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Abstract 

 The purpose of this thesis was the exploration, definition, conceptualization, and 

measurement of competition within elite sport teams (i.e., intrateam competition) by 

using an exploratory sequential mixed-methods design (Creswell, 2006). In Study 1, 

intrateam competition from coaches’ perspectives was examined. It revealed two distinct 

competitive processes: situational competition and positional competition. Situational 

competitions are planned competitive situations that occur during practice (e.g., 

scrimmages). Positional competition is the vying for the same limited playing time by 

teammates in the same position. The latter was examined further.  

In Study 2, athletes’ perspectives of positional competition were explored. The 

results showed that positional competition is an ongoing group process with inputs, 

processes, and outcomes. Next, a definition and conceptual model of positional 

competition was proposed. This model built on the qualitative findings from Study 1 and 

2 as well as relevant literature. 

In Study 3, a questionnaire to measure the processes of positional competition 

was developed. The development of the scale included four phases. In phase one, an 

initial pool of 108 items and 13 dimensions were generated and administered to an expert 

panel. This resulted in generating 19 additional items. In the second phase, the items were 

administered to a sample of undergraduate students (N = 221). The number of items was 

reduced using statistical procedures (e.g., item-to-total correlations). The resulting 

version included 58 items and nine dimensions. In the third phase, the questionnaire was 

administered to a sample of 812 CIS/NCAA athletes. The scale was reduced in items and 

refined using confirmatory factor analyses. In the last phase, the reliability and validity of 
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the resulting 25 items measuring positional competition on seven dimensions was 

examined. Overall, the scale showed satisfactory reliability, factorial validity, and initial 

evidence of construct validity. 

In conclusion, this thesis uncovered two different competitive processes within 

elite sport teams (i.e., situational and positional competition). It focused on the definition, 

conceptualization, and measurement of positional competition, which is a unique process 

in elite sport teams. Future research is encouraged to examine the relationship between 

positional competition and other group processes (e.g., cohesion, performance).  
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction 

The journey of this dissertation project started with a conversation between Dr. 

Packianathan Chelladurai (Chella) and myself in December of 2008 at The Ohio State 

University. In our conversation around Chella’s work on leadership, he raised a question, 

which ultimately guided this research project: How do elite coaches manage to keep all 

players, even the players on the bench and in the stands, involved and motivated to 

perform? We tossed a few ideas around. Perhaps coaches are changing their interactional 

patterns with bench players (e.g., using more positive encouragement); perhaps it was the 

teammates that help athletes who do not play to overcome the disappointment (e.g., 

through social support). At that point in time we could only speculate and agreed that 

more research in this area was needed.  

Over the next years, Chella’s question stuck with me. Having been an athlete 

myself and being a coach at the university level now, I asked myself the question what 

had motivated me to keep going, even though I was not playing. Obviously, the answer 

was not clear-cut and easy. However, it caused me to think about the repeated situation 

when our coach stepped in front of the team and let us know who is going to play. Did I 

push myself hard enough? Did I do better than the other players in my position? It was a 

stressful, yet enjoyable experience. It was the competition against the players on my team 

that I tremendously enjoyed. It was a driving force, it kept me on my heels, and it made 

me respect the other players in my position and their capabilities to play the game even 

more.  
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The competition that exists for playing time in sport teams is a paradox. And it is 

arguably a paradox that makes sport unique. In very few other group contexts, group 

members are forced to compete against each other in order to be able to contribute to the 

achievement of collective goals. One might argue that this is the same in business teams 

where individual members fight for promotions while trying to foster success for the 

organization. However, in team sport these competitions occur for every game and over 

longer periods of time. It is truly a unique process in which athletes that share common 

goals for the team have to compete against each other. 

As a university coach, I have observed many of these competitions between 

teammates. From a coach’s perspective, the hardest part about this competition is 

undoubtedly the decisions surrounding who is going to play, who is going to be on the 

bench, who is going to travel, and who is going to stay at home. You would like to 

reward all players for their effort; however, this is quite frankly not possible. It is a 

necessary process because there are more players in each position than there are playing 

spots. The communication of this decision is a stressful experience for the players as well 

as the coaches. Usually, all players join a team to play. If there are more players than 

playing positions, the process of competition is inevitable. The coach plays a central role 

in this competition because s/he assigns positions, clarifies who will compete for playing 

time in a position, what s/he expects of each player, and ultimately who is going to play 

in the next game.  

