditions, making this non-experimémntalesign (Mertens, 2005). Because teams
and leaders had determined what type of groupingiliae with community service for a variety
of reasons, intact groups were already definethbyparticipants themselves.

The results of this study were limited to the mesges and self-perceptions as provided by
survey respondents. The type of grouping utiliaed amount of community service conducted
by each team was assessed through informationdged\y coaches. Teams were assigned to a
category dependent upon the type of grouping aetllim the majority of service projects
conducted each year. Truthfulness of the respasspsovided by student-athletes on the GEQ
also limited the results of this study. Accurasponses to these survey questions were essential
in order to assign the appropriate teams to theesponding independent variable categories and
to assess any difference that may exist in GEQescor

It is understood that a variety of factors influerieam cohesion (Carron, et al., 2002;
Farrar, 2010; Kilty, 2000). This research examiaay difference that exists in the amounts of

team cohesiveness amongst teams which utilizereifteypes of grouping in community
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service. The results of the study should not esttaed to include the relationships between
team cohesion and other potentially influentialiafales outside of community service
participation.

Creswell (2009) suggested designing a study toie#ite or minimize threats to the
validity, including those factors which may limiiternal, external, statistical conclusion, and
construct validity. Threats to internal validityeadefined by Creswell as “...experimental
procedures, treatments, or experiences of thecpatits that threaten the researcher’s ability to
draw correct inferences from the data about theuladipon in an experiment” (p. 162). In the
current study, differential selection may have éiteaeed the validity of the results. According to
Mertens (2005), differential selection is pertinentesearch similar to this non-experimental
study because the groups under study may diffealiyion an important characteristic that
cannot be controlled.

There were limited concerns relating to the exdkamd statistical conclusion validity of
this study. External validity was maximized thraugareful use of the results by the researcher
in terms of generalizability to the population. @seswell (2009) stated, threats to external
validity arise when incorrect inferences are madenfthe sample data to other individuals or
groups, other settings, and other times, eithargasiture. In addition, statistical conclusion
validity was maximized through the appropriate ofstatistical measures and assumptions
(Creswell, 2009).

While the researcher strove to clearly definevidugables to be measured in exhaustive,
mutually exclusive terms, construct validity mayé&deen an issue with this inquiry.

According to Creswell (2009), “Threats to constraalidity occur when investigators use

inadequate definitions and measures of variables1§4). While the researcher made every
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attempt to minimize threats to construct validitye complexity of team cohesion is understood

and respected. The GEQ has been shown to acqumadalsure team cohesiveness, yet there is
little doubt regarding the complexity of the constritself as a multifaceted team quality (Carron
et al., 2002).

Finally, as explained by Hoy (2010), obtainingeaivity in the social sciences is
challenging because of the intricacies of the coost being measured as well as the difficulty
in isolating extraneous variables. By nature, $his/ey research was limited by the truthfulness
of the responses provided by participants. Intamdiassessments were based on the
perceptions of student-athletes and coacheseunoli assessing team cohesion in terms of
growth or some measure of success, such as theemahlwins in a season, a measure of
cohesiveness was collected through student-athlgtey responses. Dismissing the previously
discussed limitations of the study would allow §@neralizing the data pertaining to this
research beyond the scope of the study as it wsagrosl.

Significance of the Study

The focus on winning in collegiate athletics iklsen debated (Bolognese, 2005). As
explained by Bloom et al. (2003), improvementssian cohesion help to increase the number of
wins in a competitive season. As a result, coael#sely strive to maximize cohesiveness
amongst team members, employing a wide varietyathods and tactics (Bloom et al., 2003;
Bolognese, 2005; Calhoun, 2007; Curtin, 1987; GI&899; Halpern, 2011; Hunter, 2002;
Krzyzewski, 2000; Munns, 1995; Schreiner, 2013; &fgor, 2005; Wooden, 1988).

While much effort is currently expended to helpldbaohesion in groups of all varieties
(Bruce & Ricketts, 2008), there is no guaranteeategy for the successful development of

cohesiveness. Consequently, Salas et al. (20@@jested further examination of team building
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processes and the expansion and practical applicatiresearch in the field. This study
contributes to current literature relating to teamhesion and to address a gap in the knowledge
base associated with different types of groupirlgzat by collegiate athletics teams for
community service activities.

The results of this study are of assistance tdesin intercollegiate athletics who aim to
maximize team cohesion. Athletics department persbin higher education could benefit from
understanding how the amount of team cohesiven#sssdif at all, with the utilization of
different types of grouping in community servigéonsequently, such individuals may be able
to orchestrate community service activities amosgsient-athletes that maximize the impact on
team cohesiveness.

Summary

In summary, the results of this study were useektimine the difference, if any, that
exists in amounts of team cohesiveness amongst NOiki&ion | Women'’s Volleyball teams
that utilize different types of groupings for commity service activities. The challenges faced
by leaders in intercollegiate athletics who sttiwenaximize team cohesion are addressed. In
addition, the variety of methods employed and thewnt of effort exerted to assist with the
development of team cohesiveness were also distussting the stage for a study about a
potential means for building cohesiveness whichyedo be explored.

The subsequent chapter offers a comprehensivewenfithe current literature which
addresses the development of team cohesivenegslatet challenges as well as utilization of
community service in collegiate athletics programs.recommended by Boote and Beile
(2005), a synthesis of the most pertinent, applecatudies was presented in relation to the topic

at hand.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

This study focused on issues related to team caés collegiate athletics while making
note of the potential benefits of community serviagk. In order to build a meaningful
foundation for this research project, the revievitefature focused on team cohesion and
community service and how they relate to one amoth#the context of NCAA Division |
Women'’s Volleyball. The researcher made everyreftoidentify applicable existing studies to
form a solid background for this study.

This literature review was constructed accordmthe guidelines provided by Boote and
Beile (2005). The authors explained that the psepaf a literature review is to synthesize the
pertinent and most applicable research as opposaaviding an exhaustive summary of related
topics previously studied. In Boote and Beile’'sH8lars Before Researchers: On the Centrality
of the Dissertation Literature Review in ResearcépBration,” they focused on five main
criteria for the construction of an efficient rewief the literature. Boote and Beile claimed that
the main components to be included in a good tieeareview include: coverage, synthesis,
methodology, significance, and rhetoric. As theplained, “A thorough, sophisticated literature
review is the foundation and inspiration for subsitd, useful research” (p. 3).

In an effort to heed the advice provided by Baotd Beile (2005), this literature review
is an essential component of the study that sdotggprimary purposes. The first goal of this
chapter is to inform the reader of previous redeargich has contributed significantly to an
understanding of team cohesion, the potential miarsuilding cohesion on a team, and the
current role of community service in intercollegiathletics. The second purpose of this section
of the study is to explain the rationale behinddékection of NCAA Division | Women'’s

Volleyball teams as the population under examimatidhird, this literature review defends the
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guantitative quasi-experimental design as the mpgtopriate method for investigating the
problems associated with team cohesiveness thaixaerienced in athletics at the college level.
Finally, the study’s significance is revisited arethforced through further description of existing
knowledge in the field as well as the identificatf gaps in the literature.
Defining Team Cohesion
As Creswell (2009) stated, clearly defining term. adds precision to a scientific

study...” (p. 40). While he acknowledged that somestructs may be abstract and complex,
Creswell explained that unambiguous definitions/mte the basis for quality research. Whether
the term being employed is synergy (Covey, 19&3mwork (Krzyzewski, 2000), unity
(Calhoun, 2007), or togetherness (Wooden, 1988)¢ctimcept remains the same. “You develop
a team to achieve what one person cannot acconglbsle. All of us alone are weaker, by far,
than if all of us are together” (Krzyzewski, 20@0,71). That union of individuals with a shared
vision is ultimately powerful (Senge, 1990) andduons as an imperative aspect of the current
study.

A diverse range of meanings have been ascribeghto cohesiveness across cultures
worldwide, yet they all share a few common qudai{i&ibson & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2001).
Although each definition may differ slightly frorhé next, selecting the meaning that is most
appropriate for a given situation is essential $bar& LaFasto, 1989). According to Larson and
LaFasto, “...an understanding of teamwork is a funelatad step in assuring our future survival”
(p- 7). While this understanding may be uniquehtocontext (Gibson & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2001),
it is nonetheless a pertinent part of defining kimgl of a team (Dungy, 2007).

For the purposes of this research, team cohesgsardeam cohesion was defined by

Carron et al. (2002), the authors of the Group EEmment Questionnaire (GEQ). They claimed
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cohesion to be “...a dynamic process that is reftectiehe tendency for a group to stick
together and remain united in the pursuit of igrmmental objectives and/or for the satisfaction
of member affective needs” (1998, p. 213). Théans applied this definition to competitive
sports teams specifically, stating, “Team cohes@dhe most important group variable in sports
teams” (2002, p. vii). Their definition for tearalesion provides an appropriate interpretation
of the variable for the context of this researchk thuits focus on athletic teams and its
multidimensional basis.

Multiple Dimensions of Team Cohesiveness

As early as 1950, sociologists discussed the cexitgland multidimensionality of group
cohesiveness (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1988)Carron et al. (2002) specified, cohesion
is characterized as multifaceted and dynamic, ragiimg both an instrumental and an affective
basis. They suggested that cohesiveness shoulddagstood as not simply a trait, but as a
dynamic quality that changes over time in the cxndéa group. In addition, Carron et al.
explained that, “All groups — musical groups, wgrkups, sport teams, and committees — form
for a purpose. Even groups that may be considauesly ‘social’ in nature have an instrumental
basis for their formation” (p. 5). Finally, thegdressed the positive affect that is produced as a
result of cohesiveness within a group, regardlésiseogroup’s purpose and personality.

In the context of this study, the most pertindrthe aforementioned qualities relating to
group cohesion is its multidimensionality. In artdle study cohesion amongst collegiate
volleyball teams, a clear understanding of ther@ssecomponents of cohesiveness is necessary.
According to Fiedler's Contingency Theory (1964@sk and social concerns both play an
integral role in groups and in members’ percept@imsut the group. In the same vein, Carron et

al. (2002) split the primary tenets of team cohesess into task and social qualities. Their
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conceptual model identifies the following as themallars of cohesion within groups: group
integration — task, group integration — social ivigtlial attractions to the group — task, and
individual attractions to the group — social. Eatlthese components will be defined further in
subsequent paragraphs.

The quality of cohesiveness which Carron et &l0@) labeledyroup integration — task
relates to individual’s feelings about the togetiesis of the team as associated with the task at
hand. In other words, if team members are confidethe strength of the mutual purpose of the
group, that group would be said to maintain positiy proficient group integration relating to
the task. This aspect of Carron et al.’s definitior cohesion is associated with Senge’s (1990)
support of the shared vision. According to Sefi§eshared vision is not an idea... It is rather, a
force in peoples’ hearts, a force of impressive @d\p. 206). Task related group integration is
associated with members’ collective efforts to aghiteam goals whilgroup integration —
socialdeals with the closeness and bonding within a tesuhfunctions as a social unit.

As Covey (1989) stated, relationships are esdemtthin teams, those social
relationships serve a critical role in the ovecalhesion of the group (Carron et al., 2002). Jim
Calhoun, a longtime, respected collegiate basKketbath explained the supreme value of the
connections and interactions amongst the playete@teams he has coached over the years
(2007). He specifically cited trust in those relaships as a factor for team success and
conveyed that cultivating such associations islehging but extremely gratifying. Calhoun
explained, “My job is to take a broad collectionimdiividuals and mold them into a cohesive,
unified team... Talent is important, but unity is @ueatest strength” (p. 209). When addressing
the relationships amongst the individuals on hasrteCalhoun was referring to Carron et al.’s

group integration — sociatomponent of cohesiveness. While the group iategr constructs —



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 91

task and social — of team cohesion deal with hagtloup functions as the whole, the remaining
aspects highlight the members’ personal contrilmstiand involvements.

Carron et al. (2002) considedividual attractions to the group — tagk be the third
essential component of team cohesiveness. Thiseelieof cohesiveness deals with each
member’s feelings about his or her own productiaitgl contributions to team goals and
objectives. According to Cornish (2004), one nurslerstand individual contributions to the
overall success of a group. He emphasized thantbeelations amongst all parts of a system
are critical to the system’s ability to functiorfiefently and effectively. Carron et al. statedtth
as individual members gain confidence in their @@ntributions to the group, the togetherness
of the group is impacted in a positive manner.

The last pillar of team cohesion as constructe@agon et al. (2002) is branded
individual attractions to the group — socialhis attribute of togetherness is enhanced when
individual team members maintain positive feelinbsut their personal acceptance and social
interactions with the group. Coach Mike KrzyzewskDuke University encouraged helping
each member of a team to maximize feelings of lgptgmness in an effort to improve cohesion
(2000). This is a process which Krzyzewski citedaa integral part of any successful season
and like Calhoun (2007), he acknowledged the difficof creating such bonds between players.
In an effort to make players on his team feel vdlsecially, Krzyzewski invited individuals to
dinner with his family and made significant effotbtsmeet with players and discuss life outside
of basketball. The connection that each playeldbwiith the team in a purely social sense is
extremely valuable (Calhoun, 2007; Krzyzewski, 208@oden, 1988) and serves as the final

component of Carron et al.’s definition of team esiieness.
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In any study, clearly defining variables is aregral step in the scientific process
(Steinberg, 2011). Due to the complexity of tearheasiveness, it is important to comprehend
the four primary constructs as well as their relatio one another (Carron et al., 2002). Carron
et al. explained it as such, “...accepting the pramrsthat cohesion is a multidimensional
construct does not involve accepting the premiaedh dimensions are equally present across
different groups to the same extent and at the seneein a group’s life” (p. 6). Certain groups
may rely more heavily on the social aspects of smme(e. g., fraternities and book clubs) while
others lean more heavily on task components (evagk teams and committees). As teams
proceed through their life cycles, different dimiens of cohesiveness are highlighted at
different times. Carron et al. also stated that,there is more than one factor that could cause
any group to stick together and remain united’Bjp. The same may be said for the demise of a
group due to insufficiencies in any particular aspd cohesion (Carron et al., 2002).

A Purposefully Selected Definition

Carron et al.’s (2002) definition of team cohesss is supported by Pescosolido and
Saavedra (2012) who conducted a study examiningdheections between cohesion and
performance in a wide sample of groups working umidféerent conditions. The supported
definition was shown to efficiently assess cohasaas as a quality of sports teams, specifically.
While Pescosolido and Saavedra stated that, “Tisare such thing as a standard cohesive
group” (p. 754), the highly defined structure ddres and specifically defined context make
sports teams an ideal group within which team cohemay be measured by the four factors of
Carron et al.’s definition.

In a study that is revisited throughout this btteire review, Barry (2013) examined

cohesion amongst collegiate men’s and women’s speams. The results of his study found a
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statistically significant relationship between ermoal intelligence, team cohesiveness, and team
performance. In an effort to accurately assesseidum characteristics under investigation within
his study, Barry established functional, unambigudefinitions of each. Due to its
comprehensive nature and relevance in the reabthtétics, Barry utilized Carron et al.’s

(2002) explanation for team cohesion.

Clearly defining a variable goes hand in hand wm#asurement of that variable
(Creswell, 2009; Steinberg, 2011) and as a reselécting an instrument which accurately and
comprehensively assessed the variable accorditigtohosen definition was essential. As
stated by Carron et al., “In order to develop &adué instrument to assess any nonobservable
abstraction, it is necessary to begin with a demterstanding of that construct’s basic nature”
(2002, p. 7). For the purposes of this study, teahesion, as defined by Carron et al., is
discussed and measured according to their guideli@®nsequently, the GEQ served as the
primary assessment tool. Its role in the selentethodology for this study is addressed in
subsequent sections.

Building Team Cohesion

Coaches of various sports across all levels enigh#ise importance of building team
cohesiveness (Calhoun, 2007; Dungy, 2007; Flal&kdrich, 2009; Krzyzewski, 2000;
Wooden, 1988). According to Bloom, et al. (20@®)hesion is a desirable quality on sports
teams and team building is the process for fatiiggits growth. Cohesive sports teams are
more successful than their less unified countesg@®arry, 2013; Bloom et al., 2003; Bolognese,
2005; Farrar, 2010; Kilty, 2000; Pescosolido & Saha, 2012) and as a result, a wide variety of

strategies are utilized to maximize cohesivene&sofB et al., 2003, Bolognese, 2005; Carron et
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al., 2002; Curtin, 1987; Farrar, 2010; Glass, 19%8Ipern, 2011; Hunter, 2002; Kilty, 2000;
Munns, 1995; Schreiner, 2013; Windsor, 2005).

According to Thompson (2012), there are five caitisteps to take when developing,
supporting, and encouraging team cohesion. Tlirdhg use of many different methods and
tactics, Thompson suggested helping team membédsaboollective identity, making it easy
for them to be close together, focusing on sintiEgiamongst team members, putting a positive
spin on the team’s performance, and challengingeam. Each of these steps may be
completed in a variety of means, dependent uposfkeifics of the team and its characteristics
as well as the specifics of the context (Carroal.e2002; Pescosolido & Saavedra, 2012;
Thompson, 2012).

Building a Collective Identity

Thompson'’s first recommendation is to assist éaentin creating a collective identity.
Tony Dungy (2007) cited collective identity as ical even amongst professional football teams.
Throughout his career, Dungy explained that thetrsoscessful teams have had a clearly
defined identity. He stressed staying true to wbo are as a team as one of the most valuable
keys to success in athletics. In much the samethatySenge’s (1990) shared vision promotes
maximizing the efforts of all group members, theabkshment of a collective identity is an
integral part of improving the group integratioctfas of team cohesion (Carron et al., 2002).

According to Coach Jim Calhoun (2007), a uniqaentédentity is essential. While he
explained that all teams strive for maximal cohesie also stressed the importance of
remaining distinctive. Calhoun indicated that biest teams are those teams that are special in
their own right, that stand apart for one reasoarmther, claiming a distinguished, collective

identity.
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Spending Time Together

In his second step to realizing optimal cohesigsra a team, Thompson (2012)
encouraged creating means for the members of éme tie be close together. Such closeness
may be accomplished through the implementatioroahtess tactics that also should be
constructed to most appropriately fit the speciftthe team and of the context (Pescosolido &
Saavedra, 2012).

