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The present study analyses the psychometric properties of the Spanish version of the Collective Efficacy
Questionnaire in Sports (CEQS). The sample comprises 312 athletes (167 males and 145 females),
with a mean age of 24.09 (SD= 6.67), with diverse performance levels (professional, semiprofessional
and university level), all practitioners of team sports. The factor structure of the questionnaire was
analyzed with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results confirm the 5-factor internal structure of
the CESQ (Effort, Ability, Unity, Perseverance and Preparation), made up of four items each. We also
found acceptable values of the alpha coefficient, which confirms that the CESQ is a reliable instrument.
Lastly, we found preliminary support for the validity of the construct of the CESQ, which is sufficient
evidence to justify its use to measure the collective efficacy in Spanish athletes.

Propiedades psicométricas de la version espaiiola del Collective Efficacy Questionnaire en deportes.
El presente estudio analiza las propiedades psicométricas de la version espafiola del Cuestionario de
Eficacia Colectiva en el Deporte (CEQS). La muestra estuvo compuesta por 312 deportistas (167
hombres y 145 mujeres) esparioles, con una edad media de 24,09 anos (DT= 6,67), de diferentes
niveles de rendimiento (profesional, federado y universitario) y practicantes de deportes de equipo. La
estructura factorial del cuestionario se analizé a través de un analisis factorial confirmatorio (AFC). Los
resultados confirman una estructura interna del CEQS de cinco factores (esfuerzo, habilidad, unidad,
persistencia y preparacién) formados por cuatro items cada uno. También encontramos puntuaciones
aceptables en el coeficiente de alfa, lo que confirma que el CESQ es un instrumento fiable. Finalmente,
encontramos apoyo preliminar sobre la validez de constructo del CESQ, evidencia suficiente para
justificar la utilizacién del CESQ en la medicion de la eficacia colectiva con deportistas espafioles.

Collective efficacy is considered an extension of the self-
efficacy construct (Bandura, 1977),which is a sub model of the
social cognitive theory proposed by Bandura (1986) and refers
to the judgment of belief which a group has in its own ability to
carry out tasks on a collective level. Perceived collective efficacy
is defined as a group’s shared belief in its ability to organize and
execute the actions required to reach certain levels of achievement
(Bandura, 1997, p. 447). Using this definition as a starting point,
it is important to define two fundamental units of analysis for
the study of collective efficacy: self-efficacy and group efficacy,
which are conceptually interrelated since collective efficacy is a
phenomenon given on a group level whilst being measured on
an individual level. Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, and Zazanis (1995),
formulated another definition of collective efficacy as «a sense of
collective competence shared among members when coordinating
and integrating their resources as a concerted response to specific
situational demands». In this respect, collective efficacy plays
a predominant function in sports that require a high level of
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interaction, interdependence and cooperation to carry out tasks.
Sports such as basketball, soccer, handball, volleyball, rugby and
field hockey require high levels of interaction and interdependence
among its members who try to coordinate group tasks which
are necessary for the success of the group’s goals, and to obtain
favorable results.

Collective efficacy is amultidimensional element and is analysed
as a situational condition rather than a global characteristic of
personality (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2001) and, in a sports context,
it has also been postulated as team efficacy or team confidence
(Short, Sullivan, & Feltz, 2005). Bandura (1982) affirmed that
collective efficacy has its roots in the concept of self-efficacy
which does not signify that this has the same meaning. Collective
efficacy has been described as a consequential attribute of a group
composed of individual perceptions (Feltz & Lirrg, 1998). It is
possible to differentiate between these two constructs without
ignoring their close relationship and that both operate by means
of similar processes (Bandura, 2001) where the social nature of
the group determines the way in which they develop shared beliefs
in a team.