From my perspective, a fundamental aspect in keeping all players engaged is 

communication of the improvement of each athlete. Players have a need to gain 

information on where they stand within the team and how they can progress to have a 
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chance to play. A key perception that influences the athletes is that they are developing 

their abilities and getting better at playing in their positions. The job of the coach is to 

point out these aspects while demanding improvement upon weaknesses.  

The competition with other players provides the athletes with a constant flow of 

information as to how they perform in comparison to their teammates. For the player, 

who has not played, it provides information on which aspects s/he can improve upon. For 

the player, who starts in a game, it provides information where the competitors are and 

how s/he needs to progress to maintain their playing status. It is a mutual process, which 

forces all athletes to perform consistently.  

However, competition within teams can also cause problems. From personal 

experiences, I have witnessed jealousy, negative talk, and even aggression resulting from 

competition in teams. All of these behaviors are counterproductive to the overall goal of 

the team. Nonetheless, they occur. However, right now we can only speculate why they 

occur and what kind of factors influence competitive processes to result in negative or 

positive outcomes. 

I consider competition within teams an important and omnipresent process. It is 

surprising, to say the least, that the sport psychology literature has not focused more on 

self-interest processes (e.g., competition within teams) in a team context but rather on 

processes associated with the collective (e.g., cohesion; Harwood & Beauchamp, 2008). 

Whole book chapters are devoted to competition and cooperation in sport (e.g., Carron, 

Eys, & Hausenblas, 2005; Weinberg & Gould, 2011). While they acknowledge the 

existence of competition within a team, a structured exploration of such processes is 

missing. Since Martens (1975) model of competition, most of the research on competition 
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in sport psychology has focused on the motivational (e.g., competitiveness, Gill & 

Deeter, 1988; achievement motivation, Duda, 1993) and emotional (e.g., competitive 

anxiety, Martens, Vealey, & Burton, 1990) responses to competition. Less attention has 

been given to the context (e.g., within team) in which competition can occur in sports.  

For this reason, the following series of three studies was conducted. It intended a 

detailed exploration, definition, conceptualization, and measurement of competition 

within a team (i.e., intrateam competition). Each of these steps followed an exploratory 

mixed-methods sequential design (Creswell, 2006). As a first step, two qualitative studies 

were conducted to explore competition within teams from both coaches’ and athletes’ 

perspectives1. Next, competition within a sport team was defined and a conceptual model 

was presented. Lastly, a measurement instrument was generated. In the next paragraphs, 

the reader will find a short forecast of the chapters that describe each of those steps. 

In the first chapter, the relevant literature is reviewed. This review focuses on the 

conceptual uniqueness of intrateam competition. It does not focus on the responses to 

competition (e.g., competitiveness, achievement motivation) because we need to define 

competition within teams as a process first, before we can examine its relationships to 

other constructs. For the literature review, applicable studies from the sport and social 

psychology literature were considered.  

In the second chapter, the first exploratory qualitative study is introduced. This 

study examines the perceptions of Canadian Interuniversity Sports (CIS) coaches of 

competitive processes within teams. A total of eight coaches participated in the study. 
                                                        
1 It should be noted that this exploration of competition within teams was conducted with an unavoidable 
bias. As outlined above, I have an extensive soccer background as a player and coach. This has likely 
influenced my view and interpretation of competition within teams.  
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The findings revealed that there are two distinct processes how competition can occur: 

situational competition and positional competition. Situational competition occurs in 

planned competitive games and/or drills (e.g., scrimmages, two vs. two) that happen 

during practice. Positional competition is the comparison process between teammates in a 

specific position for playing time. 

The third chapter contains the second qualitative pilot study. This study focused 

exclusively on positional competition from an athletes’ perspective. In total, 16 CIS 

athletes from various team sports participated. The results revealed that positional 

competition is a multi-dimensional, ongoing group process. It is an integral process of 

elite team sports. Various potential antecedents and outcomes are discussed.  

The fourth chapter is conceptual in nature. It presents a definition and a 

conceptual model of positional competition based on the findings from the qualitative 

pilot studies and the relevant literature. The model consists of inputs, processes, and 

outcomes of positional competition. 

The fifth chapter is the third study, which focuses on the development of a 

questionnaire measuring the processes of positional competition. The manuscript takes 

the reader through phases of item generation, item refinement, and factor-analytical steps 

in order to produce a valid and reliable measurement instrument. The generated 

questionnaire contains 25 items that measure positional competition on 7 dimensions, 

which reflect the processes of positional competition. With it, the empirical testing of the 

conceptual model from Chapter 4 is now possible.  
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The last chapter contains of a summary and discussion of the presented research. 