According to Calhoun (2007) who employs retreata aneans for building cohesion
amongst team members and the coaching staff, “hegstss doesn’'t always occur organically.
It has to be cultivated” (p. 73). Krzyzewski (20@0so indicated the intentionality of such
processes when he stated that, “When you firsnasigea group, it's not a team right off the bat.
It's a collection of individuals just like any othgroup” (p. 22). These coaches, amongst others
(Dungy, 2007; Flaherty & Uldrich, 2009; Wooden, 898ave discovered the value in finding
time to allow team building processes to take plaRegardless of the chosen strategy, getting
team members together is beneficial in terms cdtorg and maintaining cohesiveness (Barry,
2013; Bloom et al., 2003; Farrar, 2010; Thomps@&1,22.

Focusing on Similarities in the Group

As Carron et al. (2002) discussed, one of the gmyntenets of team cohesion is
manifested through each team member’s feelingstdahetsimilarity, closeness, and bonding
within the team as a whole. This aspect of colmesetates directly to Thompson’s (2012)
suggestion to focus on similarities amongst the basof the team. In the same vein, Carron
et al. also indicated the importance of social ptargce to each individual. When heeding the
advice provided by Thompson, a coach may be alpeaimote feelings of self-worth within

each person on the team (Carron et al., 2002) hsisvempathy for other members.
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Understanding others and communicating empathycited by Covey (1989) as one of
the seven habits of highly effective people. Wkl@ring similar characteristics is not a
necessity for expressing empathy, both behaviersnéegral in building strong interpersonal
bonds (Rogers, 1975). Rogers argued that empathg@gruence go hand in hand, both
playing vital roles in the strengthening of anyat&nship:

In the ordinary interactions of life...it is probalthat congruence is the most important

element...Then, in my experience, there are otheatsins in which the empathic way

of being has the highest priority...In such situasioieep understanding is, | believe, the

most precious gift one can give to another. (p. 9)
While differences can be appreciated and valudgjrigeteam members to recognize their
similarities and demonstrating respect for eachviddal’'s experience is a critical step in the
team building process (Thompson, 2012).

Maintaining a Positive Attitude About Performance

According to Thompson (2012), maintaining a pwesitittitude about the performance of
the team is helpful in establishing a strong, edifioundation. Efforts to put a positive spin on
the execution of the group can greatly contribatthe success of that group (Covey, 1989),
particularly in terms of cohesion (Thompson, 20125 stated by Scheier and Carver (1993), not
only is thinking positively important in terms oé&ping a group together, but it also acts as a
significant determinant in future efforts, “PeoplBo see desired outcomes as attainable
continue to strive for those outcomes, even whegress is slow or difficult” (p. 26).

Carol Dweck (2006) described the value of positiueking in her theory on mindsets.
“...the view you adopt for yourself profoundly affe¢he way you lead your life” (p. 6). As

Dweck explained in her mindset theory, there mapdenfluence greater than that of our own
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self-perceptions and the same applies to groulp's. bt what happens to us, but our response
to what happens to us that hurts us” (Covey, 1p8%3).

Challenging the Team

Finally, Thompson (2012) recommended challendgmggtéam in order to maximize
cohesion. Salas et al. (2008) declared that &s tescome more complex, teams become
increasingly close knit. When faced with challengeams must rely more heavily on the
strength provided by the cohesiveness amongst émelb@rs (Dungy, 2007; Krzyzewski, 2000;
Wooden, 1988) and this reliance helps to deepehdhds that exist (Salas et al., 2008). The
intensity of a situation should not be overlookeda important variable in the intensity of the
formed relationships (Thompson, 2012). For thesom, coaches have challenged teams to
participate in outdoor adventures (Kilty, 2000) aogdes courses (Glass, 1999) as exercises
which build cohesiveness.

Team challenges, according to Isaksen and La@&2(2create an ideal environment for
groups to improve upon the characteristics thatnote productive teamwork. They listed the
following as qualities which may be tested and ttgved through the presentation of challenges
to the group: a clear and elevating goal, resuitged structure, competent team members,
unified commitment, collaborative climate, standaofl excellence, external support and
recognition, principled leadership, appropriate ofsthe team, participation in decision making,
team spirit, and embracing appropriate change.lé/the challenges that are utilized to build
team cohesion may differ from those the team facés primary function, the aforementioned
characteristics are transferable to any situatieekéen & Lauer, 2002). As a result, challenging

a team, in any fashion, has the potential for iasireg team cohesiveness.
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Katzenbach and Smith (1993) provided an additipeaspective on the inherent value in
challenging teams:

A demanding performance challenge tends to ceetgam. The hunger for performance

is far more important to team success than teamaibgiexercises, special incentives, or

team leaders with ideal profiles. In fact, teantemform around such challenges without
any help or support from management. Conversekgnp@al teams without such

challenges usually fail to become teams. (p. 3)

The impact of challenge on a team, whether buildoigesion on a previously established team
or working to create a team, is profound (Katzehb&&Smith, 1993).

Utilizing Multiple Tactics

While Thompson (2012) provided a list of the peatit considerations for creating,
enhancing, and maintaining team cohesion, speatiwities for doing so were not proposed —
for good reason. Studies have suggested thaisthe possible strategies for building team
cohesiveness is extensive (Bloom et al., 2003, @dwee, 2005; Carron et al., 2002; Curtin,
1987; Farrar, 2010; Glass, 1999; Halpern, 2011;tety2002; Kilty, 2000; Munns, 1995;
Schreiner, 2013; Windsor, 2005) and dependent tippanique qualities of the team itself
(Carron et al., 2002; Pescosolido & Saavedra, 20h@mpson, 2012). The research that is
explicitly applicable to the realm of collegiatdlatics should be addressed.

In a study which examined one particular teamdmogl strategy of a NCAA Division |
football team, Hunter (2002) investigated the tbkg team building played in the development
of team cohesiveness. The research was condictaeyh the use of qualitative interviews and
therefore the GEQ was not utilized, though Carroal.&s (2002) definition of team cohesion

served as the theoretical model for the study. tetfuiound that the examined activity
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“...provides an opportunity for the players to creatéuild upon relationships and bond and
begin to trust one another” (p. 36). He concluthed cohesion improves with the use of team
building interventions and though his study focusad single intervention, others have
encouraged a variety of team building activitiethvihe intent of enhancing cohesiveness
(Bloom et al., 2003; Kilty, 2000; Salas et al., 8D0

In an investigation which followed Hunter’s (20@@)nclusion about the value of team
building initiatives, specific tactics for improgrcohesiveness were sought by a team of
researchers in Canada. Bloom et al. (2003) cordustudy with 29 collegiate head coaches
from a variety of sports in a league equivalerthedsNCAA. The study’s intent was to create an
understanding of team building strategies spetifigniversity sports. Through the utilization of
focus group interviews, Bloom et al. discovered thare is no simple formula for the
implementation of team building activities. In@iffiort to increase cohesion, a season-long
process must be carefully designed. They statsd ‘timterestingly, our coaches unanimously
said there was not one place where they could extgam building ideas. Rather, they
exhausted as many sources as possible” (p. 144 a rAsult, Bloom et al. concluded that to
maximize success, “Coaches also need to uncovenay different team building activities as
possible” (p. 141). Finally, in a study which mokisely mimics the selected population for the
current research, Farrar (2009) explored cohesidriteam building activities in women’s
community college volleyball. The GEQ was sele@sdhe most appropriate instrument for
assessing team cohesiveness and the relationgiipdreteam building activities and cohesion
was examined. Results of the study did not yigtistically significant results in terms of a
correlation between the number of team buildingvdigts and an increase in team cohesion;

however, in an analysis of other related studiesedkas a critical evaluation of the researcher-
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created portion of the survey, Farrar concluded‘thaif the wording of her questionnaire

would have been different; this outcome would hiaeen similar to the other studies concerning
consistent use of team building activities andremmgase in team cohesiveness” (p. 142).
Community Service in Intercollegiate Athletics

As explained by Chalk (2008), “Institutions of hay learning have contributed to their
communities for many years. Universities were fitethon the strong principles of service and
have continued to embrace that commitment” (p. Ialk, the NCAA (1999), and Stahley and
Boyd (2006) all described the inherent value oflehi-athlete participation in service work and
noted that a significant amount of community sexvgcompleted by collegiate athletes each
year. While athletes partake in such projectafeariety of reasons (Chalk, 2008; NCAA,

1999; Stahley & Boyd, 2006), community service lgatlto be explored specifically as a
potential team building activity.

Any means for creating, improving, and maintainiegm cohesion is worthy of
investigation (Bloom et al., 2003). A great numbegtactics and strategies have been accepted
as cohesion-enhancing activities (Bloom et al. Z@blognese, 2005; Carron et al., 2002;
Curtin, 1987; Farrar, 2010; Glass, 1999; Halpe©1,12 Hunter, 2002; Kilty, 2000; Munns, 1995;
Schreiner, 2013; Windsor, 2005) and while commusésvice has not been denied that title,
neither has it been labeled as an efficient aretgffe means for increasing team cohesiveness.
Identifying as many strategies as possible fordaog cohesion in a team is in the best interest of
anyone striving to maximize the success of a g{@lgpom et al., 2003). This study examined
the potential of participation in community servamaongst collegiate athletes as a specific

cohesion-building tactic.
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Although it was unknown at the time of this stwdyether or not community service
activities impact the amount of cohesiveness olegite athletics teams, there is significant
support for service work as a positive deed inidlsal communities (Budhai, 2012), on
campuses (Kelley, 2013), and for the total develepnof the individual student-athletes
(Fingers, 2005; Johnson, 2013; McAllister, 2006;A¥C 1999; Sande, 1984; Walker, 1992;
Westfield, 2010; Yunker, 2009). According to Sar@@ntemporary educational thinking
strongly endorses the notion that all the resouné@scommunity should be involved in the
educational process” (p. 379). The research lgrigmertaining to any impact community
service may have on the team as a whole. In hgedenadvice of Salas et al. (2008), it is
critical to continue to study and seek out adddigmrocedures for enhancing team cohesion.
The connections between research and practicentstef prospective team building processes
should be advanced (Salas et al., 2008). Thiystrdve to fill a small portion of the gap in the
knowledge base pertaining to community servicatagrean individual, partial team, or whole
team activity.

Implications for Leaders

The implications of this research for leadersighkr education, including coaches,
athletic directors, and university presidents, waved from theories which have defined the
field of leadership for over seventy years. Exangrthis study through the lens of leadership
theory in addition to the literature on team cobesind community service is an essential
process. Based in theory and supported by reesaarch, the results of this study are valuable
to campus leaders.

Central to the theoretical basis for this researehthe values of relationships and mutual

purposes within groups. These concepts applyaimsehat strive to maximize cohesiveness
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(Calhoun, 2007; Dungy, 2007; Flaherty & Uldrich 02)Q Krzyzewski, 2000; Wooden, 1988) as
well as campuses that yearn for a meaningful cdrarewith the local community (Bringle &
Hatcher, 2002; Budhai, 2012; Chalk, 2008; Hoy & kéis 2013; Kelley, 2013; Kowalski, 2011;
Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000). Aspects of transfoiorel leadership according to Burns (1978)
as supported by other theorists (Bass & Riggios2@bvey, 1989; Dweck, 2006; Herzberg,
1959, Knowles, 1984; Maslow, 1943; Sande, 198498eh990) created the basis in leadership
for this study.

Transformational Leadership Lens

Transformational leadership, as defined by Buti®¥8) is leadership in which “ane or
more personsngagewith others in such a way that leaders and follswaise one another to
higher levels of motivation and morality” (p. 20jle explained that such leadership relies
heavily on individuals’ motivations and needs ad a& a commitment to mutual goals. Within
his theory, Burns stated that leadership is almadihg people and as a result, relationships are
essential. In any endeavor, considerations op#uple who are involved can be an integral
determinant of success or failure (Covey, 1989).

According to Burns (1978), “The small group carobe of the most solid, durable, and
highly structured entities in human society” (p229This notion is relevant to the topic of team
cohesion, but can also be applied to the developofgrositive community relations, both
which depend upon strong leaders. Burns descthreanportance of relationships across broad
and specific populations, stating “The leader carédntral to the cohesion and viability not only
of nations and armies but of smaller, more ordirgaoups” (p. 287). When leading a team, a
department, or an entire campus, Burns theory rayskd to formulate the pertinent guiding

principles for success.
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Human Needs

Central to Burns’ (1978) transformational leadgyst the recognition of individuals’
aspirations and needs:

The essential strategy of leadership in mobiliziogver is to recognize the arrays of

motives and goals in potential followers, to apgedhose motives by words and action,

and to strengthen those motives and goals in aodecrease the power of leadership,

thereby changing the environment within which bioffowers and leaders act. (p. 40)

In the context of the current study, such an urideding was established through the
identification of players’ and coaches’ needs nm® of team cohesiveness and campus and
community needs in relation to community serviBeirns asserts that acknowledging such
desires is essential. “The leader’s fundamentabkao induce people to be aware or conscious
of what they feel — to feel their true needs sorgity, to define their values so meaningfully, that
they can be moved to purposeful action” (Burns,81L97 44).

Burns is not the only theorist to highlight théément role of human necessities and
motivations as a cause for movement, change, ovtgr@Bass & Riggio, 2006; Dweck, 2006;
Herzberg, 1959; Maslow, 1943). As explained by lgla%s (1943) Hierarchy of Human Needs,
all individuals crave the satisfaction of univehgahared essentials. One of the most
inspirational of those desires relates to feelmigselongingness, as defined by Maslow, “The
need for social esteem, we have noted, is a polamnti (p. 34). Herzberg (1959) identified
such emotions as satisfying factors in work situa meaning that a person is motivated by his
or her ties to other individuals. However, estliihg strong bonds is not the sole responsibility

of one party or the other.
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In order to develop feelings of belongingness,ualgfforts are required. According to
Maslow (1943) “..not to be overlooked is the fact that the love saadolve both givingand
receiving love” (p. 381). This notion is supportedthe intentionality and processes of building
connections on teams (Bloom et al., 2003; Bologn23@5; Carron et al., 2002; Curtin, 1987,
Farrar, 2010; Glass, 1999; Halpern, 2011; Hunt@®22Kilty, 2000; Munns, 1995; Schreiner,
2013; Windsor, 2005) and within communities (Bud2ai12; Fingers, 2005; Johnson, 2013;
Kelley, 2013; McAllister, 2006; NCAA, 1999; Sand€84; Walker, 1992; Westfield, 2010;
Yunker, 2009) that were previously addressed.

A Shared Vision

Another key component of transformational leadg@raipplicable to this study is the
adoption of a shared vision. As Senge (1990) n@edutual purpose is vital in guiding a group
to the realization of goals and objectives. Witlnansformational leadership, dedication to the
group cause is of utmost importance, “This commitinehich may end in martyrdom, must
survive all defeats and setbacks” (Burns, 19720@). Coaches and theorists alike assign great
value to the adoption and recognition of a commanppse as a key to success. Dweck (2006)
explained that greatness is rarely, if ever, acddwy one person alone. Her sentiments are
supported by the expertise of coaches like Johnd&lo@1988) who indicated the superiority of
recognizing team achievements and efforts. Woadsarted, “It is amazing how much can be
accomplished if no one cares who gets the cregditlQ4). The notion of the team operating as
the priority is conveyed through Burns’ theory @rtsformational leadership while serving as a
cornerstone for this research.

The influential role of a shared vision appliesgams across numerous disciplines

(Senge, 1990). Katzenbach and Smith (1993), bssiaealysts, highlighted the difference
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between teams and groups as it relates to a corpompose, stating that, “Teams are more
productive than groups that have no clear perfoomabjectives because their members are
committed to deliver tangible performance resulps15). This distinction is clarified further
by Parker (2008) who included the establishmet cdmmon goal in his definition of a team:

A group of people is not a team. A team is a grolupeople with a high degree of

interdependence geared toward the achievemengaédleor completion of a task. In

other words, they agree on a goal and agree thairtly way to achieve the goal is to

work together. (p. 13)

The value of a shared vision must not be overlddkatzenbach & Smith, 1993; Parker,
2008; Senge, 1990). Katzenbach and Smith (19@Bitifted clear performance objectives as the
primary factor which separates high performing tedémmm their less successful counterparts.
“The best teams invest a tremendous amount ofdimaeeffort exploring, shaping, and agreeing
on a purpose that belongs to them both collectigaly individually. This ‘purposing’ activity
continues throughout the life of the team” (p. 5Batzenbach and Smith’s research on fifty
different teams within thirty companies providedngelling support for a shared vision in the
business world and beyond.

In a similar vein, Isaksen and Lauer (2002) disedghe importance of what they
describe as a productive goal structure. Accorthritpeir research, goal structures can be
cooperative, competing, or individualistic. Teatimat share a vision are characterized by
Isaksen and Lauer as working within a cooperatoed gtructure. In such groups, in order for
individuals to be successful, the group must sut.c8de authors explained that all members of

a group are more productive when goals are commuk&kxplained by Isaksen and Lauer, a
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shared vision contributes significantly to the @amment and the interactions between team
members:

In groups with cooperative goal structures, intBom among members is characterized

by effective communication and exchange of infororgtfacilitation of each others’

productivity, helping, and sharing... The climatelsracterized by high acceptance and

support among members, high trust, decreased féaituwre, and a problem-solving

orientation to conflict. (p. 79)

A variety of terms are used to illustrate the @piof a shared vision. Sociologists
utilize the term “mutual purpose” (Covey, 1989)aches the term “goal” (Calhoun, 2007;
Krzyzewski, 2000; Wooden, 1988), and business atmathe phrases “clear performance
objectives” (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993) and “coopigeagoal structures” (Isaksen & Lauer,
2002). While the vernacular may differ, the premmsthe same as was suggested by Senge
(1990) - a shared vision serves as a powerful fattieh unites people in pursuit of a common
purpose.

Meaningful to Individuals

Finally, consideration of adult learning theoraso played a role in this study. Leaders
interact primarily with adults to maximize team eslveness (Bloom et al., 2003; Bolognese,
2005; Carron et al., 2002; Curtin, 1987; Farrad,®0Glass, 1999; Halpern, 2011; Hunter, 2002;
Kilty, 2000; Munns, 1995; Schreiner, 2013; Winds2®05) and build positive community
relations (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Budhai, 2012alk, 2008; Hoy & Miskel, 2013; Kelley,
2013; Kowalski, 2011; Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000).