Therefore, collective efficacy is not only the sum of the
individual efficacy beliefs of the members of a team (Bandura,
1997), but is an emergent property at a group level (Bandura,
2000). A soccer player can believe he/she is capable of executing
an individual action of play (e.g. swerve, feint or breakaway)
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but not have confidence in the capability of the team to achieve
success in shared tasks which require a certain level of interaction
(e.g. forming a wall, or carrying out an area mark during a corner
kick by the attacking team). In contrast, a basketball player may
have little confidence in his/her capability to achieve success in
the individual task of scoring a basket but believe that the team
can successfully perform in interdependent collective tasks. The
perceived collective efficacy can have an influence on what the
members decide to do as a group; on how to administer their
resources; on the construction of goals and strategies; on their
capability to persist when the collective efforts fail to produce
results, or on the strength they demonstrate when confronting
obstacles (Bandura, 1997).

An important element that is characteristic of team variables
such as collective efficacy or group cohesion is the concept of
interdependence that is determined by the task, the objective and
the interdependence of the result (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998). The level
of interaction among members of a team is determined by, among
other factors, the interdependence of the task itself which, in great
measure, determines whether the team operates as an integrated
unit. Therefore, interdependence among members of a team
is crucial for the comprehension of phenomena given at a team
level. Bray, Brawley, and Carron (2002) drew up an instrument to
measure role efficacy in offensive and defensive interdependent
functions in sports teams, which indicated relationships that are
moderated by the efficacy of the task at both an individual and a
team level.

Individuals and groups interpret perceptions of efficacy in a
similar way. They are influenced by their own direct experiences of
success or failure; by social comparison or vicarious experience; by
a persuasive influence; and, by means of cognitive appreciation and
psychological state (Bandura, 1997; Feltz, 1995). The sportsperson
integrates this information in relation to situational factors which
affect behaviour, thought patterns and the individual’s emotions.
Bandura (1986, 1997) described these sources and defined them
as sources of information. He affirmed that they are decisive at
an individual level and equally as important for the development
of efficacy beliefs at a group level. According to the sources of
information theory, the most powerful is derived from the direct
experience of success or failure whilst the least influential is
transmitted via language (Balaguer, Escarti, & Villamarin, 1995;
George & Feltz, 1995). Vealey, Hayashi, Garner-Holman, and
Giacobbi (1998) identified other sources of confidence such as
mental and physical preparation, as well as social support and
leadership from coaches, which could mean that apart from the four
basic sources described by Bandura (1986, 1997) other sources of
information exist at a group level.

To measure perceived collective efficacy, two main
methodological approaches exist (Bandura, 1997). The first one
considers the individual interpretations of the members about
their personal capabilities to execute the specific functions they
carry out within the team. The second approach takes into account
the interpretations by the members on the capability of the group
to function as a team (Bandura, 2006; Feltz, Short, & Sullivan,
2008). The second evaluation includes the coordinating and
interactive aspects that function within the teams. The two indices
of perceived collective efficacy differentiate in the relative weight
given to the individual and interactive factors although, finally, the
two complement one another being moderately correlated. The
predictive relationship of the two indices of collective efficacy

depends, in great measure, on the interdependent level of effort
required to achieve the desired results. In particular, some studies
have been carried out which emphasize a multilevel approach to
examine group constructs such as collective efficacy (see Myers,
Payment, & Feltz, 2004; Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001). In
short, multiple level approaches examine the perception that each
individual has of the collective efficacy of their team as well as the
sum of the perceptions of the group as a whole. The efficacy scales
of multiple levels not only possess a predictive usefulness but also
help to define the dynamics of self-control behaviour (Bandura,
2000).

The majority of research carried out and relevant to the collective
efficacy construct, preferred to design specific measures for the
sports under study (Bray & Widmeyer, 2000; Chow & Feltz, 2008;
Feltz & Lirgg, 1998; Greenlees, Nunn, Graydon, & Maynard, 1999;
Heuzé, Raimbault, & Fontayne, 2006; Heuzé, Sarrazin, Masiero,
Raimbault, & Thomas, 2006; Kozub & McDonell, 2000; Magyar,
Feltz, & Simpson, 2004; Myers, Feltz, & Short, 2004; Paskevich,
Brawley, Dorsch, & Widmeyer, 1999; Vargas-Tonsing, Warners, &
Feltz,2003). They followed the recommendations of Bandura (2006)
for the construction of efficacy scales, which are methodologically
acceptable. Other studies have measured collective efficacy with one
or two items (Greenlees, Gaydon, & Maynard, 1999; Meseguer &
Ortega, 2009; Spink, 1990); confidence sub-scales (Smith, Schutz,
Smoll, & Ptacek, 1995) and semi-structured interview (Ronglan,
2007). The majority of these studies try to find a relationship
between perceived collective efficacy and other constructs, mainly
between group cohesion and sports performance. However, we are
continually discovering studies that explore other variables which
use longitudinal methods.