More specifically, it focuses on the advancements in knowledge on competition within 

sport teams. The presented research has implications for practitioners (e.g., coaches, sport 

psychology counselors) and researchers alike. These implications and future research 

directions are at the center of this chapter. 

1.1 Literature review 

1.1.1 Defining competition  

Competition is a social phenomenon present in our every-day lives. We encounter 

it at home, at work, in our spare time, and even in our relationships (Fülöp, 2009). 

Competition is also present in sport. In Canada, 75% of all 5 to 17 year old children 

participated in organized sport (Canadian Heritage, 2010). Most of these included some 

form of competition (e.g., league games in soccer or hockey, meets in track and 

swimming, etc.).  

Because of its prevalence in our lives, much research in the past century has 

focused on competition and its effects on performance and other psychological variables. 

Unfortunately, this research was not guided by a common theoretical understanding of 

competition (Martens, 1975). Because of this, a multitude of different definitions of 

competition have been developed. Most of these definitions can be classified into reward 

and non-reward based definitions.  

Reward-based definitions describe competition as a process of comparison for 

scarce resources. For example, Kelley and Thibaut (1978) defined competition as a zero-

sum process, in which the winner gains as much as the loser loses. Deutsch (1949) 
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defined competition as a situation of negative goal interdependence (i.e., if the winner 

attains his/her goal, the loser cannot attain his/her goal). However, reward-based 

definitions of competition were not free of criticism. Myers (1961 as cited in Martens, 

1976) argued that reward-based definitions do not describe why an individual participates 

in the competition (e.g., for a reward, for enjoyment, for fitness). Furthermore, 

competitors must accept the same criteria for the distribution of the reward and must 

ascribe the same subjective value to the reward.  

As a result of this, Martens (1975) defined competition as a non-reward based 

social process. He conceptualized competition as a 4-stage process: (a) the objective 

competitive situation, (b) the subjective competitive situation, (c) the response, and (d) 

the consequences.  

The first stage, the objective competitive situation, is defined as a “situation in 

which the comparison of an individual’s performance is made with some standard in the 

presence of at least one other person who is aware of the criterion for comparison and can 

evaluate the comparison process” (Martens, 1975, p. 71). The standard in the objective 

competitive situation can refer to another individual’s performance, an idealized 

performance, or a previously set performance. What distinguishes the objective 

competitive situation from other achievement situations is the presence of an individual 

who is aware of the comparison process. For example, if a soccer player tries to beat the 

current team record for ball juggles and she does so without telling anyone else, it would 

not be considered a competitive situation but rather an achievement situation. If she does 

this task under the eyes of the coach, who is aware of her intentions, it is considered a 

competitive situation.  
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 The second stage in Martens’ (1975) model of the competitive process is the 

subjective competitive situation. Regardless whether an individual seeks out or 

circumstances lead to an objective competitive situation, the competitor must perceive, 

accept, and appraise the situation as competitive. This process is influenced by personal 

dispositions (e.g., motives, attitudes, and competitiveness), and the importance of the 

situation outcome is also thought to influence the subjective competitive situation 

(Martens, 1975). For example, an athlete highly trained in soccer is more likely to 

participate in a competitive situation that involves soccer rather than another less 

preferred sport (e.g., gymnastics).  

 The third stage is the individual’s response to the perceived competitive situation 

(Martens, 1975). Once an individual has made the decision to stay involved in or avoid 

the competitive situation, he/she will respond psychologically, physiologically, and 

behaviorally to the perceived competition. These responses may be positively or 

negatively influenced by intrinsic (e.g., ability, motivation level) and extrinsic (e.g., 

weather, time, opponent’s ability) factors.  

The final stage is the consequence of the competition. The performance results are 

compared to the set standards. Martens (1975) explained that this outcome has 

traditionally been considered dichotomous (i.e., win or lose). However, this 

dichotomization should not be mistaken with the outcome of the competition. A 

competitor might value his/her effort in a competition as positive (e.g., executed a 

specific skill or tactical behavior well) but the overall outcome was a loss. The 

consequences of the competition then inform the athlete’s attitudes towards future 

objective competitive situations.  
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Martens (1975) model of competition has been widely accepted in the sport 

psychology literature. It functioned as the basis for other ground-laying theories in sport 

psychology research, such as competitive anxiety (Martens et al., 1990) and 

competitiveness (Gill & Deeter, 1988). Because of its applicability to sport, Martens 

model will function as the theoretical framework for the present research.  