A leader who aims to ensure intellectual stimolatnd individualized consideration, as

essential tenets of transformational leadershijvest to facilitate activities that are meaningful
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to adults (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Knowles (1984)moted activities which allow adults to be
self-directed, intrinsically motivated, and perf@nce-centered. Adults prefer to apply learning
immediately, taking into consideration their owfe lexperiences and the experiences of others.

Practical Applications on College Campuses

Along with its theoretical base, there are aspegttging to each of the variables in this
study that are of great concern to leaders. Thevaviables under examination were community
service and team cohesiveness; for various reabottsmay be of interest to leaders in higher
education. According to recent research, an iser@aeither or both of those constructs on
college campuses may produce substantial benefitetinstitution (Clark, 2013; Denhart et al.,
2009; Kelley, 2013; Martinez, Stinson, Kang, & Jaide, 2010; Meggyesy, 2000; Perez, 2012;
Sack, 1987: Schroeder, 2003; Vogelgesang & As0002Weatherall, 2006; Zimbalist, 1999).
With its simple design and straightforward inquiitye results of this research addressed two
pertinent topics in higher education. The firsuis relates to building strong positive relations
with the local community. Secondly, the impact eé&ess in athletics on institutions as a whole
is discussed.

Community Relations

Schools benefit from the establishment of positatationships with the greater
community (Hoy & Miskel, 2013; Kowalski, 2011). éarding to Hoy and Miskel (2013),
community ties improve the operation of any scheystem. One of the best means for fostering
a mutually beneficial relationship between the stlamd the community is through service work
conducted by associates of the university (Bud2@i2). Historically, campuses have
contributed to local communities and the need fmhanteractions has grown increasingly

valuable over time (Chalk, 2008; Kelley, 2013).
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Although service-learning is fundamentally diffier¢han community service, the
interactions between campus and the greater samietgimilar, fostering healthy relations and
developing mutual respect and understanding (Vagelgg & Astin, 2000). In a study
pertaining to the impacts of service-learning, Blenand Hatcher (2002) stated that engagement
with the local community is a critical factor inetloperation of institutions of higher education.
The authors explained:

The emergence of service-learning in higher edoicand the renewed emphasis on

community involvement presents colleges and unitresswith opportunities to develop

campus-community partnerships for the common gbbdse partnerships can leverage
both campus and community resources to addregsatigsues in local communities.

(p. 503)

Such opportunities must be constructed purposeéultycarefully by leaders. Bringle and
Hatcher established that “Campus-community partmgsswill be most meaningful and
enduring when individuals conclude that each igrdmuting in a meaningful, effective manner
to activities that have a positive impact on impottcivic and campus outcomes” (p. 514).

Creating a valuable connection with the commuisityxtremely beneficial to the school
and consequently, is a goal which leaders striveabze regularly (Hoy & Miskel, 2013;
Kowalski, 2011). Community service by any grougluding student-athletes, will help
establish such a bond with the local community (Bd2012; Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000). It
is in the best interest of campus leaders to teitte expand upon healthy community relations
through the implementation of community servicggets. While the impact of community
service on the reputation of the institution asdr@ationship with the community are widely

accepted (Kelley, 2013), issues related to teanesioh should also be addressed.
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Role of Athletics on College Campuses

Not only are athletics departments capable ofrdmurting to the positive image of a
school through service work (Kelley, 2013), buenabllegiate sports are the source of a variety
of benefits for the schools themselves (Clark, 2@ehhart et al., 2009; Kelley, 2013; Martinez
et al., 2010; Meggyesy, 2000; Perez, 2012; Sadky:1Schroeder, 2003; Weatherall, 2006;
Zimbalist, 1999). When teams experience succetsnms of wining contests and
championships, those benefits may be enhancedk(@@at 3; Day, 2013; Perez, 2012; Stinson
& Howard, 2007; Strode, 2006; Zimbalist, 1999).cAing to Perez, campus gains include
increasing national exposure, substantially inangageneral giving to universities, sparking
additional interest from prospective students, iamgroving the pool of prospective students.
The most substantiated of those claims relateutdesit enrollment and external financial support
(Clark, 2013; Day, 2012; Meggyesy, 2000; Perez22&hck, 1987; Stinson & Howard, 2007,
Strode, 2006; Weatherall, 2006).

Recent studies have shown that successful athlgtagrams enhance overall enrollment
(Perez, 2012; Weatherall, 2006). Those impactspeeifically measurable through a
considerable increase in attendance by local stadBerez, 2012). As a result of his research,
Weatherall documented the value of intercollegspterts as an aspect of strategic enrollment
plans, claiming that outcomes may be similar acatlSfSCAA divisions. As a result of multiple
cases studies at one selected level, “... the rdssaconcludes that a Division IlI college that is
facing enrollment declines, or that is designingam to improve its selectivity and market
position, should seriously explore the possibitifyusing intercollegiate athletics in its integihte

enrollment management strategy” (Weatherall, 2p08,12). In addition to potentially
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increasing the number of students on campus, ssiac@shletics also effects donor
contributions.

College sports serve a revenue-producing purgolsek, 2013; Day, 2012; Meggyesy,
2000; Perez, 2012; Sack, 1987; Stinson & Howar@728trode, 2006). As explained by
Meggyesy (2000), “In commercial terms, during tast [20 years, revenue-producing college
sport has exploded. NCAA member school sports igeehave increased 8000% since 1976
and NCAA revenues went from $6.6 million in 197788267 million in 1997-98” (p. 25).
These numbers are enhanced to varying degree$ cangbuses when teams experience an
increase in the number of wins and championshipee{® 2012; Stinson & Howard, 2007;
Strode, 2006). As clarified by Martinez et al. 18], “Meta-analysis results indicate that
intercollegiate athletics does have a small, katistically significant, effect on giving” (p. 36).

The impact that athletics have on college campisskes-reaching and can be explained
as follows, “... intercollegiate athletics departngehave the ability and responsibility to
enhance the missions and visions of the univesditiey serve” (Perez, 2012, p. 199). Success
in terms of wins and losses is a product of teahesiveness (Barry, 2013; Bloom et al., 2003;
Bolognese, 2005; Farrar, 2010; Kilty, 2000; Peshds& Saavedra, 2012). Consequently,
school leaders including, but not limited to AtiddDirectors and coaches, who value success in
athletics may be concerned with maximizing cohes#¢s. Team cohesion has the potential to
be beneficial to the school as a result of suciceathletics while service work provides a means
for establishing more substantial connections wWithlocal community.

The theoretical framework for the current studysweatablished by transformational
leadership and its implications (Bass & Riggio, @0Burns, 1978; Covey, 1989; Dweck, 2006;

Herzberg, 1959, Knowles, 1984; Maslow, 1943; Sathf884; Senge, 1990). This study was not
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simply about speculating whether or not an actimtyy enhance team cohesion while bettering
community relations. The purpose of this study wedetermine the difference, if any, that
exists between the amounts of cohesiveness on tisatsmploy different grouping strategies in
community service activities.
Conclusion

Existing literature illustrates the value of calesess in team sports. While coaches
acknowledge the challenges associated with edt@tdisind sustaining cohesion amongst team
members, they continue to seek new methods fomemigcohesion. There are numerous
activities that successfully contribute to buildmgense of togetherness on athletic teams;
however, the utilization of community service asnying endeavor has not yet been examined.
Communities, campuses, and participants realizeehefits of community service completed
by collegiate student-athletes. If, and how, ssetvice work impacts team cohesiveness is
unknown and may be of particular interest to calagd university leaders.

The established methodology for the current staddased on findings in the literature.
There is a substantiated need for further connesti@tween research and practice in relation to
building cohesion on teams. A widely acceptedrdidin for team cohesiveness served as the
framework for this study and determined the motatiive means for assessment. In an effort to
eliminate extraneous variables and select parttgothat employ different grouping strategies
for community service, NCAA Division | women’s velfball teams were investigated.

The literature review provided a strong foundafienthis research and the theoretical
framework associated with transformational leadersatas extensively documented. Previous
studies identify the problems associated with gdeam cohesiveness in collegiate sports and

highlight gaps in the knowledge base. The impiores of existing studies indicate the need for
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the current research as a potentially integralrdautor to the field. Leaders in higher education
striving to improve cohesiveness amongst intergade athletics teams will benefit from an

understanding of the results of this study.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

The purpose of this study was to determine thewdfice, if any, that exists between the
amounts of cohesiveness on NCAA Division | Womaridleyball teams that employ different
grouping strategies in community service activitidsnon-experimental design was utilized to
assess the differences in team cohesion betwesns ttbat do not complete community service
projects and those that do so individually, in drgedups, or as an entire team. A non-
parametric analysis was conducted to compare tres@s calculated for the four groups.

This study strove to shed light on the problens®asted with team cohesion among
collegiate volleyball teams and one potential mdangnproving cohesiveness. While the
benefits of community service have been documenteelation to local communities,
university campuses, and the individuals involted,impact on team cohesion had yet to be
explored. The independent variable for this redeamas the type of grouping employed in
community service activities and the dependentaéei was the amount of team cohesiveness as
measured by the GEQ.

The current chapter of the study indicates a aleanection between the issue being
addressed by the research and the chosen methgdBlopmberg & Volpe, 2008). As
Bloomberg and Volpe explained:

This chapter is intended to show the reader thathave an understanding of the

methodological implications of the choices you madd, in particular, that you have

thought carefully about the links between your gtsigpgurpose and research questions

and the research approach and research method®thhave selected. (p. 65)

As Boudah (2011) stated, the selection of the gppate methodology is driven by the research

guestion. Through a comprehensive understanditigeofey variables in the study, a quality
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research question may be developed which indi¢hgemost applicable method of analysis
(Boudah, 2011).

Careful, intentional construction of the study’sthibdology is essential (Bloomberg &
Volpe, 2008; Boudah, 2011; Creswell, 2009; Gayl.e2809; Hoy, 2010; Mertens, 2005).
According to Creswell (2009), “For many proposaitens, the method section is the most
concrete, specific part of a proposal” (p. 145 ikdicated that objectivity is the result of
tightly controlled design or statistical analysmlaexplicitly defined variables. Creswell also
noted the importance of validity and reliabilityoses in terms of interpreting the results of a
study.

Heeding the advice of Creswell (2009), this chapti# address the pertinent aspects of
the study’s methodology. An explanation of theeegsh design and procedures, including a
description of the sample and the population, aogiged. The data collection procedures are
outlined and issues relating to reliability andididy are addressed. Finally, the researcher sffer
an explanation of the means for data analysis dnefua priori and statistical assumptions as
well as statements relating to the null hypothesis.

Research Design

A quantitative nonexperimental design was useaksess the differences in amounts of
team cohesiveness among NCAA Division | Women’si&ddall teams as calculated by the
GEQ. The assessment was conducted one time veitBxpsting groups. Each team was
categorized into one of four groups based on the bf grouping utilized for service work.
According to Hoy (2010), nonexperimental, or extdasto, research is systematic empirical
inquiry in which the researcher does not have obwoifrthe independent variable, or the type of

grouping utilized for community service activitiesthe current study. In essence, the
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independent variable has already occurred. Withesignment by the researcher to a control or
experimental group, each team belongs to a groogrding to the team’s standard grouping
procedures. These data were provided by coaches.

The problem of team cohesion was examined thrdlgimplementation of survey
research, in an effort to generalize from a sartiptbe population (Creswell, 2009). The survey
was defined as cross-sectional because data wastedl only once (Creswell, 2009). Team’s
cohesiveness scores were determined by averagragtiies of each team member. The mean
score for team cohesion as obtained for each teavad as the dependent variable. Subsequent
sections of this chapter develop a comprehensidenstanding of the study, including the
variables and data collection procedures mentitreeé.

Research Question

As was previously discussed, Boudah (2011) empbdghe importance of a clearly
defined research question in terms of contributtthe selection of the research design.
Boudah indicated that a quality research queseoves as a guide for the conduction of the
study through the identification of the relationsbietween the variables to be examined or
tested. “A good research question is clear andisperefers to the problem or phenomena,
reflects an intervention in experimental work, anades the target population or participants”
(Boudah, 2011, p. 95).

The study at hand examined the difference in tealnesiveness scores among NCAA
Division | Women'’s Volleyball teams that employféifent grouping strategies in service
projects. A straightforward, concise research tjoesvas crafted to guide this inquiry. For the

purposes of this study, the following research tjoesvas examined: What is the difference, if
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any, between the amounts of team cohesiveness @&\N@vision | Women'’s Volleyball teams
that utilize different types of groupings in comnityirservice activities?
Research Hypothesis

Research questions and hypotheses shape andliequsrpose of a study (Creswell,
2009). As noted by Creswell, “Testing of hypotteemploys statistical procedures in which the
investigator draws inferences about the populdtiom a study sample. Hypotheses are used
often in experiments in which investigators compgeaups” (2009, pp. 132-133). In this study,
the researcher employed statistical tests of thiehgpothesis as well as the research hypothesis.
A discussion about the null hypothesis and its mol@nalysis is found later in chapter three.

Whereas a null hypothesis states that there expected effect on the dependent
variable due to the independent variable, the rebdaypothesis indicates the expected findings
(Steinberg, 2011). For the purposes of this sttltdyresearch hypothesis was as follows: Teams
that utilize whole team or partial team grouping@mmunity service activities will exhibit
higher amounts of team cohesiveness than thosedhgilete no service or do so on an
individual basis.
Population

“Decisions about who will participate in your syuare critical” (Boudah, 2011, p. 186).
In quantitative research, one must consider thicgaants, the sample, and the population when
designing a study (Boudah, 2011; Creswell, 2009;,12010; Steinberg, 2011). The participants
make up the sample and are the people from whoanatlatcollected (Boudah, 2011).
According to Boudah, “A population is the largeogp of people to whom you wish to
generalize, apply, or relate the results of yoseaech” (2011, p.186). In this instance, the

researcher hoped to generalize the results ofttis 50 NCAA Division | Women'’s Volleyball
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teams. In order to do so, inferential statistiesawsed (Steinberg, 2011). When the goal is to
say something about a larger set of scores fronalwiiie smaller set of scores is drawn,
inferences must be made through the appropriatefustatistical analyses. As indicated by
Steinberg, “Because the sample data do not indildases from the population, we must infer
the population parameter from the sample statigf®11, p. 85). A discussion about the sample
and participants is found in the next section. e;#re population under examination is defined.

An important aspect of the methodology of thigigtwas the selection of NCAA
Division | Women’s Volleyball teams as the popuatunder examination. Although
cohesiveness can be assessed in various typesupfsyfBruce & Ricketts, 2008; Gibson &
Zellmer-Bruhn, 2001; Gummer, 1996; Salas et al0820Pescosolido and Saavedra (2012)
encouraged the examination of cohesiveness onssigainins in particular because of their well-
defined contextual factors which make cohesion oremsents meaningful. Gay et al. (2009)
recommended optimizing the consistency of any shydsninimizing the extraneous variables.
For this purpose, it was pertinent for the researth select a competitive level, sport, and
gender, limiting the study to the established pafpoih. Barry (2013) and Kilty (2000)
suggested delimiting research to include exclugiughles or females in a study pertaining to
team cohesiveness because of variations in resmtribss genders. Kilty also noted the
importance of electing a single sport for explamatin an effort to reduce extraneous factors.

In the 2014 season, 334 NCAA Division | schoolseveompeting in Women'’s
Volleyball (NCAA, 2014). As aresult, a sampleestf 179 was recommended for a 5% margin
of error and a 95% confidence level (Raosoft, IB80Q4). Sample selection and characteristics

will be detailed in the subsequent section.



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 64

Sample and Participants

Adhering to the suggested sample size provideddmsoft (2004), a random sample of
179 teams was selected from the 334 NCAA Divisigvidmen'’s Volleyball teams for this
study. As Creswell (2009) noted, “The most rigaronethod for selecting the sample is to
choose individuals using a random numbers tablep..148). For the purposes of this study, a
random numbers generator was utilized as provigestatTrek.com (2014) to help create a
random, single stage sample. “A single stage sagplocedure is one in which the researcher
has access to names in the population and can sdngppeople (or the elements) directly”
(Creswell, 2009, p. 148). In this instance, eadlege or university at the NCAA Division |
level with a Women'’s Volleyball team had an equarmce of being selected from a randomly
numbered list. Responses were solicited from teanti179 teams had been included or the
entire population had been asked to participatherresearch.

The head coaches and players from the respeetivestas selected through the
previously discussed process served as the panitsor this study, while each team made up
the unit of analysis. According to the Nationall€giate Scouting Association (2014), women’s
volleyball teams at the NCAA Division | level maaimt an average of 15 players on their rosters.
Participation by eight players on a single teanstituted a team response.

In an effort to minimize extraneous variablespieavere selected from the NCAA
Division | level only. The population included tejes and universities from all 50 states,
representing a broad geographical region, butglesitollegiate athletic division. Although the
coaches and players provided the data for thisresgeteams were assigned to a group

according to coaches’ responses and the playens GE® score were calculated for each team.



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 74

A more discrete description of the variables andsneement procedures will be addressed in
the following section.
Variables in the Study

A clear and comprehensive understanding of thevims in any study is essential for
ensuring appropriate future use of the resultsq@ed, 2009; Hoy, 2010; Steinberg, 2011). As
Hoy (2010) explained:

Independent variablesre those that (probably) cause, influence, @cafiutcomes.

They are also calleeatment, manipulated, antecedeamtpredictorvariables.

Dependent variableare those that depend on the independent varjdbisare the

outcomes or results of the influence of the indelgan variables. Other names for

dependent variables acdterion, outcomeandeffectvariables. (p. 50)

This study does not claim to establish a causeséfadt relationship between the types of
grouping utilized in community service activitiesdaresulting amounts of team cohesiveness.
In contrast, the results of this research analjealtfferences, if any, that exists in group
cohesion among teams that employ different strasefgir completion of service work. This type
of examination does not indicate a causal relahigndut allows for the comparison of multiple
groups on the basis of a single measurement. érigésn of the independent and dependent
variables assists in clarifying this distinction.