Nowadays, the use of global and general collective efficacy
scales in the areas of sport is scarce. Recently, in the US, Short, Feltz,
and Sullivan (2005) designed the collective efficacy questionnaire
for sports (CEQS). No record exists within the Spanish context of a
general scale to measure collective efficacy in sports. We have only
found the Collective Family Efficacy Scale (Pepe, Sobral, Gomez-
Fragela, & Villar Torres, 2008). We have decided to follow the
guidelines set out by Short, Feltz, and Sullivan (2005) and include
some of our own contributions to complement the study.

The concept of collective efficacy has received less investigatory
attention in comparison to the number of important studies carried
out in relation to self-efficacy (Greenlees, Gaydon, & Maynard,
1999; Paskevich et al., 1999; Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001).
The same occurs within the Spanish context where investigations
carried out on self-efficacy (see, Balaguer, Colilla, Gimeno, &
Soler, 1990; Blasco, 1999; Escarti, Guzman, Cervell6, & Campos,
1994; Lazaro, Villamarin, & Limonero, 1993; Leo, Garcia-
Calvo, Sdnchez, & Parejo, 2009) exceed the number of studies on
collective efficacy. The few studies that have been carried out have
opted for the construction of scales specific to the sports under
study: Basketball (Ldzaro & Villamarin, 1993) and Handball
(Alzate, Lazaro, Ramirez, & Valencia, 1997).

With respect to the sports used for the study of collective
efficacy, we find studies on Ice-hockey (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998;
Myers, Paiement, & Feltz, 2007; Myers, Payment, & Feltz, 2004);
Basketball (Bray & Widmeyer, 2000; Heuzé et al., 2006; Watson,
Chemears, & Preiser, 2001); Relay races in Athletics (Chow &
Feltz, 2008); Rugby (Greenlees et al., 1999; Kozub & McDonell,
2000), Volleyball (Paskevich et al., 1999; Spink, 1990; Vargas-
Tonsing et al.,2003), Handball (Heuzé, Bosselut, & Thomas, 2007;
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Ronglan, 2007); Soccer (Damato, Grove, Eklund, & Cresswell,
2008) and American football (Myers, Feltz, & Short, 2004). Some
studies have opted to include more than one type of sport (Heuzé,
Sarrazin et al., 2006; Shearer, Thomson, Mellalieu, & Shearer,
2007) or to design specific tasks (Bray, 2004; Greenlees, Graydon,
& Maynard, 1999).

As there is no general scale for collective efficacy that can be
used for various sports, we believe that it is necessary to broaden
the possibilities of the investigator who wishes to construct a
scale, therefore, economising on time. It is unquestionable that
the use of a global scale will help advance the development of
studies of collective efficacy and its possible relationship with
other constructs. Based on the aforementioned, the intention of this
study is to analyse the psychometric properties of the Collective
Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS), adapting it to the
Spanish context.

Method
Participants

The sample group is composed of 312 athletes from the
Community of Madrid, Spain (167 males and 145 female)
whose average of 24.09 years (SD= 6.67). Our idea is to use a
heterogeneous sample, therefore, we include athletes from different
levels of performance (professional, federation, university) of 11
different sports: relay athletes (n= 3); basketball (n= 31); handball
(n=44); curling (n=5); soccer (n=43); indoor soccer (n= 11); field
hockey (n= 10); roller hockey (n= 30); rugby (n= 55); volleyball
(n=31); and water polo (n=49). These athletes present an average
of 12.28 years (SD= 5.76) practising their sport and 6.19 years
(SD= 4.55) belonging to their current team. The average number
of hours spent training per week is 7.67 (SD=4.78).