Independent variableln the current study, the independent variabléestype of
grouping utilized in community service activitiel.is categorical in nature and therefore
defined as nominal data. Each team in the studgtb one of the following four categories:
teams that do not complete community service; teatscomplete community service on an

individual basis; teams that complete communityiserin small groups; and teams that
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complete community service as a team. The assighofieéeams to one of the aforementioned
groups was based on coaches’ responses to anyiradpaut the procedures used in the majority
of community service activities. A team must obé/assigned to a single category and
therefore, coaches selected the category thatlesstibes the typical team procedures in the
current season.

Dependent variableThe dependent variable in this study is the mearesof team
cohesion as measured by the GEQ and calculatedifidimdual player responses (Carron et al.,
2002). According to Carron et al., “...cohesion graup construct — can be assessed through
the perceptions of individual group members” (). vEach of the four constructs of team
cohesiveness, as defined by Carron et al. weresasield through individual survey questions.
Possible team cohesiveness scores for individumalghee team range from 9 to 162. The GEQ
(Appendix A) and GEQ Scoring Template (AppendixB)p to illustrate the scoring rationale of
the questionnaire. The dependent variable, tea@ &ibre, is continuous and therefore, defined
as interval level data.

Data Collection Procedures

The methodology for the current research was kshedol in an effort to best examine the
problems associated with striving for optimal teawhesiveness. Carron et al.’s (2002)
definition for cohesion functions as the theordtimssis for this study. As a result, the GEQ
which was created through the conceptual framewbtkat same definition (Carron et al.,
2002) served as the primary measurement tool.

Pilot Study

Prior to sending this survey to the selected cesch small pilot study was conducted

with collegiate coaches and ex-coaches from vaileeeds and in a variety of sports. As
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explained by Boudah (2011), the use of a pilottuelps to clarify the established research
protocol while also providing meaningful feedbadkieihh may identify necessary adjustments.
According to Boudah:

If you do conduct a pilot study, you should usegedures closely defined as those in

your original proposal. That way, you should hthe opportunity to learn as much as

possible about your research problem or phenomandmjuestions in addition to how

you might need to revise your methods and procedjoe 193)

The findings of the pilot study were applied to tugrent research plan to ensure utilization of
the most effective means of inquiry and to minimang potential confusion on the part of the
participants.

Pilot study participants indicated that the surasyestablished was clear and user-
friendly. The researcher heeded the advice of pilady participants in striving to keep the
email to coaches as short as possible while pnogidppropriate informed consent language. A
few small adjustments were made in the originalietoaeflect the suggestions made by the
pilot study coaches.

Research Procedures

Upon selection, the head coach from each schoslinvdted to participate via email with
a short survey to determine the primary groupingtsty used for community service activities
and the approximate amount of time dedicated tasEthroughout the season. Two follow up
emails were sent to maximize coaches’ participafitime initial email inquiry was not
successful. If email inquiries were unsuccessiodches were contacted via phone.

In addition to inquiries of demographic informatiand team community service

activities, coaches were also surveyed in relataeir own role in team service work. This
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was an important inquiry as the value of leadetm@@s role models for followers has been
demonstrated over time, across disciplines (Co&g@enjamin, 1999). According to Greenleaf
(1977), “A leader initiates, provides the ideas #rstructure, and takes the risk of failure along
with the chance of success. A leader says, ‘| gallfollow me!” while knowing that the path is
uncertain, even dangerous” (p. 29). Words, actiand emotions of leaders are observed by
followers and have an effect on the group, fornihmeggroup’s value system (Scarnati, 1999). It
was unknown whether or not this premise remainect#se with collegiate coaches and
community service participation on teams.

As a result of the coaches’ responses, each tessragsigned to the appropriate
dependent variable and the link to the correspangiayer surveys was sent in return. In an
effort to maximize participation, the researchedmavery effort to respond to coaches as
quickly as possible. It was determined that plagsponses were more immediate when the
researcher sent the reply to the coach immediafety receipt of the coach survey. Coaches
were asked to forward the online survey link tai@dm members.

According to Mertens (2005), “The [survey] metlemdected depends on the purpose of
the survey, the nature of the data to be collectest, factors, and the size and characteristics of
the sample” (p. 172). Due to the ability of onlsw@vey programs to tabulate results, the
massive amount of data that was collected, anicyamts’ access to the internet, a web-based
survey was selected as the most effective mearcofatucting this research.

Each team had its own unique link to the surveiclwivas sent to the players through
the coaches. By creating specific team links &silrvey, each team’s responses were tabulated
separately. Upon completion, the teams’ scoreg waired with coaches’ responses. In this

manner, the dependent variable (teams’ GEQ sca&s)matched with the appropriate
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independent variable (community service groupingtegy as provided by coaches) after the
surveys were completed by the athletes.

Demographic information was collected from theypls, including year in school, year
of collegiate athletic eligibility, and in-state out-of-state student status. In addition, the
researcher inquired about players’ sentiments tdwammunity service activities before
administering the GEQ survey. In an effort to maizie participation, the survey was crafted in
a manner that participants were able to completie @ase, in very little time (Mertens, 2005).
The mean GEQ score for each team was calculateddaeg to Carron et al.’s (2002)
recommendations and the data were analyzed acgtydin

The GEQ (Appendix A) consists of 18 Likert scalquiries. Participants selected a
number between one and nine corresponding witreaggat ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree with the ends of the scale labedesliah. Over time, Likert scale surveys have
been used in a variety of studies, some considénmgata to be ordinal level and others using
the data as interval level (Allen & Seaman, 200/hile one camp of researchers claim that
Likert scale data are limited to non-parametritistigal tests (Allen & Seaman, 2007; Jamieson,
2004), others would disagree (Carron, Bray, & BYH0; Norman, 2010). Norman’s meta-
analysis of research over the past 80 years hasnstiat use of Likert scale data with both
parametric and non-parametric tests results inrateand useful information. The researcher
acknowledges this discussion and recognizes tlignh@gy of both viewpoints. For the
purposes of this study, Likert scale data, the deeet variable, was analyzed at the interval
level.

Ethical considerations are pertinent in the cotidn@f respected research, especially

when working with human subjects (Gay et al., 2008¢cording to Gay et al., “Although ethics



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 25

and human relations are not specific sectionsrasaarch plan, both are important to consider
throughout the research process... As a reseanghehave the responsibility to behave
ethically and uphold the rights of study particiggr{p. 106). Following the guidelines of the
University of Montana Institutional Review BoardR@) and presenting all participants with IRB
consent forms served as an essential step in agsethical practices throughout the course of
this study.

In addition to the aforementioned efforts, it ilportant to establish cooperative
relationships with study participants (Boudah, 202deswell, 2009; Gay et al., 2009; Hoy,
2010). To protect the rights of the schools amtiMduals in this study, the researcher strove to
foster a mutually trusting relationship with allrpeipants. Mutual respect was achieved through
the researcher’s empathetic recognition and ideatibn of a shared understanding of the roles
and responsibilities of collegiate athletes andchea. The value of the coaches’ time required
to participate in the study was communicated. élayere reminded that their responses would
not be shared with coaches in order to help plafgeissafe and comfortable in sharing
truthfully. Careful consideration of the particija involved and their priorities helped to
achieve and maintain cooperation and ethical exatof the research plan (Gay et al., 2009).

In the construction of the current study, it waportant to acknowledge that collegiate
athletes and coaches maintain stressful scheddtesi¢k, 2008; Humphrey, Yow, & Bowden,
2000; O’'Shaughnessy, 2011; Wilson & Pritchard, 2Q0&balist, 1999) and may not have
much time to dedicate to this research. As a tethd researcher made every attempt to
minimize the time required to participate in thisdy. Additionally, it was important to note the
value of success in athletics (Bolognese, 2005hB#dret al., 2009; Lorenzen, 2010; Meggyesy,

2000; Perez, 2012; Sack, 1987; Stinson & Howar@728trode, 2006; Weatherall, 2006) and to
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avoid any action which may have intentionally omtentionally jeopardized the success of the
participating teams. To prevent inadvertent impact the teams involved in the study, the
researcher clearly articulated the purpose oftilndys emphasizing the examination of
community service and its role in collegiate atloletas opposed to characteristics of the team or
individuals themselves.

Reliability and Validity

The researcher critically considered issues meleteeliability and validity within this
study. According to Creswell (2009), such consatiens help to maximize the accuracy and
credibility of the findings. A critical examinatioof the selected instrument addressed these
pertinent issues.

When constructing the GEQ, Carron et al. (2002)leyed a theory-driven approach,
defining team cohesiveness and its basic propaxtiegell as how it is manifested in context.
According to Carron et al.:

The search for items to include in the GEQ invdltteree stages or phases. During the

first phase, concurrently, a literature search eaaslucted for cohesion terms and items,

and group members were used as active agentsdim qbirases and terms that could be
used to represent cohesion. The second phase@wvibdém development and content
validation. In the third phase, preliminary psystairic analyses were undertaken to

reduce the initial item pool. (2002, p. 12)

The creation of an accurate assessment tool ia siotiple task, yet transparency in terms
of construction, validation, uses, and limitatiafighe instrument can help to maximize its
reliability and validity (Carron et al., 2002). \Mtimer or not an instrument measures a construct

with consistency is defined by the reliability bettool (Hoy, 2010). Validity, on the other hand,
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is determined by the extent to which an instrunmeeasures the construct it is supposed to
measure (Boudah, 2011). The validity and religbof the GEQ have been tested by
researchers over the last 20 years, yielding pesi@sults in relation to both characteristics
(Carron et al., 2002).

The reliability of instruments is assessed throtinghestablishment of Cronbach alpha
values which are considered acceptable attthe70 level (Pallant, 2010) and while a value of
.60 -.65 is labeled undesirable, it is not congdarmacceptable (Everitt, 2002). For the GEQ,
Cronbach alphas have been separately calculatesdbr of the four main constructs of team
cohesiveness. According to Carron et al. (200@) Gronbach alpha values for the GEQ have
been assessed as follows: individual attractionkeaaroup — tasky = .75; individual attractions
to the group — sociad, = .64; group integration — task=.70; and group integration — social,
=.76. In order to avoid altering the previousbted levels of reliability, it was pertinent thaet
researcher carefully follow all guidelines as ekshled in the GEQ when administering the
survey (Carron et al., 2002). From the calculatedlues, it can be said that the GEQ is a
reliable instrument for assessing team cohesiveness

While the establishment of reliability is critidal determining the usefulness of a survey
such as the GEQ, an analysis of the validity afad is also essential. “The cornerstone of any
measurement instrument lies in its validity — tikeeat to which any instrument measures what it
is supposed to measure” (Carron et al., 2002, . 2Zcording to Carron et al. (2002), content
validity, criterion validity, factorial validity, @d construct validity of the GEQ have all been
established through multiple demonstrations of eggohl of validity over time. The utilization
of the GEQ as a valid instrument was only ensunealigh use of the survey consistent with the

conceptual model for team cohesiveness (Carroh, @082). In other words, if a researcher
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intends to employ the GEQ to assess team cohdweaor, she must accept the theoretical
framework relating to cohesiveness that providesbhsis for the GEQ. The GEQ has been
established as a valid instrument for measuringiteahesiveness only as defined by Carron et
al.

Researchers have followed the guidelines prowdéidthe GEQ and as a result, it has
been used successfully in a variety of studies theepast 20 years (Carron et al., 2002). As
cited by Carron et al., one of the main issuesnst be tackled when using the GEQ as an
assessment instrument is determining the apprepuiat of analysis. For the purposes of this
study, the intact team was used as the unit ofyaisal Because each team was assigned to a
category based on the type of grouping used in camitynservice activities, the team
cohesiveness score was obtained for each grougvbela. This approach weighed heavily on
the assumption associated with the GEQ that isatggh by Zander (1996) and Levine and
Moreland (1991). The assumption states that tedrasion can be measured by individuals’
perceptions (Carron et al., 2002; Levine & Morelab@91; Zander, 1996) and therefore, a team
score can be calculated through the collectiomdividual responses to the GEQ. While
individual scores may vary, for the purposes o gtudy, a team score was required. These
scores made up the values of the dependent varidbleir analysis will be discussed in the
following section.

Data Analysis

Creswell (2009) recommended the following esséstéps involved in analyzing data.
First, he suggests reporting information aboutineaber of participants who did and did not
return the survey along with a discussion of tHeatfof nonresponses on survey results. Next,

Creswell suggested providing an analysis of theri&s/e data for the independent and
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dependent variables in the study. According tov€af1993), this phase of data analysis is vital.
His advice for conducting accurate analyses issistithat the results always be interpreted with
respect to the data first, and statistical sigaifime, second” (1993, p. 288). Finally, Creswell
recommended identifying the inferential statiste®e presented along with any computer
programs that will be utilized and presenting tbsults in tables or figures.

Creswell’'s (2009) guidelines for analysis of datzre followed in the completion of this
study. Following an examination of the descript\aa, inferential statistics were analyzed and
presented in a logical manner. As recommendeddnyel (1993) measures of statistical
significance were interpreted with respect to tamdtself. A clear picture of the study, within
context, is presented as a pertinent aspect ofashatiysis.

For the purposes of this study, a Kruskal-Walkstlwas to be used to compare the GEQ
scores of the four different groups. Such an aisilig conducted when one categorical
independent variable with three or more categ@msone continuous dependent variable are
being examined (Pallant, 2010). In this casetyhe of grouping strategy utilized for
community service broke the sample into four dgtgroups and amounts of team cohesiveness
were assessed as measured by the GEQ. There ifferendes in the scores between the
groups that was accounted for in the statisticalyas.

The Kruskal-Wallis Test is the non-parametric al&ive to a one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA). As opposed to comparing mearrestowever, the Kruskal-Wallis Test
compares medians (Pallant, 2010). Pallant desctibe process as follows, “Scores are
converted to ranks and the mean rank for each geocpmpared. This is‘Between groups’

analysis, so different people must be in each etifferent groups” (p.232).
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Adjustments in the proposed analysis due to theeaizhe sample will be discussed in
the Data Collection section of Chapter Four. Wttike researcher intended to utilize a Kruskal-
Walllis Test, a Mann-Whitney U Test was deemed rapptopriate. This method is very similar
to the Kruskal-Wallis Test and is employed whenititeependent variable is split into just two
categories. An explanation of the adjustmentsraadlting data analysis will be provided in
Chapter Four.

This study was conducted during the 2014 competitblleyball season and as a result,
win-loss records for the season were not availabtee time. While there may be noteworthy
insight to garner through additional analyses pprtg to win-loss records, such examinations
may be employed in future studies. The purpodbisfstudy was to determine the difference, if
any, that exists between the amounts of cohesigasreteams that employ different grouping
strategies in community service activities.

A priori Assumptions

In a quantitative study, the researcher must gskapredetermined critical values for the
statistical analyses. This process helps to eéteibias in the results and conclusions (Pallant,
2010; Steinberg, 2011). In the study at handatpka level for determining statistical
significance as well as the effect size were get@i. For the purposes of this research,
statistical significance was determined by the allg@vel which is set at .05 and an eta squared
set at .01 which is considered a small effect, ating to Cohen (1988). Because the list of
factors contributing to team cohesion is exteng@ron, et al., 2002; Farrar, 2010; Kilty,
2000), a small effect, in relation to communityvées grouping strategies, was considered

statistically significant in the scope of this sgud
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Null Hypothesis

As Steinberg (2011) noted, the null hypothesa ssatement about the results of the
study which indicates that there is no expecteecefdn the dependent variable due to the
independent variable. In the context of the curresearch, this would essentially suggest that
the type of grouping utilized in community servigerk does not affect the amount of team
cohesiveness. For the purposes of this studyjuhdnypothesis was as follows: There will be
no experimentally important or experimentally cetent difference between levels of
cohesiveness in NCAA Division | Women'’s Volleybtbhms that perform community service
activities through the utilization of different gnoing methods.

“The null hypothesis is used for statistical pusg®only. It is not what the researcher
really believes to be so, and it is not what heh@ expects to find” (Steinberg, 2011, p. 155).
Because the null states that there is no differbet@een the groups, the researcher either
rejects or fails to reject the null. In quantivatresearch, the null hypothesis is established to
determine whether or not the results of a studpsttpor refute the research hypothesis. As
Steinberg explained, it is not possible to proveikhor a research hypothesis to be true. The
most that a researcher can do “...is disprove thiehypbthesis and thereby gain support for the
research hypothesis” (2011, p. 156). In such a,das researcher would be stating that a
difference was discovered. As a result, the ngldthesis would be rejected and there would be
evidence to support the research hypothesis.
Statistical Assumptions

Issues relating to statistical assumptions playtagral role in the selection of a
parametric or non-parametric method of analysise means for selection of the appropriate test

according to the data collected will be detaile€hmapter Four.



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 95

There are two assumptions that apply to non-paranests which warrant the attention
of the researcher (Pallant, 2010). The followisguaptions apply to all non-parametric
analyses, including Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitigy ests. The first assumption for non-
parametric methods includes the utilization of @ndampling techniques. The second pertains
to independent observations in which each partitdipannot belong to more than one category.
Additionally, the data from one participant canimfluence that of another participant in the
study. Prior to data collection, the researcheroéh of these assumptions.

Summary

This study was designed to examine team cohesgaarmaong NCAA Division |
Women'’s Volleyball teams. The intent of this stwdys to assess the difference, if any, that
exists in the amount of team cohesion on teamautiiete different grouping strategies for
community service activities. The selected metldoden by the research question, was
nonexperimental and quantitative in nature. Thhoting conduction of survey research
involving players and coaches on teams from adtassountry, this study adds to the existing
knowledge about team cohesiveness and a potesdial building tactic or strategy.

The preceding discussion addressed pertinentagsieged to the study design,
illustrating a clear picture of the manner in whibls research was conducted and, most
importantly, the matching of the appropriate stddgign to the purpose of the research.
Comprehensive definitions of the variables to basoeed were provided along with detailed
descriptions of the participants, sample, and patpr. The types of data and methods for
collection and analysis were identified. In aduhtiissues pertaining to validity and reliability o
the study as well as the evaluation of hypothesse wiscussed. In its entirely, this chapter

clarified the vital issues considered by the red®arin the construction of the study. Following
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sections provide the results of the study and sprding conclusions based on the analysis of

descriptive and inferential statistics.
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Chapter Four: Results

The purpose of the current study was to asseddifteesnce, if any, that existed in the
amount of team cohesion on NCAA Division | womewdleyball teams that utilized different
grouping strategies for community service actigiti€’articipation in the study required an email
response by a coach or other team administratixsopeel along with player responses to an
online survey. Data collection occurred during 2084 competitive season.