Procedure

To translate the CEQS into Spanish we used one of the methods
most utilised in the area of investigation (parallel back-translation)
where two professional translators translated their version of the
scale from English to Spanish and another two translators carried out
the Spanish-English translation without seeing the original version
of the questionnaire. Subsequently, we analysed all the versions
of the questionnaire, our main task being that of maintaining the
original sense of each item. The questionnaire was then answered
by 25 athletes who confirmed the clarity of the instructions and the
items. Lastly, the investigators, with advice from the translators,
carried out the adjustments to the questionnaire based on the
corrections made by the athletes. It is important to mention that
all the translators who participated in our study are native Spanish
speakers.

We presented the objectives of our study to the corresponding
Federations and Clubs and asked them for their authorisation to
carry out the study. It was necessary in all of the cases to obtain the
consent of the coaches of the teams interested in participating. We
decided, together with the coaches, the right moment to apply the
questionnaire. This can only be answered after the first third of the
season, thus allowing sufficient time for the development of the
group phenomena under study.

The questionnaire was applied in a collective way, in the
changing rooms, one hour before the competition and without the

presence of the coach. The head researcher was present during the
filling in of the questionnaire to solve any of the athletes” doubts.
The athletes were reminded of the confidentiality of their answers
and were asked to be sincere when responding. The approximate
time taken to fill in the questionnaire was 10 minutes. The
participation of all of the athletes was voluntary.

Instruments

The CEQS is defined by five factors (effort, ability,
preparation, persistence and unity) each consisting of four items
making a total twenty items. The items are written in a clear brief
way stating, «/ can do» thus reflecting the judgement ability in
accordance with the recommendations by Bandura (2006). The
Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports consists of an 11-
point scale (0 - 10) which scores answers from «No confidence at
all» to «Absolute confidence». The initial instructions reflect the
confidence of the team’s capability when faced with the situation
of competing in the near future («Grade to what extent your team
believes in its abilities when faced with an imminent match or
competition...»). These initial instructions are written in present
tense considering that efficacy is a changing construction not a
characteristic.

We decided to use the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ;
Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985) in the Spanish version
(Balaguer, Castillo, Moreno, Garrigues, & Soriano, 2004), which
is very similar to the recent Spanish adaptation (Iturbide, Elosua,
& Yanes, 2010) because of its similarity with the CEQS in its
structure, its multidimensional character and its nature as a group
construct. We believe it is convenient to include the GEQ to check
the concurrent validity to foretell a positive correlation among its
factors. This measure of group cohesion consists of four subscales:
individual attractions to the team-task (ATT) which includes four
items; individual attractions to the team-social (ATS) formed by
five items; group integration task (GIT) made up of five items;
and group integration-social (GIS) consisting of four items. The
scale for scoring the answers ranges from 1 (total disagreement)
to 9 (total agreement), the highest scores indicate a perception of
greater cohesion of the group.

Data analysis

We calculated the descriptive statistics (average, standard
deviation, asymmetry and kurtosis) of the variables of the study
with the intention of verifying whether our data falls within the
normalcy of the statistics that allows us to carry out the confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). We used the statistic program SPSS 15.0 for
these calculations.

We carried out a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the CEQS
to validate the construct using the method of maximum likelihood
with the program AMOS 7.0. We proposed a model of 5 factors
each consisting of 4 items. We used the following indices to check
the adjustment of these models: chi squared divided by the degrees
of freedom ()2 /gl.) the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI), the Incremental Fit Index (IFI) and the Root
Mean Square Measure of Approximation (RMSEA). Values below
5.0 in x? /gl. indicate a good fit of the model. The IFI indicates
improvements in the fit of the model by degrees of freedom in
comparison with the base line of the independent model. Values
that are equal to or more than .90 are considered acceptable. The
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CFI uses values between 0 and 1 recommending values equal to
or above .90 for a good fit and above .95 for an excellent fit of
the model (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The TLI considers the degree of
freedom of the proposed and null models. Values that are equal to
or above .90 indicate a good fit of the model. The RMSEA checks
the degree of poor fit of the residuals of the covariance matrixes of
the theoretical and empirical model. Values of between .05 and .10
are considered acceptable (Cole & Maxwell, 1985).

To verify the reliability of the scale we used Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients (Cronbach, 1951), following recommendations by
Bandura (2006). This analysis was carried out for both the CEQS
and the GEQ scales.

To verify the concurrent validity of the questionnaire, the
correlations between the CEQS and the GEQ will have to be
high as both are group constructs. To investigate the discriminant
validity, the correlations between the subscales of the CEQS must
be greater than the correlations between the CEQS and the GEQ
(Marsh, 1998).

Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the variables of the

study. The athletes reported medium and high scores for effort,
persistence, preparation, unity and ability. Similar scores are

loadings. In table 3, all items demonstrate significant standardized
regression loadings. The item with the highest regression loadings
(.83) is number 7 (Persist when confronted with obstacles) which
is related to the persistence factor. Item 15 which also scored
the same regression loadings (Perform better than the opposing
team) is related to the preparation factor. The item with the
lowest regression loadings is number 19 (.58) also related to the
preparation factor.

Analysis of the correlations and internal consistency of the CEQS
and GEQ subscales

To verify the concurrent and discriminant validity of the
CEQS, we have carried out bivariate correlations using Pearson’s
coefficient. The results indicate a significant relationship between
the factors of the collective efficacy construct and the group
cohesion construct therefore proving the concurrent validity of the
CEQS.

The relationship between the CEQS subscales is greater than
those between the CEQS and the GEQ subscales, thus confirming
the discriminant validity of the CEQS.

The reliability of the CEQS and the GEQ factors was calculated
using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient which found acceptable values
for almost all the factors. In table 2, the alpha values oscillate

registered for the global evaluation for the five subscales called Table 3
«CEQS scores» (M= 7.17, SD=1.27). The scores for asymmetry Standardized regression loadings of the CEQS factor model
and kurtosis oscillate between 1 and -1, this indicates that the data Ttem 1 2 3 4 5
is distributed within the area of normalcy.
3. Perform under pressure 67
Conﬁrmation factor analySis 7. Persist when confronted with obstacles 83
. 9. Continue fighting even when luck seems to go
The results demonstrate an acceptable fit of the hypothetical against you 75
factor model of the CEQS (y* /gl= 3.01; p<.01; CFI= .92; TLI= 11 Play sl . best nlaver
. o e . Flay well, even when your des! ayer 18
90; IFI= .92; RMSEA= .08) with a five-factor structure consisting missmg Y Py 59
of four items each. Table 2 demonstrates the fit indices used to
. 4. Be prepared 79
evaluate the hypothetical model.
To define the contribution of each of the items with their 12. Mentally prepare yourself for this competition 3
respective factor, we analyzed the standardized regression 18. Physically prepare yourself for this 0
competition '
Table 1 19. Prepare an efficient strategy 58
Descriptive statistics for the CEQS factors 2. Resolve conflicts 65
M SD Asymmetry Kurtosis 6. Be united 66
Effort 7.12 141 _53 38 13. Maintain a positive attitude .80
Persistence 7.18 142 -56 66 20. Maintain an effective contact 70
Preparation 6.95 1.59 -.86 79 1. Outplay the opposing team 78
Unity 7.34 145 -87 96 5. Demonstrate greater ability than the other team 81
Ability 7.25 1.56 =71 58 14. Play more skillfully than your opponent 78
CEQS total 7.17 127 =11 98 15. Perform better than the opposing team 83
8. Demonstrated responsibility in your work 76
Table 2 10. Play to the maximum of your ability 70
Fit indices of the confirmatory factor model of the CEQS 16. Show enthusiasm 75
%2 gl %2 /gl CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 17. Avoid distractions 59
44324 147 301 92 90 92 08 Note: 1= persistence; 2= preparation; 3= unity; 4= ability and 5= effort
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between .63 and .94. Two of the GEQ factors resulted in an
alpha reliability coefficient slightly below .70 (ATT: individual
attractions to the team-task and ATS: individual attractions to the
team-social. Table 4 demonstrates the correlations among the five
factors of the CEQS and the four factors of the GEQ, as well as
their global or total score.