Analysis of the data included the conduction afhewous descriptive statistics for both
the independent and dependent variables alongtisthnalysis of inferential statistics. For the
purposes of this study, results of the Mann-Whitdelest guided the primary investigation of
comparing the players’ perceptions of service wairtél the Group Environment Questionnaire
(GEQ) scores of the teams through the categorizé@sed on the grouping method used in
community service activities. The type of groupstategy utilized split the sample into four
distinct groups initially. To appropriately accomdate for the data collected, however, new
categories emerged.

In order to collect demographic information on oaches and to assign each team to the
appropriate independent variable, the researcimiaseemail survey (Appendix C) to the head
coaches of all 334 NCAA Division | women'’s volleybi@ams. Coaches who did not respond
received a second email and, if necessary, a pa@rpbone call in the researcher’s third attempt
to encourage participation. Collaborating with dueicational specialist at the American
Volleyball Coaches Association (AVCA), the researcattempted to reach coaches through the
AVCA listserv as well. A total of 716 head andiatnt coaches from Division | schools

received two email invitations via the AVCA to paipate in the study through these efforts. In
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all, 76 coaches replied, including two coaches wlacated that they did not want to take part
in the research and three incomplete responses.

Participating coaches answered seven demograpfucies as well as four questions
pertaining to community service activities on titeeims. Most importantly, coaches indicated
the type of grouping utilized in the majority oktkommunity service work conducted by their
team members. Responses lead the assignmenthtdf tedhe appropriate independent variable
category (teams that do not complete communityieerteams that complete community
service on an individual basis, teams that condemtice work in small groups, or teams that
complete community service together in one grouy).incomplete response occurred when the
coach did not select a single grouping categorgémnmunity service activities. Those coaches
received follow up emails in the researcher’s ¢fforclarify the response to that particular
inquiry. If a coach did not select just one catggo describe the majority of the community
service activities conducted on their team, tha dauld not be used due to an unidentified
independent variable category.

After coaches completed the email survey, the rekeareplied with a link to the player
survey that coaches were to forward to the memtdfetseir team. Upon receipt of a list of team
email addresses, the researcher also offered co#tth®ption of having the link sent directly to
the players. Prior to the study the researchene@fa team response as consisting of, at
minimum, eight participating players from any giveam. While monitoring the response rate
of the players, the researcher sent two remindaileito the coaches from teams with an
incomplete response.

Due to the nature of the statistical measures eysglahe unit of analysis fluctuated

between the individual and the team as neededthEatescriptive statistics, the unit of analysis
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consisted of individual coaches’ and players’ res@s. To evaluate the perceptions of
community service, the type of grouping utilizedsarvice projects on a team separated
individuals into categories. In analysis of thienential statistics pertaining to GEQ scores, the
team served as the unit of analysis for the prinmargstigation while the researcher hunted for
additional patterns in individual responses. Cspomding to the type of grouping in community
service work as indicated by coaches, the reseaadseggned teams to the independent variable
categories.

In addition to the GEQ statements evaluated bylhgers, the researcher included seven
statements pertaining to community service thaevpeesented with a Likert scale identical to
that employed by the GEQ. These researcher-crstagements provided supplemental data
relating directly to the players’ perceptions ofrcaunity service. This information highlighted
the feelings and opinions of the athletes pertgiminservice work. The researcher examined the
resultant data in terms of an overall score as ag#ach question individually.

Comparable to the exploration of players’ percayiof community service,
interpretations of the GEQ arose through the ass&ssof the holistic measure for cohesiveness
as well as through the evaluation of each individoastruct of team cohesion. As discussed in
previous chapters, the GEQ may be divided into@esthat assess the four primary tenets of
team cohesiveness. Carron, et al. (2002) idedtihie following as the main pillars of cohesion
within groups: group integration — task, group gnegion — social, individual attractions to the
group — task, and individual attractions to theugre- social. Data were examined in relation to
each of the individual constructs and will be dss®d in the analyses of the descriptive and

inferential statistics.
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In addition to the primary investigation involvitige types of service grouping utilized,
GEQ scores, and perceptions of community seniieerg¢searcher conducted a multitude of
additional tests to identify other patterns in da¢a or a lack thereof. A search for trends in the
data involved the use of analyses that seek rakttips between variables as well as differences
between groups. The results of such tests is teghar the latter sections of this chapter.

Finally, for the purposes of this study, the reskar evaluated the null and research
hypotheses through the analysis of the data.hdrcontext of the study, the null hypothesis
suggested that the type of grouping utilized in oamity service work would not affect the
amount of team cohesiveness. In rejecting omigito reject the null hypothesis, the researcher
tested the accuracy of the research hypothesexpected findings (Steinberg, 2011). In this
study, the primary investigator hypothesized thatris that conducted community service as a
team or in small groups would score higher on tE€Ghan teams that did not complete service
work or did so on an individual basis.

This chapter provides the results of the data ctliea and analysis as described above.
A discussion of the descriptive statistics relgtio the independent and dependent variables,
including central tendencies and variability, paEethe analysis of the inferential statistics. An
evaluation of the null and research hypothesexisided with thorough explanations of all
statistical measures and procedures. A varietgliés and figures are employed to illustrate the
results in addition to the narrative explanations.

Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics will paint a clear picturethe demographics of the sample along

with a description of the independent and dependandbles, specifically the type of grouping
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utilized in community service activities and mea&suof team cohesiveness. Additionally,
assessments of players’ perceptions of communitycgework are included.

The population for this study consisted of the BEBJAA Division | Women'’s Volleyball
teams for the 2014 season. In all, 74 coaches &wwss the country responded to the email
survey and a total of 442 players responded tottiee survey. In total, the researcher
garnered 32 complete team responses through taediction efforts. Teams in the sample
represented schools from across the nation, congpigtia variety of athletic conferences within
NCAA Division I.

In terms of team cohesion, the sample embodiegieash group of teams and individuals
from a single division in collegiate women’s volbal. Overall team GEQ scores ranged from
98.75 to 142.00. The mean team score was 125thGavatandard deviation of 12.98. These
data indicated a wide spread of scores acrosatigerof potential totals for team cohesiveness.
One cannot conclude that these differences arerditpical or abnormal, but in terms of the
cohesive qualities of the teams involved in thelgtas measured by the GEQ, participating
teams’ scores emphasized the diversity within drege.

Despite the differences in measures of team cohgpganticipants registered similar
experiences and perceptions of community servioesadhe sample. A total of 98.65% of the
participants, including coaches and players, couted service work to their communities as a
part of their athletic commitment. Not only wasith a trend to complete service, but as is
highlighted in Table 1, player perceptions of comityservice were positive across the sample
as well. Scores on each measure were rated fisgara of one to nine, with higher scores

representing more positive sentiments toward semwiark.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of all Players’ PerceptiafsCommunity Service

Question Minimum Maximum Mean Standard

Deviation
Enjoy Community Service 1 9 7.11 1.77
Meaningful to Community 1 9 7.45 1.69
Meaningful to Player 1 9 7.02 1.88
Meaningful to Team 1 9 7.01 1.93
Service builds Cohesion 2 9 7.44 1.73
Wants to increase Team Service Work 1 9 6.81 2.01
Does not want to Decrease Team Service 1 9 7.07 2.19
Community Service Total 14 63 49.97 10.21

These data depicted a sample of teams and indilsideho competed at the NCAA
Division | level of collegiate women'’s volleybahat maintained similar feelings about
community service, yet comprised teams that recbvaeying perceptions of team
cohesiveness. As a group, they exhibited a stremdency to conduct community service as a
part of their commitment to athletics.

In the scope of this study, recognizing the genenatacteristics of the sample pertinent
to team cohesiveness and community service paatioipis a valuable process. In subsequent
sections, these results will be further dissectetianalyzed to reveal a more complete picture of
team cohesiveness and community service experievit@s the population under examination.

Demographic Information

The researcher sought demographic information ftoathes as well as players.

Coaches provided the data pertaining to the graugirategy utilized in community service

work and the amount of service conducted each y&atticipating players provided answers to
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Likert style inquiries relating to their perceptiohcommunity service activities and their
responses to the GEQ.

Participating coaches included 70 head coachesoam@ssistants. The amount of
coaching experience at the collegiate level as aglh current assignments among participants
ranged from one year to forty years. The coaahdisd study averaged 17.33 years of
experience overall with an average of 9.28 yeatisat current school.

Participating players responded to similar dempigi@questions pertaining to their
amount of experience in school, on the team, aradtaam leader. Out of 442 respondents, 151
identified themselves as freshmen, 112 indicat@th@more status, 92 stated they were juniors,
and 83 claimed to be seniors. Players indicatedrhany years they have been competing on
their current team. Answers ranged from one to/eees. There were 178 first year team
members in the sample, 94 players in their secead, Y1 players competing in their third year
on the team, 67 fourth year participants, nine @ayn their fifth year, and one player who
indicated that this was her sixth year on the te&mally, the players’ identified themselves as a
captain or non-captain, with 366 players represerttie group of non-captains and 71
recognizing their role as team captains. Tabl&s and 4 illustrate these demographic

characteristics of the sample.
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Table 2

Players’ Year in School

Frequency Percent
Valid Freshman 151 34.16
Junior 112 25.34
Sophomore 92 20.81
Senior 83 18.78
No response 4 .90
Total 442 100.0
Table 3
Players’ Year on Current Team
Frequency Percen
1 178 40.27
2 94 21.27
3 91 20.59
4 67 15.16
5 9 2.04
No response 2 45
6 1 23
Total 442 100.0
Table 4
Players’ Captain Status
Frequency Percen
Non-Captain 366 82.81
Captain 71 16.06
No response 5 1.13
Total 442 100.0
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The coaches’ and players’ connections to the staddocal community comprised an
important factor when addressing the amount of canity service conducted. Therefore, in
addition to inquiring about years of experience, iasearcher also asked coaches and players
whether or not they consider themselves to be esif the state and/or city or town in which
they currently work or attend classes. Of the &dipipating coaches in the study, 22 claimed to
be natives of the state in which they coach andtenglicated that they currently coach in their
hometown. There were 134 player participants whated that they attended school in their
home state while 24 claimed to be natives of thear town in which their school is housed.
The figures below depict this demographic of thagla.

Figure 1

Coaches’ Native/Non-native State Status

BNon-native
ENative
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Figure 2

Coaches’ Native/Non-native City/Town Status

B Non-native
MNative

Figure 3

Players’ Native/Non-native State Status

B Non-native
ENative
CNo response

07
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Figure 4

Players’ Native/Non-native City/Town Status

B Non-native
ENative
[INo response

Community Service Participation

In order to assure consistency in the results pentato each team’s service
participation, the surveys posed questions to tlaelres (not the players) about the amount of
service conducted and the grouping strategiezedilin that service work. Coaches also
selected the appropriate range of hours of sethimethey conducted each year as well as the
amount of service completed by team members. Wadponses to these inquiries provided
ordinal level data, it is possible to note where players or the coach conducted more or less
service on any given team.

As is depicted in Figure 5, the majority of coacheBcated that their players completed
11 to 15 hours of service each year, followed byentban 20 hours, six to ten hours, 16 to 20
hours, and one to five hours, respectively. Figunecludes the same information regarding the

amount of service conducted by the participatingcbes. As indicated, most of the coaches in
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the study completed six to ten hours of servicd gaar, followed by more than 20 hours, one to
five hours, 11 to 15 hours, and finally 16 to 2@
Figure 5

Amount of Service Conducted by Players Annually
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Figure 6

Amount of Service Conducted by Coaches Annually
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While the preceding figures provide a general petf the coaches’ and players’ time
spent completing community service activities, ridsearcher also sought to compare the
participation in service by the players on a teaith that of their own coach. A comparison of
the amount of service conducted by the coach agidbspective team indicated that in 25
cases, the players completed more service tharoteh; ten coaches reported completing more
service than the players on their team; and 39hmxadid not indicate a difference in the amount
of community service work. This is not to say ttieg amount of service was the same for the
coach and players in those 39 teams, but withiogtens provided a difference was not
specified. This information is illustrated in Tald.

Table 5

Comparison of Players’ and Coach’s Service Hours

Frequency Percen
No difference in amount of service indicatec 39 52.70
Players complete more service than coach 25 33.78
Coach completes more service than players 10 13.51
Total 74 100.0

Finally, coaches selected the category which bestribed the majority of the service
conducted by the players on their teams. The @schsponses to this question resulted in the
assignment of their teams to the appropriate inde@at variable categories. Findings
categorized each team as a team that did not ceeng@denmunity service, did so on an
individual basis, completed service work in smadiugps, or conducted service together as one
entire group. Results indicated that of the coagheolved in the study, four of their teams did
not complete service as part of their commitmerithéoteam while eight coaches established

community service opportunities for players to gamt on their own, individually. Seventeen
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coaches stated that the members of their teamsicbservice activities in small groups and 42
of the participating coaches indicated that a nigjoif the service work completed by their
teams occurred with the entire team working togedinethe same project at the same time. The
visual representation in Figure 7 supports theueegies of responses portrayed in Table 6.
Table 6

Type of Grouping Utilized in Community Service

Frequency Percen
No Service 4 5.41
Individual Service 8 10.81
Small Group Service 17  22.97
Team Service 42  56.77
No Response 3 4.05
Total 74  100.0

Figure 7

Type of Grouping Utilized in Community Service
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Inferential Statistics

The preceding paragraphs explained the descriptatestics associated with the
collected data. The material in this section esab the inferential statistics conducted.
According to Steinberg (2011), “With its inferentiese, a statistic is used to draw conclusions
about the characteristics of a larger group fronciwithe sample was drawn” (p. 148). In terms
of sampling, the researcher aimed to include engagticipants from NCAA Division |
Women'’s Volleyball to generalize the findings acad 334 teams in the division. The 32
complete team responses received did not repradanje enough portion of the sample to
allow for the generalization of the results backh® entire population of 334; however, it was
possible to generalize the results across theatdgaevhose coach participated in the initial stage
of the study. Consequently, the researcher magdestatents in the selected statistical measures
and the generalizability of the results.

Sample Size and Implications

In this study, the population under examinatioriuded the 334 NCAA Division |
Women'’s Volleyball Teams in the 2014 season. Aditgy to Raosoft (2004), as indicated in
Chapter Three, 179 teams comprised the ideal sasigddor a study of this population. While
516 individuals (74 coaches and 442 players) doumted to this research, only 32 teams
participated in a manner defined as complete. Abnog to participating coaches, the average
number of players on the roster was 15.13. Theired, eight player responses therefore, would
constitute a majority of the team. Of the teanad girovided a response to the coach email along
with at least eight player responses, one teamalidomplete community service, one team did
so on an individual basis, eight teams conductedcgework in small groups, and 22 teams

worked as an entire team when completing commuagityice projects.
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Figure 8

Type of Service Grouping in Complete Team Responses
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Due to the small sample sizes, particularly indategories pertaining to no service and
individual service, the researcher followed theoremendation by Creswell (2009) and adapted
the proposed data analysis as follows.

Specific qualities of the data determine the appade means for analysis (Pallant,
2010). The researcher originally planned to emplé§ruskal-Wallis Test in order to compare
the GEQ scores obtained by teams within each dioillecommunity service grouping
categories. Two of the four categories consistazhe complete team each and consequently, a
Kruskal-Wallis Test was deemed inappropriate. Rastiadjustments to the statistical analyses
were as follows.

Data indicated that the group of teams that regufarticipated in community service as
an entire team greatly outnumbered the other tipr@eps (no service, individual service, and
small group service). As a result, the researcberbined two of the smaller groups and
eliminated one entirely from inferential analys@$e following categories remained intact for

further analysis: teams that completed communityise together as one unit and teams that
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completed service utilizing any other grouping neeth The group eliminated from the
inferential analyses included one team and the@iiduals on that team that did not complete
community service as a part of their athletic pgsation. Subsequent analyses therefore,
included 421 individual player responses and 31pteta teams. All of the individual
participants and teams conducted some amount afnconty service. In total, 300 individuals
and 22 complete teams comprised the category oidé¢laat worked as one unit on service
projects. The group of teams that completed semadividually or in small groups consisted of
121 individual players and nine complete teamdlofiing is the description of the tests
employed to conduct the primary analyses of tha batonging to the two categories just
described.

Although the researcher deemed the conductiorketiskal-Wallis Test inappropriate
means for analysis of the data collected in thidystthe techniques employed still assessed the
difference between groups. Instead of examining §woups which suggests the use of an
analysis of variance or a Kruskal-Wallis Test (&atl] 2010), two distinct groups remained
intact. With two groups, the conduction of a pagtig t-test or the non-parametric Mann-
Whitney U Test is appropriate for examining thdet#nce between two independent groups on
a continuous measure. As suggested by Pallantpammetric techniques are more useful than
their parametric counterparts “...when you have \semall samples and when your data do not
meet the stringent assumptions of the parametlmnigues” (p. 213). As a result, Mann-
Whitney U Tests comprised the analysis of bothGE#£) and players’ perceptions of community

service, a determination discussed further in syl sections.
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Management of Non-responses

Part of the procedure for analyzing the resultthef study included the management of
non-responses. As stated by Pallant (2010):

When you are doing research, particularly with harbaings, it is very rare that you will

obtain complete data from every case. It is imgarthat you inspect your data file for

missing data... You also need to consider how yoludeihl with missing values when

you come to do your statistical analyses. (p. 211)

The researcher addressed two different considesapertaining to missing data for the
purposes of this research. The management of esaahd players’ non-responses required
separate procedures.

As previously discussed, coaches’ responses tHatatiresult in the assignment of their
team to a single independent variable categorydcoot be used in the analyses. This
information was central to the analysis of the @atd could not be managed unless corrected.
The remainder of the data collected from coaches wely utilized in analyses of counts or
frequencies and therefore, other data missing froaches did not impact the results.

Players’ missing data resulted in the pairwise @&sioh of cases (Pallant, 2010).
Exclusion of responses only occurred in cases e$img data required for specific analyses, yet
that data remained intact for other analyses fackwthe necessary information existed. The
analysis of player data often included summingeasps to Likert scale inquiries in different
categories and thus, a missing response resultibe imiscalculations of that player’s total score

for the given category. The researcher excluded data from the analysis.
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Mann-Whitney U Test

The inferential analyses of these data includedtmeparisons of two different groups of
participants on continuous variables. In both sagee two groups were teams that conducted
community service individually or in small groupsdathose that completed service work as an
entire team. The two different continuous variablere the scores obtained through the
assessment of players’ perceptions of communityiceactivities and the GEQ.

As discussed by Pallant (2010), a vital decisianrdsearcher must make is the selection
of a parametric or non-parametric technique foessiag the results of a study. While the
independent samples t-test is the parametric matbed to compare the mean scores of two
different groups, the Mann-Whitney U Test provitles non-parametric alternative for the
comparison of two groups. Pallant’s advice guitteddetermination of the appropriate
technigue made by the researcher.

Pallant (2010) discussed the difference betweeanpetric and non-parametric statistics
as follows:

The word ‘parametric’ comes from the word ‘parameta characteristic of a

population. The parametric tests (e.g. t-testalyars of variance) make assumptions

about the population from which the sample has loeawn. This often includes
assumptions about the shape of the populationlalisivn (e.g. normally distributed).

Non-parametric techniques, on the other hand, dévaee such stringent requirements

and do not make assumptions about the underlyipglption distribution (which is why

they are sometimes referred to as distribution{feses). (p. 213)

Steinberg (2011) further explained that non-paramdsts are suited for extremely small

sample sizes because, “Even a distribution thahisrently normal will not acquire a symmetric
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shape until there are a sufficient number of s¢qes370). Non-parametric tests are not based
on a probability distribution for a population pareter and therefore, parameters such as the
mean and standard deviation are irrelevant (Stejnl2©11). Due to the small sample size,
which pertains to the analysis of the GEQ and teeace of a normal distribution for the
perceptions of community service, the researchesidered the utilization of non-parametric
most applicable to the data.

The appropriate test for the type of data colleatetthis study was the Mann-Whitney U
Test. Pallant (2011) described the function ofM@n-Whitney U Test:

Instead of comparing means of the two groupsy &ise case of the t-test, the Mann-

Whitney U Test actually compares medians. It coisvdie scores on the continuous

variable to ranks across the two groups. It thexluates whether the ranks for the two

groups differ significantly. As the scores areented to ranks, the actual distribution of

the scores does not matter. (p. 227)
An important factor in the selection of the Mann-{#hy U Test was the consideration of the
assumptions that must be met for a non-parameisic ffhose assumptions include random
sampling and independent observations (PallanQ2®bth met through the established data
collection procedures.

Player Perceptions of Community Service

The proposed analysis for this study specificabjuded only an examination of the type
of grouping utilized in community service activgiand amounts of team cohesiveness. Upon
collecting the data, the researcher determinedahaissessment of player perceptions of

community service could provide valuable insight.addition to the primary analysis of the
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Mann-Whitney U Test relating to amounts of teamasiveness, a similar statistical analysis
addressed perceptions of community service.

Individual scores illustrated the player perceptiohcommunity service in relation to the
type of grouping utilized in community service &ttes. In addition to examining the overall
score for perceptions of service, the researchayaed each question independent of the others.
Each player’s responses comprised data pointswathe of the two established categories. The
analysis included 421 participants, 300 of thoséigpants belonging to teams that conducted
service work as one group and 121 members of té@@hsompleted community service in
small groups or individually.

The analysis of the Mann-Whitney U Test revealed there was no statistically
significant difference between the two groups inmig of players’ responses to each of the seven
inquiries pertaining to community service or in tb&al combined scores. As shown in the
following table, the median responses for both gsoto the seven community service statements

and the combined scores from all measures weréasiatross the categories.
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Table 7

Median Values for Questions Pertaining to Percapiof Community Service

Question Team Service Individual or Small Total
Group Service
Enjoy Community Service 7.00 7.00 7.00
Meaningful to Community 8.00 8.00 8.00
Meaningful to Player 7.50 7.00 7.00
Meaningful to Team 8.00 8.00 8.00
Service builds Cohesion 8.00 8.00 8.00
Wants to increase Team Service Work 7.00 8.00 7.00
Does not want to Decrease Team Service 8.00 8.00 8.00
Community Service Total 52.00 51.00 52.00

Note. Grouping Variable: Type of Community Service Goimg Utilized

The researcher conducted analyses of each ofdhedoal questions pertaining to community
service along with total scores for players’ petu®ys, revealing unique differences and levels
of significance as illustrated in Table 8. OveralMann-Whitney U Test revealed no
statistically significant difference in players’rmpeptions of community service of members of
teams that completed team service (Md = 52.00303) and members of teams that conducted
individual or small group service (Md = 51.00, 421), U = 15800.50, Z=-.02, p=.99, r =

.001.
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Table 8

Mann-Whitney U Test Results for Questions PertgitanPerceptions of Community Service

Question Mann-Whitney U Z p
Enjoy Community Service 16258.00 -.18 .86
Meaningful to Community 15602.50 -.89 .38
Meaningful to Player 15265.50 -1.15 25
Meaningful to Team 16129.00 -31 .76
Service builds Cohesion 16249.00 -.11 91
Wants to increase Team Service Work 14746.50 -1.75 .08
Does not want to Decrease Team Service 14445.00 -1.89 .06
Community Service Total 15800.50 -.02 .99

Note. Grouping Variable: Type of Community Service Qug Utilized; significant at the
p<.05 level.

As explained by Pallant (2010), because the sasipéewas larger than 30, the above table
provides a correction for ties in the z value.

In addition, although an effect size statistic was provided by the Mann-Whitney U, an
approximate value for r, or the effect size, wdswudated (Pallant, 2010). As Creswell (2009)
stated, the effect size indicates the strengthrefationship between variables. Thisis a
measure that is left to the interpretation of #xeearcher and future investigators; however, its
meaning in combination with a case that lacks sia#l significance is of little value.

Finally, it is important to note that while the féifences in player perceptions of
community service across different grouping strigegvere not statistically significant, there
were differences nonetheless. As exhibited in @aM@land 8, there is little difference between
the scores obtained by the two groups on mosteoitéims as well as the overall score for
perceptions of community service. It is worth ngthowever, that the difference on one of the

items was consistent and may warrant further exatain.



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 48

On the question pertaining to players’ desire tadeat more team service, the players on
teams that conducted a majority of their servicekwwo small groups and individually scored
higher than their counterparts that completed ptsjas an entire team. There was a difference
in the median of 1.00 at the p = .08 level. Thrguiry indicated the greatest difference that
existed between the responses of the two groupsnagcave depicted a trend in perceptions
worth recognizing.

Analysis of the Group Environment Questionnaire

In contrast to the analysis of individual playergeptions of community service, the unit
of analysis for the GEQ was the team. The mearesambtained from the players on each team
comprised the dependent variable values for thidyst The overall team GEQ score piqued the
interest of the researcher originally, yet the gsialof the data broken down into the four main
constructs of team cohesion according to Carroal. €2002) provided a more comprehensive
look at team cohesion. The definition of team st and its constructs eliminated the need to
analyze individual questions on the GEQ. Carrbmj.endicated which questions pertain to the
score obtained for each of the constructs and cuesely, the researcher calculated sub scores
totals for each of the constructs and for the GE€rall.

The results of the Mann-Whitney U Test revealedtatistically significant difference in
the individual measures of the GEQ or the total GEQres among teams that complete
community service as an entire team and thosectimaplete service work individually or in
small groups. As is depicted in the following ®lthe medians for both groups within all four

of the constructs of the GEQ and the total GEQeseoe similar.
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Table 9

Median Values for Each Construct of the GEQ

58

Type of Grouping Total
Utilized in Individual Individual Group Group GEQ
Community Attractions to the  Attractions to the Integration Integration Team
Service Group — Socia Group — Tasl — Social — Task Scoreg
Team Service 38.61 29.05 2550 33.31  125.95
Individual or Small

Group Service 38.44 28.75 28.38 33.67 126.00
Total 38.44 28.89 25.80 33,56  126.00

Although findings included separate comparisonsfwh of the constructs of the GEQ, the total

GEQ score served as the focal point for this amalyResults indicated that the total GEQ scores

for team service (Md = 125.95, n = 22) and indigdor small group service (Md = 126.00, n =

9), indicate a lack of a statistically significatitference at U =91.00, Z=-.35,p=.73,and r =

.06. These data are illustrated in Table 10.

Table 10

Mann-Whitney U Test Results for Group Environmamsfionnaire Scores and Sub Scores

Individual Individual
Attractions to Attractions tc Group Group
the Group - the Group - Integration - Integration-  Total GEQ
Social Task Social Task Team Score
Mann-Whitney U 98.50 78.00 86.50 98.00 91.00
z -.02 -01 -.54 -.04 -.35
P .08 .36 .59 .97 73

Note Grouping Variable: Type of Grouping Utilized irm@munity Service; significant at the p<.05

level.
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As is noted in Tables 9 and 10, the differencewéet the groups on all measures were not
statistically significant and while the groups’ se® were not identical, the differences were
slight. Consequently, overall scores of team comewere very similar.

Hypothesis Testing

As Creswell (2009) noted, “Quantitative hypothesase predictions that the researcher
makes about the expected relationships among Vesiafp. 132). For the purposes of this
study, the researcher formulated a research antl hypothesis. Following is the research
hypothesis, or what the researcher expected to Tiedms that utilize whole team or partial team
grouping in community service activities will exhiihigher amounts of team cohesiveness than
those that complete no service or do so on anichei basis. In contrast, the null hypothesis for
this study stated: There will be no experimentatiportant or experimentally consistent
difference between levels of cohesiveness in NCAWdbn | Women's Volleyball teams that
perform community service activities through théization of different grouping methods. The
analysis of these data required an evaluation tf bgpotheses.

There is a complex relationship between the nudl the research hypothesis. Because
they stand in opposition to one another althoughaiveays in direct opposition, an indication of
support for one indicates disagreement with therotBteinberg, 2011). In cases where the null
hypothesis is rejected, there is often evidensipport the research hypothesis. Conversely, if
the researcher fails to reject the null, such dataport the notion of rejecting the research
hypothesis. In the case of either the null orrds®arch hypothesis, it is not possible to prove
either to be true. According to Hoy (2010), “Totatification of relations and final proof are
impossible. Thus, science seeks to falsify ratihan to verify. There are no absolute truths or

laws in the social sciences” (p. 19). In termé&ygbothesis testing in this study, only the null
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hypothesis could be evaluated statistically; howetes evaluation could be used to infer
support or lack of support for the research hypsithe

Due to adjustments in the statistical analysesusecaf the sample size, the data proved
insufficient for purposes of an independent evatuabdf the research hypothesis. The four
independent variable categories which were estadalis priori and transformed into just two
distinct groups upon collection of the data reslitethe annulment of the research hypothesis.
The researcher had hoped to examine teams thaticteadservice work in small groups or as an
entire team in comparison to those that completedcee individually or not at all. Because
there was only one team in each of the latter categ) the researcher eliminated the category
for teams that did not complete community serviog e team that claimed to conduct service
work on an individual basis was combined with #@ns that utilized small groups. In doing
this, the researcher compared teams that com@etedte work individually or in small groups
with those that worked as an entire team on comiyiservice projects. While the adjustment
was inevitable and purposeful, it eliminated anyangefor evaluating the research hypothesis
other than through the evaluation of the null.

In research, the null hypothesis plays a substiardie in statements made in relation to
statistical significance. As explained by Steirgog011) and discussed in Chapter Three, one
can only reject or fail to reject a null hypothesighe null is simply a statement which implies
that there is no expected effect on the dependerdbie due to the independent variable.
Various statistical measures evaluate the accuwhsych statements. In this study, the null
hypothesis testing included searching for a diffeesin levels of team cohesiveness according to
the type of grouping utilized in community servamdivities. The selected statistical technique

to determine an effect, or lack thereof, was thenM®/hitney U Test. As previously illustrated,
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the results of the Mann-Whitney U Test supportedrthll hypothesis. The findings were not
deemed statistically significant and thereforeséhdata failed to reject the null hypothesis,
providing evidence in opposition of the researcpdtlgesis. Findings did not indicate an effect
on team cohesiveness in relation to the type aigrg employed in community service.
Additional Statistical Analyses

Upon calculation of the previously discussed aredysvhich revealed a lack of statistical
significance, the researcher conducted a numbadditional analyses in search of trends in the
data. A description of the tests conducted inkestigation is provided in this section. The
findings of the analysis deemed statistically digant will be discussed in detail while Table 11
includes a list of the tests that did not reveadistical significance.
Table 11

Additional Analyses Lacking Statistical Significanc

Independent Variable Dependent Variable StatistAcellysis
State native/non-native status of Player perceptions of Mann-Whitney U Test
coach community service, including

7 sub scores
State native/non-native status of Player perceptions of Mann-Whitney U Test
players community service, including

7 sub scores
City/town native/non-native statusPlayer perceptions of Mann-Whitney U Test
of players community service, including

7 sub scores
Captain status of player Player perceptions of Mann-Whitney U Test

community service, including
7 sub scores

Hours of service completed by  Player perceptions of Kruskal-Wallis Test and
players community service, including follow up Mann-Whitney U
7 sub scores Tests with a Bonferroni
adjustment
Hours of service completed by  Player perceptions of Kruskal-Wallis Test and
coaches community service, including follow up Mann-Whitney U
7 sub scores Tests with a Bonferroni

adjustment
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Comparison of service hours — ndPlayer perceptions of

difference indicated, players
complete more, or coach

completes more

community service, including follow up Mann-Whitney U

7 sub scores

Kruskal-Wallis Test and

Tests with a Bonferroni
adjustment

Total years coaching experience

Hours of servicepteted
by coaches and players

Preliminary analyses for
correlation

Total years coaching experience

GEQ, including allib
scores

Preliminary analyses for
correlation

Total years coaching experience

Player perceptibns

community service, including correlation

7 sub scores

Preliminary analyses for

Years coaching at current school

Hours of servicepleted
by coaches and players

Preliminary analyses for
correlation

Years coaching at current school

GEQ, includingtaub
scores

Preliminary analyses for
correlation

Years coaching at current school

Player perceptibns

community service, including correlation

7 sub scores

Preliminary analyses for

Academic year in school

Player perceptions of

community service, including

7 sub scores

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Academic year in school

GEQ, including all 4 sub
scores

Kruskal-Wallis Test and
follow up Mann-Whitney U
Tests with a Bonferroni
adjustment

Year on current team

Player perceptions of

community service, including follow up Mann-Whitney U

7 sub scores

Kruskal-Wallis Test and

Tests with a Bonferroni
adjustment

Year on current team

GEQ, including all 4 sub
scores

Kruskal-Wallis Test and
follow up Mann-Whitney U
Tests with a Bonferroni
adjustment

The parameters of the particular test and the ebeenined determined the selection of

each of the analyses utilized above. As Pallabi@ noted, “Once you have determined what

you have and what you want to do, there is oftdg one choice” (p. 103). The brief

explanation of the purpose of each statisticalrigple provided below indicates its means for

investigation of relationships or differences erigtbetween the variables.
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The researcher applied the Mann-Whitney U Test vdgamching for differences
between two independent groups on a continuouablati The calculations comprising such a
test provided the researcher with a p-value. iff Ylalue was not less than or equal to the .05
established a priori, the result was not considstatistically significant. Again, the Mann-
Whitney U Test is a non-parametric measure utilinetthese instances due to the lack of a
normal distribution on player perceptions of comityservice.

The researcher employed a Kruskal-Wallis Test wdmenparing more than two groups;
such data render the Mann-Whitney U Test usel€hs. Kruskal-Wallis Test serves the purpose
of comparing three or more groups in relation tmatinuous measure. The output of such an
analysis provides a p-value that can be comparé#ukettevel of significance determined before
conducting the research. In this case, some afthgonships examined revealed statistical
significance while others did not. When the firgirof a Kruskal-Wallis Test were statistically
significant, the researcher executed follow up pdores as described by Pallant (2010):

If you obtain a statistically significant resultrfgour Kruskal-Wallis Test, you still don’t

know which of the groups are statistically differ&nom one another. To find this out,

you will need to do some follow-up Mann Whitney ésts between pairs of groups (e.g.

between the youngest and oldest age groups). fitootdor Type 1 errors, you will need

to apply a Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha v&lue

Bonferroni adjustment involves dividing the alpkadl| of .05 by the number of tests you

intend to use and using the revised alpha levgbas criteria for determining

significance. (p.235)
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Table 11 includes analyses that did not indicatgssical significance as result of the Kruskal-
Wallis Test alone as well as those determined misogint after the conduction of follow up
analyses.

Finally, as suggested by Pallant (2010), the rebeargenerated scatterplots as
preliminary analyses for correlations. Six of #ierementioned examinations included
dependent and independent variables continuousgturen In such instances, a correlational
analysis was recommended (Pallant, 2010). Consdguthe creation of a scatterplot allowed
for the examination of the distribution of the data all six of the cases investigated above, the
data points did not indicate a linear or curvilineglationship and, thus, further correlational
analyses were unnecessary.

While the completed statistical tests above didimdicate significance, the results of one
analysis did reveal statistically significant finds. The analysis assessed player perceptions of
community service in relation to whether or not tleach claimed to be a native of the city or
town in which the school was housed. The overtes for perceptions of community service as
well as the sub scores for each inquiry compriseddependent variable. The independent
variable broke the sample into two categories #veair non-native city/town status of the
coach. Data required the administration of the-parametric Mann-Whitney U Test to test for
a difference in the two groups due to the unegamde sizes and a distribution not determined
to be normal.