Discussion

507

The purpose of the present study is to translate and analyse the
psychometric properties of the Spanish version of the CEQS. The
results confirm a structure of five factors with four items in each:
effort, ability, unity, persistence and preparation. We verified the

Table 4
Pearson’s correlations and internal consistency of the CEQS and GEQ factors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
1. Effort (81)
2. Persistence 3% (.80)
3. Preparation 4% H1%* (.82)
4. Unity NIk O7** 63%* (.80)
5. Ability o1 637F 62%* O4%* (.88)
6. CEQS Total 88** B5%* 85%* 85%* 83#* (94)
7.ATT 35wk 26%* A0** ALrE 33 AlrE (.67)
8.ATS q1% 14% q1% 23 04 5%% A0%* (.63)
9.GIT ATHE 38k AQx* S58** 37** S52%* S1E* K% (.73)
10. GIS 18w 18%* 13* 33k 12% 20%% A2%* L48%* 58%* (.70)
11. GEQ Total 36%* Kikh 34 S 28%* A2k T T2k B0%* 80%* (.85)
Note: #* p<.01, * p<.05
Tabla 5
Cuestionario de Eficacia Colectiva para el Deporte (CECD)
Califica la confianza en tu equipo, segiin el proximo partido o competicion. Tu equipo tiene la habilidad de...
Nada Extremadamente
confiado confiado
1. Superar en jugadas al equipo rival 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2. Resolver conflictos 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
3. Actuar bajo presion 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
4. Estar listo 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
5. Mostrar mds habilidad que el otro equipo 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
6.  Estar unidos 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
7. Persistir cuando se presentan obsticulos 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Demostrar una fuerte ética de equipo 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
9.  Permanecer en el juego cuando parece que tu equipo no tiene descanso alguno 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
10. Jugar a sus capacidades 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
11. Jugar bien sin su mejor jugador 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
12. Prepararse mentalmente para la competicion 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
13. Mantener una actitud positiva 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
14. Jugar con mds habilidad que el oponente 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
15. Jugar mejor que el equipo contrario 0 1 2 3 4 N 6 7 8 9 10
16. Mostrar entusiasmo 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
17. Superar distracciones 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
18. Prepararse fisicamente para esta competicién 0 1 2 3 4 N 6 7 8 9 10
19. Preparar una estrategia exitosa 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
20. Mantener una comunicacion efectiva 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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contribution of each item on its respective factor calculating the
standardised factor loadings which showed that, in all of the cases,
the scores were above .50, thus achieving significant contributions
in all the items. These results are very similar to those found for the
original English version of the questionnaire (Short et al., 2005),
with similar fit indices (English CFI= .92; RMSEA= .09).

The reliability of the CEQS confirmed acceptable alpha scores
for the five subscales demonstrating that this is a questionnaire with
acceptable internal consistency. The CEQS total scores showed
the same results thus providing a global evaluation of collective
efficacy in a sports context.

With the aim of determining the construct validity and
concurrent validity of the CEQS, we used the GEQ subscales.
This instrument is used to measure another construct of similar
group characteristics such as group cohesion. The results of the
correlation analysis between the CEQS and the GEQ subscales
indicate high relationships.

The discriminant validity of the CEQS was confirmed using a
comparison of the correlations of the CEQS and GEQ subscales.

In order to obtain this confirmation, we hypothesised that the
correlations between the CEQS subscales must be greater than the
correlations between the CEQS and the GEQ. The results showed
this to be true: the correlations between the CEQS subscales are
higher than the correlations between the CEQS and the GEQ.

The CEQS is a brief questionnaire that is easy to apply and
evaluate and contains simple instructions therefore allowing it to
be applied prior to a competition following the recommendations
established by Bandura (2006) for the design of collective efficacy
questionnaires.

We can use two different possibilities for evaluating collective
efficacy in a sports context: design a questionnaire for each sport;
use a general questionnaire such as the CEQS which can be used
for different team sports with athletes of different performance
levels, age and gender. The CEQS is therefore a valid and reliable
alternative for measuring collective efficacy in a sports context.
Future investigations which use CEQS would help to consolidate
its ecological validity — there is still a long way to go for the latest
versions of measures to achieve this requirement.
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