As illustrated in Table 12, a statistically sigoént difference in the player perceptions of
the meaningfulness of service to the communitytedisvhen comparing players that are
coached by natives of the city or town with nonkhresd of the city or town in which the school is

located. On all other measures, the findings dicreveal a statistically significant difference.
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Table 12

Manr-Whitney U Test Results for Questions PertaininBdoceptions of Community Service

Question Mann-Whitney U Z p
Enjoy Community Service 7175.50 -1.52 .13
Meaningful to Community 6882.50 -1.96 .05*
Meaningful to Player 6945.00 -1.83 .07
Meaningful to Team 7087.50 -1.64 .10
Service builds Cohesion 8128.00 -26 .80
Wants to increase Team Service Work 8018.00 -37 71
Does not want to Decrease Team Serv 7863.00 -61 .54
Community Service Total 7415.50 -1.85 .07

Note. Grouping Variable: Coach city/town native/nonivatstatus; Significant at the p<.05
level.

A Mann-Whitney U Test indicated a statisticaligrsficant difference in players’
perceptions of the meaningfulness of service tatmmunity on teams with coaches that are
city/town natives (Md = 8, n = 44) and non-natiys&l = 8, n = 379), U = 6882.50, Z =-1.96, p
= .05, r =.10. According to Cohen (1988), r = r&presents a small effect.

An examination of the median, mean, and standavétien determined the direction of the
difference for the two categories. These datgpessented in Table 13.
Table 13

Median Values of Players’ Perceptions of the Meghilmess of Service to the Community

Coach city/town native/non- Standard
native status N Median Mean Deviation
Non-native 379 8.00 7.39 1.71
Native 44 8.00 7.93 1.34
Total 423 8.00 7.45 1.69
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The table above highlights the direction of thdedtdnce. While the median scores are the same,
due in part to the Likert scale structure of thguinies, the mean values help to paint a more
comprehensive picture of the distribution of théadaAs indicated, scores were higher amongst
players coached by a native of the city or townamparison to their counterparts whose
coaches identify another locale as their hometown.

Outside of the analyses of the primary variahtethis study, the researcher conducted
numerous additional calculations. The majorityhefse additional statistical analyses indicated
a lack of experimentally consistent or experimdptahportant relationships or differences
between variables and groups; however, such datpeatinent nonetheless. An investigation of
players’ perceptions of community service yieldestaistically significant difference. While
each readers take on results is valued (CarveB)18%st statistical analyses and measures of
significance require interpretation to provide magful application and hence, Chapter Five
provides the implications of the previously illtd analyses.

Summary

This chapter presented the findings of this redeand related statistical analyses. The
researcher provided a variety of descriptive dtesisn narrative form as well as visual displays.
A critical analysis of the sample size and its ilcgtions on the results of the study emerged and
the investigator provided an explanation of thecpdures for managing non-responses. A
discussion of the roles and purposes of paramatidcnon-parametric statistical techniques
preceded the results of the inferential analyst®@ting to the Mann-Whitney U Test for
comparing two independent groups. Additional asedyidentified other trends in the data, or

lack thereof.
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In summary of the findings related to the primeayiables under investigation, among
teams that completed community service individuaflyn small groups in comparison with
those that conducted entire team service workethas no statistically significant difference in
the amounts of team cohesiveness or perceptiocenaiunity service. Consequently, the
findings failed to reject the null hypothesis.

As discussed in the review of literature, commaedlds traverse the world of leadership
and span a variety of fields. As a result, intetgtions of these findings may vary greatly from
one arena to the next. The researcher will addhessnplications of the investigation and any
trends in the data along with practical applicatiand suggestions for future research in the

following chapter.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations

Albert Einstein is quoted as having once said gmiore | learn, the more | realize how
much | don’t know and the more | want to learn” (W/@999, p. 21). This sentiment is
reiterated by the world of research. Scientifwe@rch, according to Hoy (2010), “... is a
dynamic process of experimentation and observdtianproduces a set of interconnected
principles that in turn generates future experiragon, observation, and refinement” (p. 19).
Researchers constantly seek the truth, answeriestiqus by systematically evaluating them
(Boudah, 2011). It is important to remember thetduse knowledge is ever-evolving (Hoy),
even a small contribution can open numerous dautdagin to shed light on the unknown.

Research of any kind is challenging, but theregagat challenges specific to studies of
human behavior (Hoy, 2010). Depending on the ingtine employment of a variety of
methods assists in objectively studying a phenomeMghile research efforts provide extremely
valuable information to the social sciences, “Th&dm line is that objectivity in the social
sciences is more difficult...” (Hoy, 2010, p. 4). <pée its challenges, objective research in the
social sciences is no less important than in ahgrdield and the results of such studies no less
valuable.

The study at hand involves a quantitative examomatif an issue in the social sciences.
It was developed to help to fill a small gap in therent literature through the execution of a
carefully and purposefully constructed plan. leypous sections, the researcher addressed the
problem, explored existing literature, establishatktailed description of the methodology, and
presented the results. This chapter aims to asldnesfindings of the data collected in relation to
the challenges of the study. The significancéhefresults and implications pertaining to the

field of leadership are illustrated. The researghevides practical applications with
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recommendations for future studies. In summabyjef overview of the study’s purpose,
significance, methodology, and pertinent resulisds closure to the discussion.
Challenges of the Study

As explained above, a number of challenges fasearehers in any field and particularly
those aimed at investigating human behavior. énctirrent study, the researcher encountered
obstacles relating to construct definition, the ofdifferent instruments, and the logistics of the
time period for data collection. All of these deabes influenced the results of the research and
garnered the attention of the critical eye.

As was discussed in Chapter Two, team cohesiexrtismely complex (Carron, et al.,
2002; Festinger, et al., 1950). The inability émtol for extraneous variables which often
characterizes a social science investigation (Ce#s2009) compounded the challenges
associated with assessing cohesiveness alongheithan-experimental structure of the study
(Mertens, 2005). Differences existed in the introtups which may have impacted the results,
but most importantly, the researcher could notr@fior the unequal sample sizes that emerged
in the data collection processes.

As was discussed in Chapter Four, sample sizeg@lag integral role in the
determination of the appropriate means for analyditile a sample of 74 coaches and 442
players denoted a large sample size overall, ttegosaes pertaining to the type of grouping
utilized in community service did not receive equegdresentation. Among the 516 total
participants, only 32 teams reported enough da¢atail complete participation. Consequently,
the researcher administered inevitable changdwipite-established statistical analyses.
According to the data, such changes included admgstategories and utilizing non-parametric

calculations in place of their parametric counteipa
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One of the most substantial issues impactingehelts of this study was the timing of
the data collection process. Because the Groupdmaent Questionnaire (GEQ) is a
guestionnaire which must be administered in thestrofla team’s season, soliciting responses
from teams was challenging. While the researcretarevery attempt to build a relationship
with the coaches, their time was limited. Coaclike responded to the efforts of the researcher
may have been more interested in assisting thamgser than those that did not.

It is quite possible that the coaches who respostiaded some characteristic or opinion
that would make them a part of a uniqgue sampleimttie entire population of 334. As a result,
it is only possible to generalize the results of #tudy from the sample back to the population of
teams represented by the original 74 coaches vdponeled to the invitation. Any
generalizations made beyond this point, thereferéam only to those 74 teams and coaches
within NCAA Division | Women'’s Volleyball for the @4 season.

Pallant (2010) stated, “In most research projecasslikely that you will use quite a
variety of different types of statistics, dependargthe question you are addressing and the
nature of the data that you have” (p. 102). Ingtuely at hand, the researcher conducted
multiple analyses in search of trends within thieadand therefore, statistical conclusions covered
a wide range of analyses. Throughout the protlessesearcher carefully interpreted the data,
mindful of the limited generalizability. The follng sections discuss the resultant appropriate
conclusions as they pertain to practical applicetio
Implications for Leaders

The results of this study did not reveal statatgignificance in the primary investigation
and although the data required the adjustmenteoptbposed analyses, there were numerous

implications for leaders, which should be mentianédthis section the researcher will discuss
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the amount of time spent doing service, generaqpions of community service, and the
differences between levels of team cohesivenesparmeptions of community service among
the two categories which divided the sample.

As exhibited in the results, only one coach out4éfeported that team members did not
complete community service as a part of their athBEommitment. Evidence within the existing
literature suggested that conduction of servicekwoay be the norm (Chalk, 2008; Stahley &
Boyd, 2006), however it is important to note thataggering 98.65% of the sample including
the teams and coaches, completed service worlpad af their participation in volleyball.

To remain on par with their competitors in term&ommunity relations (Bringle &
Hatcher, 2002; Budhai, 2012; Chalk, 2008; Hoy & k#is 2013; Kelley, 2013; Kowalski, 2011;
Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000), coaches within the dampay want to maintain some plan for
community service activities. In addition, it wa®st common for the coaches to report an
average of 11 to 15 hours of service for each plagehe team each season and six to ten hours
of service work for the coaches themselves. Whithwerage of 15.13 players on each team, the
amount of time being spent contributing to commasiticross the population is substantial and
has also been proven to be worthwhile (Bringle &Har, 2002; Budhai, 2012). In addition, the
majority of both players and coaches did not clarbe natives of the state or city in which their
school is located, indicating that regardless efrtbrigin, participants were willing to contribute
to the local community.

Leaders in any field may find these data intriguitwWhile the results of the study were
not statistically significant, leaders may wanttmsider means for optimizing the value of the
time spent completing service projects. Accordmthe players in this study, 97.86% of whom

complete service in small groups or with their enteam, there is general agreement with the
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statement pertaining to the effectiveness of comtygervice as a team building activity. On a
scale of one (corresponding to strongly disagre@&jrie (corresponding to strongly agree), the
players’ agreement with the statement, “I feel t@mhmunity service is an effective way to build
team unity or cohesion” was positive. Accordinghe 401 players who conducted service with
their entire team or part of their team, scoregeanfrom two to nine. The mean score was
calculated at 7.44 with a standard deviation off1.This is not to say that findings revealed an
increase in cohesion amongst teams that conduetetes in general, but the players that
completed service, primarily with their teammatedjcated that they felt such efforts were
worthwhile in terms of cohesion.

Coaches employ as many means as possible in gttwibuild unity among team
members (Bloom, et al., 2003). While players iathd the perceived team building value
inherent in service work, the results indicatedpgbeceived value of community service in
general to coaches regardless of the amount oiceetheir teams did or did not conduct each
year. One must be reminded of the fact that aralg$ these data occurred with 73 out 74
coaches whose teams completed service and 424 2ytldyers who conducted such work as a
part of their athletic commitment. The unequal pnsizes may have illustrated a trend in
NCAA Division | Women'’s Volleyball to include commity service participation as part of
players’ commitment to the team, but they may aksee been indicative of a bias in the
response rate. Without further investigation iswat possible to determine whether or not
coaches responded to the survey because they cau@riunique sample of coaches who fit a
certain demographic within the entire populati@onsequently, generalizations were limited to

those teams whose coach responded to the origimal aaquiry.



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS oa

Often leaders’ actions can greatly influence thaiowers and thus, the survey collected
data on the amount of service conducted by coastiegheir team members. According to
Conger and Benjamin (1999) the leader’s positiorolesmodel for followers should not be
overlooked. One could presume that on teams icwitie coach participates in service
activities, it is likely that team members followdathat the perceptions of those followers may
be impacted by the leader’s role as a particip&mdings revealed that on 52.70% of the teams
in the study, the coach did not indicate a diffeesim the amount of service conducted compared
to the athletes. In short, it was more common tiatrfor coaches to indicate that they worked
side by side with their athletes in community seevendeavors. This characteristic of the
coaches within the sample may have influenced ldngep perceptions of service work.

Leaders act as role models in a variety of fi¢isnger & Benjamin, 1999) and
consequently, may influence the attitudes and opsof their followers in relation to numerous
activities — including those involving communityrgee work. In this sample, a coach working
with players was more often the rule than the ettae@nd general perceptions of community
service were positive. In order to explain theamdng circumstances of those positive
feelings, further studies should be conducted.

Although there was no reference for the playecg@ations of community service in this
study in comparison to other groups or previousaesh, trends emerged in the data that should
be highlighted. Across the board, median respofmsdsoth groups on all of the questions
ranged from a score of seven to a score of ei@inta scale of one to nine, the survey asked
players to which degree they agreed or did noteagtith a statement. Responses corresponding
to greater numbers on the scale indicated moreip®gierceptions of community service work.

Therefore, it was safe to say that there was a twathin the sample of positive perceptions
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about community service maintained by players wirogleted service with their teammates as
well as those who conducted service in small graupsdividually. The researcher evaluated
each question independently in terms of trendherdifferences and similarities between the
two categories.

Although statistical significance was not discagem relation to the differences between
the groups, it was important to note that diffeesnexisted within the sample. As illustrated in
Table 11, on five of the seven questions and irctdmbined scores, findings indicated minimal
difference between teams that completed commuaryice in small groups or on an individual
basis as compared to those teams that conductadesetork as an entire team. Player
responses to the following statements were siratanss the categories:

1. | enjoy the community service activities in whiclrdeam participates.

2. | find our community service activities to be meayful for the local community.

3. | find our community service activities to be meayiul to me, personally.

4. | find our community service activities to be mewagful to our team.

5. | feel that community service is an effective waybtild team unity or cohesion.
However, on the final two statements relating tcgptions of community service, there were
consistent differences between the two groups:

6. | wish we would complete more community servicevas as a team.

7. | wish we would complete fewer community servicé\aites as a team.
The table below illustrates this difference. While Mann-Whitney U Test revealed no
statistically significant difference at the p = l@vel in the players’ responses to these particula

statements, at p = .08 and p = .06 respectivetyetivas a difference, as indicated below.
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Table 14

Median Values of Players’ Perceptions of Commu&éyvice

Does not want t

Wants to increas decrease Servic

Type of Community Service Grouping Utilized Service Work Work
Team Service N 283 287
Median 7.00 8.00

Mean 6.68 6.92

Std. Deviation 2.059 2.266

Individual or Small Group N 117 114
service Median 8.00 8.00
Mean 7.06 7.36

Std. Deviation 1.940 2.070

In both groups of participants, the responsekédinhal two statements reflected a
positive sentiment towards service work, yet theugrthat completed service in small groups or
on an individual basis ranked higher on both. theowords, players on teams that complete
service projects in small groups or individuallgicated that they are more likely to want to
complete more service as a team than the playersalmbady complete service with all of their
teammates. Additionally, data show that the saroamis less inclined to want to do less
community service as a team. Combined, thesenst¢guks implied that players who did not
complete community service work with their entiearm would enjoy more work with their
whole team or may even prefer that type of groupwver the type of grouping utilized in past
experiences.

Complementing the patterns described above, #eareher conducted an additional 12

tests to further examine the attitudes and behswassociated with community service. Findings
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in 11 of the 12 tests did not reveal a statistycaifjnificant trend. In other words, the
perceptions of community service amongst playedsthe amount of service completed were
not significantly impacted by other variables ie #xploration.

An exception to such findings existed in the difere of perceptions about the
meaningfulness of service to the community helgllayers coached by individuals who were
from the local city or town and those who were nbhe results of the Mann-Whitney U Test
indicated that players whose coaches who wereemt/the local community were more likely
to agree with the statement, “I find our commursiyvice activities to be meaningful to the local
community” than players coached by individuals wiere not native to the city or town in
which their school was located.

As recommended by Thompson (1993), an interpretatighe effect size here brings
increasing value to the interpretation of the datarall. Atr = .10, the effect size is small
(Cohen, 1988), yet depending on the intended agipdic, may be enough to be considered vital.
In the context of this study, it is likely that uredyzed factors other than the origin of the coach
may play a role in impacting player perceptions@hmunity service. From this analysis, it was
possible to conclude that the origin of the coacbambination with his or her statements and
behaviors may slightly impact the perceptions afypts regarding the value of service to the
local community. It is not possible to state ttit coach’s native/non-native status caused this
difference between the groups, but the test resultevered a statistically significant difference
which should be highlighted. A consideration o tiipes of service and how coaches approach
and administer community service work may revealeypyactically applicable data. Because
this study did not explore the coaches’ other beliapertaining to service work, no other

conclusions can be made at this point.
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In terms of practical information for coaches |eatils directors, and campus leaders, this
study brings to light a few potential conclusionhattmay be of interest. With the amount of
service conducted by players and coaches alikeintthe best interest of the individuals, team,
campus, and community to support such efforts amdork to maximize the benefits. Natives
and non-natives of the state and local commuratieswilling to contribute to service projects,
feeling that their efforts are worthwhile. Wheratenining the most effective and efficient
means for grouping participants for community sewvork, it may be best to examine the
possibility of working as an entire team, espeygitlbne of the goals is to maximize the positive
feelings toward the experience as a whole.

Recommendations for Future Studies

This chapter opened with a discussion relatingpéoconstruction of knowledge and the
value of inquisition in science. While this studyealed findings that may be useful to leaders
and athletic coaches in particular, it serves stepping stone in the quest to fully understand
team cohesion as well as the role of communityisenn groups. The following
recommendations apply to further exploration ad a&to new studies which have been inspired
by the results and findings of this research.

Further exploration of the variables with the catreample would help provide
substantial data to the field. Analyses utilizeither qualitative or quantitative techniques
would allow for further investigation of the reascgxplaining why players feel so positively
about community service. Delving into the spedifijge of service activities conducted may
shed light on trends not revealed in this reseaAdthough the GEQ had to be administered

during the season, an analysis of this data pémntato win/loss records may also provide a new
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perspective and interesting insight especially wrg1g the emphasis on winning in collegiate
athletics (Bolognese, 2005; Farrar, 2010; Loren28a0; Strode, 2006; Zimbalist, 1999).

Numerous studies could be conducted to build dperiindings of this research. As
expressed in the review of literature, studies tsvn that statistical analyses of teams and
athletes may vary greatly across sport, type ohtstmucture, gender, and competitive level
(Barry, 2013; Kilty, 2000). Accounting for suchjastments in the demographics of the
population, the following paragraphs identify aiegyr of plausible future studies.

In terms of replication, studies involving athletaslifferent levels may provide
additional insight into the perceptions of commusiervice as well as levels of team
cohesiveness in relation to the type of groupinligat in service work. The data collected may
be vastly different or lend itself to patterns danto this study if one were to investigate high
school or professional teams. Furthermore, an gxamn of collegiate teams in NCAA
Divisions Il and Il or the NAIA may produce ressilbf interest to leaders based on the
characteristics of each Division or organizatidihile the aforementioned variations exist just
within the realm of women’s volleyball, there numes additional populations to which this
study could be applied.

As Hunter (2002) noted, teams utilize a varietyeaim building tactics in the world of
sports with different outcomes dependent upon ploet stself. A comparison of the results
including independent (i.e. wrestling or track diettd) and interdependent sports (i.e. basketball
or rugby) would contribute to the findings of tihesearch. Volleyball teams, competing in an
interdependent sport may indicate a variety ofeddhces pertaining to team cohesion in
comparison to independent as well as other intentggnt sports teams. Such data could be

beneficial to leaders in different sports.
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A comparison across genders may reveal informahiahis also useful to leaders in the
field. In a study of collegiate athletes, Barr13) cited differences in GEQ scores which were
attributed to gender. Specific to this study, aamination of the findings with a replicated
study in men’s volleyball may be of particular irgst to coaches. Controlling for as many
extraneous factors as possible to conduct a cosgraacross genders could contribute to the
current knowledge of team cohesiveness.

While Carron et al. (2002) indicated that conmpetisports teams provide an ideal
setting for the examination of group cohesiventtgsexpansion of this study beyond athletics
may prove useful. The professional world and weioultures value team cohesion as a
pertinent quality of successful groups (Gibson 8ier-Bruhn, 2001; Larson & LaFasto,
1989). In the business world in particular, thplegation of team science (originating in
athletics), is used to maximize efficiency and effeeness (Calhoun, 2007; Gummer, 1996;
Krzyzewski, 2000). While the teams in differentr@as may function by vastly different means,
the contribution to studies on team cohesion wbel@f value across the board. In the same
manner as sports research influences the fieldigihbss, coaches and leaders in schools may
utilize information discovered in a variety of digmes.

In addition to similar studies conducted with diffet populations, a consideration of the
future studies inspired by this research incluesjs not limited to, exploring the role of
coaches as models for service work, conductingemting a pre- and post-test assessment for
measuring the impact of team building events ariiets, and an in-depth examination of the
motivation behind coaches’ organization of sucmése

In this study, the researcher intended to touclmupe coaches’ potential for acting as a

role model in terms of civil service through theuiry pertaining to coaches’ participation in
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community service. As stated by Greenleaf (19I&ders should function as role models, an
aspect of leadership documented across discipl@esger & Benjamin, 1999; Scarnati, 1999),
but not thoroughly explored in relation to athlet@aches and their contributions to
communities. A qualitative examination in folloy to these data may provide valuable insight
for the population at hand even if conducted iredde settings. An investigation of coaches as
role models from the responses to this study afiich@ot provide sufficient data for a
comprehensive understanding.

As mentioned in the previous section, a deepermstaieding of the coaches’
management of service work along with behaviorsattitlides conveyed to players would help
to clarify the results of this study. In particylan examination of any differences that exist in
the coaches’ actions and perceptions dependentwbpether or not they consider themselves to
be natives of the local community would be usafutvaluating the data gathered here. Further
analyses of such differences is suggested to peavioketter explanation for the difference that
exists in the players’ perceptions of the meanilmgfss of service to the community itself.
Resultant data may offer more practical meansrfituencing athletes’ perceptions of service
work.

Future studies employing different techniques fataccollection and the use of a new
instrument could prove valuable to practitiondBgcause the GEQ was administered one time
with the participants, isolating the type of graugputilized in community service projects as a
contributing factor to team cohesion was challeggiifhe development of a valid instrument
which measures the impact on cohesiveness spaxidisingle event or activity would be
beneficial to future researchers as well as leadérsassessment of team cohesion which is

executed in a pre-and post-test format would ategegpuseful in terms of isolating community
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service work. The challenge associated with eitii¢hese studies would be leaders’ desires to
produce long term effects on team cohesion which Ioeadifficult to measure. Regardless of
the challenges, a qualitative analysis of the Wemin the current study is recommended.

To garner a more complete understanding of commaseitvice within the world of
college sports, the researcher suggests an in-égpthination of the motivations associated
with service projects. While it is understood timatividuals, campuses, and communities
benefit from the initiation of service efforts (Bual, 20012; Fingers, 2005; Johnson, 2013;
Kelley, 2013; McAllister, 2006; NCAA, 1999; Sand&84; Walker, 1992; Westfield, 2010;
Yunker, 2009), existing literature acknowledgeg gwch projects serve a variety of purposes in
athletics (Chalk, 2008; NCAA, 1999; Stahley & Boy®06). In either a follow up study to the
current research or a different examination ertjrah analysis of the motivation for the
establishment of community service work in collégisports may provide worthy insight to
leaders. To realize maximal benefits for the indinals, team, campus, or community from the
time contributed by coaches and athletes, one woedd to be more informed of the ultimate
goal and purpose of the projects.

Finally, expansion of this study to include pagating teams’ win/loss records as an
influential variable may reveal meaningful findinfgs practitioners. Future studies should
explore any relationship that may exist betweemgavinning percentages and their scores on
the variables measured in this study, particularbasures of team cohesiveness and perceptions
of community service. Such analyses should tateedansideration teams’ overall records upon
the conclusion of the season as well as their deabthe time of participation in the study.

Although the current findings contributed to theldi of leadership, particularly in NCAA

Division | Women'’s Volleyball, these data providealy a glimpse into the community service



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 0a

conducted by collegiate athletes across the coammyany impact it may have on team
cohesion. As noted, numerous implications forreitstudies would assist in broadening the
current understanding. Fitting the characteristicall scientific inquiries (Hoy, 2010), this
study sheds light on a subject which had beenyafetver examined, while inspiring multiple
directions for future research.
Summary
Much like the teaching profession, coaching hasrolteen described as both a science
and an art. Taking on the role of a coach is difaokted challenge as explained by Stewart
(2013):
At no time in history have the expectations of dwscbeen greater than now. Gone are
the times when coaching was a coach’s only respiitgi Today, coaches are expected
to know their sport, be great teachers, undersaaddapply complex risk-management
regulations, individualize their approaches toetdd, be good communicators, and
survive the challenge of ever-demanding parents34p
As leaders, coaches tackle a variety of challengdsas Coach Calhoun (2002) expressed, there
is nothing more gratifying than to help mold ofragp of individuals into one cohesive unit.
While a vast array of methods are utilized todbsirong, unified teams, there is still no
consensus on the best practice (Kilty, 2000). igsushow that cohesive teams are more
successful and consequently, efforts are made xnmme team-building opportunities at every
turn (Bloom et al., 2003). One possible meansnmroving unity that has yet to be explored
was within the realm of community service work.isTstudy aimed to determine the difference,
if any, that exists between the amounts of cohesisg on teams that employ different grouping

strategies in community service activities. Unidher guise of the established study parameters,
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the researcher did not discover a statisticallpifigant trend in the data suggesting an effect on
cohesiveness due to the type of grouping emplayeervice work.

The conduction of a qualitative analysis includesingle-stage survey assessment of
players and coaches within NCAA Division | WomeNglleyball. The researcher utilized the
GEQ to provide the primary analysis of team cohesiad self-constructed inquiries to gauge
player perceptions of community service.

The findings of this study supported existing egsh indicating a substantial amount of
service conducted by collegiate athletes each yadrile within the population at hand, few
additional trends emerged, there is evidence stipgdhe role of coaches as influential in terms
of players’ perceptions of service.

The researcher made a variety of recommendatmrsture studies in the field while
indicating practical implications for coaches, athd directors, and campus leaders. Although
the findings of this study provided a valuable giifor practitioners, they also indicate a need

for continued investigation.
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Appendix A

Group Environment Questionnaire

Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ)

Name: Team:- Date:

This queshonnaire 1s designed to assess your perceptions of your team. There are no wrong or right
answers, so please give yvour immediate reaction. Some of the questions may seem repetitive. but
please answer ALL questions. Your personal responses will be kept in strictest confidence.

The following statements are designed to assess your feelings about YOUR PERSONAL
INVOLVEMENT with this team. Please CIRCLE a number from 1 to 9 to indicate your level of
agreement with each of these statements.

L I do not enjoy being a part of the social activities of this team.
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agrea
2 I"m not happy with the amount of playing time I get.
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agrea
3. I am not going to miss the members of this team when the season ends.
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agres
4 I'm unhappy with my team’s level of desire to win.
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Dhsagres Agrea
3 Some of my best friends are on this team.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Dhzagres Agrea
6. This team does not give me enough opportunities to improve my personal
performance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5 9
Strongly Strongly
Dhsagree Agres
7. I enjov other parties rather than team parties.
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 3 9
Strongly Strongly
Dhzagres Agres
8. I do not like the style of play on this team
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 3 9
Strongly Strongly
Dhzagres Agres
9 For me, this team 15 one of the most important social groups to which I belong.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly

Dhzagres Agrea
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The following statements are designed to assess your perceptions of YOUR. TEAM AS A
WHOLE. Please CIRCLE a number from 1 to 9 to mndicate yvour level of agreement with each
of these statements.

10. Qur team 15 nmted in trying to reach 1ts goals for performance.

1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
11. Members of our team would rather go out on their own than get together as a team.
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 g
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
12 We all take responsibility for any loss or poor performance by our team.
1 2 5 4 3 6 7 3 g
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

13. QOur team members rarelv party together.

1 2 3 4 5 i 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
14. QOur team members have conflicting aspirations for the team’s performance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

15 Qur team would like to spend time together in the off season.

1 2 3 4 3 8 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
16. If members of our team have problems in practice, everyone wants to help them so

we can get back together again.

1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 9
Stronglv Strongly
Disagree Agree

L& Members of our team do not stick together outside of practice and games.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
18. Qur team members do not communicate freely about each athlete’s responsibilities

during competition or practice.

1 2 3 4
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

Lh
(=}
-]
oD
L]
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Appendix B

GEQ Scoring Template

GEQ

The GEQ is a general. rather than sitvation specific, measure of cohesiveness

in sport teams.

Administration

Should be completed independently. away from distraction. and not
immediately before or after a game.

Scoring

Individual Attractions to the Group-

Individual Attractions to the Group-Task

Social (ATGS) (ATGT)

Tten# Score Ttem# Score
5 6*

‘r.-‘ # 8 #

9

Sum Sum

Mean Mean

Group Integration-Social (GIS)

Group Integration-Task (GIT)

Ttem# Score Ttem# Score
11+ 10

3# 12
15 14*
17* 16

18%*

Sum Sum
Mean Mean

(*) Items are reverse scored.

Each factor is summed and then an average taken for individuals. and then the team.



EFFECTS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ON TEAM COHESIVENESS 2d

Appendix C
Coach’s Email Survey

Dear Coach ,

| am a doctoral candidate at The University of kMm@ and | am writing to ask for your
assistance with a research project about team andycommunity service among NCAA
Division | Women'’s Volleyball teams. | have coadta the collegiate level myself and | have
constructed this study in a manner that will nost®ayour time. | understand that you are busy
and | greatly appreciate any help you may be vgltm give me in completing this study.

Participation in this study would require yourgesse to ten questions and your players’
responses to an online survey that will take appmnately five minutes. The player survey will
be administered on surveymonkey.com and resultdeitabulated electronically.

Upon receipt of your response, | will send yoin& to the online survey for players. |
am asking for coaches help either in forwardingsilnerey link to all players or in acquiring a
list of email addresses to send the survey mysetill do whatever you think might be most
successful.

All of the data collected — from coaches and pisyewill be kept confidential and

anonymous. The survey will ask a few demographestjons regarding players’ experience and
perceptions of community service participation &bl &s the Group Environment Questionnaire
— a survey which has been used for over 30 yearsetsure team cohesion on sports teams. |
have attached a copy of the player survey for yfermation.

Collecting this data is an integral part of my oal dissertation. | will be surveying
179 teams across the country to complete my resedr@m willing to send the results to any
interested participating coaches.

Please let me know if you have any questions diggthis research. | have garnered
the approval of The University of Montana Institutal Review Board (IRB), ensuring ethical
research procedures and processes. To returrsyougy with your responses, please simply
reply to this email, include the original text, aadd your responses to the following questions:

Name of school:

Position of the individual responding to these goes (please select one):
Head coach Assistant coach Other

Years of collegiate coaching experience includimg season:
Years at this school:

Are you a native of the state in which you curngctach:
Yes No
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Are you a native of the specific city or town in el you currently coach:
Yes No

Number of players on the team this season:

Do the players on your team participate in commusdtrvice as a part of their athletic
commitment/team participation?
Yes No

If so, please indicate which category best fitsrttagority of the activities in which student-
athletes on your team complete (please select one):

______Players do not complete any community setagce part of their membership on this team
_____ Players complete community service hours iddally — someone who works with
Volleyball establishes these opportunities andgrisigomplete the work individually

_____ Players complete community service activinesmall groups, but not as an entire team
______Each member of the team is assigned to coenpbehmunity service activities at the same
time and same place as the rest of the team -ceamark is completed by the whole team,
together

Approximate number of hours per year (from the beigig of one season to the beginning of the
next) that each team member will contribute to camity service activities (please select one):
1-5 hours 6-10 hours 11-15 hours ___ 6-201 More than 20 hours

Approximate number of hours per year (from the beigig of one season to the beginning of the
next) that you will contribute to community serviaetivities with your team (please select one):
1-5 hours 6-10 hours 11-15 hours ___ 6-201 More than 20 hours

Your time and participation in this study is mugpeeciated. Thank you.

Cara Cocchiarella

Doctoral Candidate

Educational Leadership

The University of Montana — Missoula
406.360.9720

Dr. Patty Kero

Committee Chair

Educational Leadership

The University of Montana — Missoula
406.243.5623
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Appendix D

Player Survey

Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

You are invited to participate in a research project about the impact of community service participation on team
cohesiveness in NCAA Division | Women's Velleyball teams. There are no right or wrong answers to the guestions
contained in this survey and your identity will not be linked to your responses. The researcher is not seeking to study you
or your team, rather the purpose and role of community service in collegiate athletics. This online survey should take
about 8-12 minutes to complete. Participation is veluntary, and responses will be kept anonymous to the degree
permitted by the technology being used.

You have the option to not respond to any guestions that you choose. Participation or nonparticipation will not impact
your relationship with The University of Montana. Submission of the survey will be interpreted as your informed consent to
participate and that you affirm that you are at least 18 years of age.

If you have any questions about the research, please contact the Principal Investigator, Cara Cocchiarella, via email at
cara.cocchiarella@gmail.com or the faculty advisor, Dr. Patiy Kero at patty. kero@umt.mso.edu. If you have any
guestions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact the UM Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (406) 243-6672.

* By selecting the "next” button below, you are agreeing to the following statement:
| have read the above information and agree to participate in this research project.

Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

Thank you for participating in this survey. You will be asked to answer guestions about your team as well as your personal expariences on your
current team. Your responsas will be kept completely anonymous. The information you provide will not be shared with your coaches, teammates. or

anyone alse associated with your team andior schoal.
Please keep in mind that there are not right or wrong answers 1o any of these inquiries. Your input will confribute to a study about unity and
community service activities on NCAA Division | Women's VYolleyball teams. Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. If you have any

questions regarding your participation in this study, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you and best of luck with your athlatic and acadamic endeavors!

Cara Cocchiarella Dr. Palty Kero

Doctoral Candidate Committea Chair

Educational Leadership Educational Leadarship

The University of Montana — Missoula The University of Montana - Missoula

4063608720 406 243 56823
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Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

Demographic Information

Year in school:
Freshman
7 Sophomane

Juniar

' Sendor

* Which school do you currently attend? Mote: some schools may be listed by
nicknames.

How many years have you been on this team including the current season?
[ 2
1
' -q
5

Are you a team captain this season?

es

Ho

Are you from the state in which you currently attend school?

es

Mo

Are you from the city/town in which you currently attend school?

Yoz

M
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Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

Please repond to the following statements by selecting a numerical response from 1 to 9 for each guestion. A response
of 1 indicates that you strongly disagree with the statement while a response of 9 indicates that you strongly agree with
the statement.

Community Service Questions
Strongly Strongly
Disagres 2 3 4 5 B T a8 Agree
1 a
| enjoy the communily service activities in - C - r . e L ¢ {
which our {eam parficipates.

| find our community service activilies o be

meaningful for the local community.

| find cur community service activities o be { { { { { 2 (
meaningful o me, perscnally.

| find our community service activilies io be { { { ( { [

meaningful to our team.

| feel thal community service is an effective - C - r . ¢ L ¢ C
way o build team unity or cohesion.

| wish we would complete more community

sarvice activities as a team.

| wish we would complete fewer community { { { { ( 2 (
sarvice aclivities as a team.

Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

Team Experience Questions
Strangly Strongly
Disagree 2 3 4 5 B i a Agraa
1 8
| do net enjoy being a part of the social - C * r - 1 L 1 C
activities of this team.
| am not happy with the amount of playing
time | get
| am not gaing to miss the members of this r { { { ( :' {
leam when the season ands.

| am unhappy with my team'’s level of dasire e { { ( { i
1o win.

Some of my besl friends are on this team. - C . ( k] 1 o 9 o

This team does not give me enough - ) C 0 3 C C C
apporlunities o improve my personal
perfarmanca.
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Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

Team Experience Questions

Strongly Strongly
Disagras 2 3 4 5 L3} T B Agraa
1 a

| enjoy other parties more than team parties. { { { { { { £
| do not like the style of play on this leam. { { { i L { &

For me, this team is ona of the most { { { { ( f
impaortant social groups lo which | belong.

Owr team is united in frying o reach its goals C ( L} { ( { { { [y
for parformance.

Membars of our team would rather go out on ¢ { { ( { 'y

their own than get logether as a team.

Wae all take responsibility for any loss or poar [ i f { i

performance by our tsam.

Role of Community Service in Collegiate Athletics

Team Experience Questions
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 2 3 4 5 5} T a Agraa
1 ]

-~ ~ - -

Our team members rarely party together. r r C 2 -

- - - - - -

Our team members have conflicting C C
aspirations for the team's parformance.

Our team would like to spand time together
in the off season.

If members of our tsam have problems in
practice, everyona wanls to help them so we

can gel back together again.
Members of our team do not stick together C 2 a o - [ B a o
outside of practica.

Membars of our team do not communicale
frealy about each athlete’s responsibilities

during competition or practica.
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