1.1.2 Contexts of competition in sport  

Fülöp (2009) argued that when studying competition one needs to examine the 

context in which it occurs. In sport, Chelladurai (2012) distinguishes between the pursuit 

of pleasure and the pursuit of excellence. He proposes that the pursuit of pleasure and the 

pursuit of excellence need to be considered separate manifestations of sports as they 

differ in their purposes (i.e., pleasure versus excellence). Primarily, the pursuit of 

pleasure takes place in egalitarian sports, where the enjoyment of playing the game is the 

central focus (Chelladurai, 2012). In such games, comparisons between competitors 

become a secondary consideration.  Recreational softball teams who get together for a 

game each Saturday can be considered an example. The team members participate 

because they enjoy engaging in the game and/or the social interactions that result. On the 

other hand, the pursuit of excellence is best observed in elite sport (e.g., inter-university, 

provincial, or national leagues, etc.). Here, the focus is on individual or team performance 

and outcomes are very important (Chelladurai, 2007). Athletes engage in elite sport to 

maximize their potential and this goal is achieved, in part, by competing with other 

athletes. The pursuit of excellence is serious business, which demands dedication, 

sacrifice, and intensity (Chelladurai, 2012). For example, athletes on a CIS basketball 

team will strive to become their collective best and win as many games as possible. 
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Competing against better opponents results in increased challenge and forces the 

individuals and the teams to improve. Arguably, it is impossible to achieve excellence 

without comparing oneself to others or some type of reference point when excellence is 

pursued. Without some standard, we do not know whether excellence has been achieved. 

A primary difference between the two basic pursuits is the role that competition 

plays within the group. In egalitarian sports (i.e., pursuit of pleasure), a player’s level of 

participation is typically not dependent on competition with teammates. On a recreational 

slow-pitch team, each player will normally play the same amount of time. A person’s 

ability and performance is generally irrelevant. The primary purpose is to enjoy the game 

and granting this experience to all individuals involved. On the contrary, competition 

between teammates plays an integral part in elite sport (i.e., the pursuit of excellence) 

because it is used to determine the amount of assigned playing time. The coach needs to 

emphasize competition within the team by encouraging players to perform better than 

others on the team (Chelladurai, 2012). For example, if a university soccer team has one 

striker position available and two players who could play this position, the coach will 

normally compare performances to determine who will play. In essence, two or more 

players will often be competing for a single playing opportunity. These competitive 

processes can be called intrateam competition. Chelladurai (2012) views this process as 

necessary in an elite sport team context.  

1.1.3 Intrateam competition – anecdotal and research evidence 

I think having competition in the team is great. You have got the locks or the 

outside backs, you have a number of guys who could play in those positions or 

even play on other positions. With that, it is great to have guys that are strong and 
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you can talk and learn of them and hopefully you can teach them something as 

well. (…) I am yet to meet an All Black that wants to sit on the sidelines. So, 

every guy loves playing and wants to be up there for 80 minutes but obviously we 

all know that it is probably not possible. We just got to make sure that we do the 

best thing for the team. There might be one week where you start and play and the 

next week you might not be in the 22. So you just got to be prepared to do what is 

the best thing for the team. (New Zealand Herald, 2011) 

 The quote above by Sam Whitelock, a player on the New Zealand All Blacks 

rugby team, suggests two interesting points. First, competition occurs between players on 

the same team that play in the same or similar positions. The competition between 

members in the specific position helps the players in this position to learn from each 

other and, as a consequence, perform at a higher level; competition is positively 

embraced. Second, players join elite teams, like the All Blacks rugby team, to play. 

However, their role on the team also requires accepting that, if they do not play, they still 

can and need to contribute to the team’s performance (e.g., by showing enhanced effort in 

practice and pushing other players to increase their performance). 

Another anecdotal example of the constructive use of intrateam competition was 

provided by Botterill (2005) who described his experience of working with the Canadian 

national speed-skating team in preparation for the 1998 Olympics. On this team, 

competitive situations were purposely used between teammates to push each other to the 

maximum performance. Both coaches and athletes were involved in structuring and 

evaluating the competition. The preparation turned out to be very effective as two skaters 

from the team won silver and gold at the 1998 Olympics. Botterill’s example shows that 

the competition within a team is a process that involves athletes and coaches. Its focus on 
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performance improvement in a fair and transparent environment is vital for positive team 

functioning.  

Despite the anecdotal evidence, there is a clear lack of research on intrateam 

competition. To my knowledge, there is only one quantitative study that focused solely 

on the competition between teammates in sport. Rees and Segal (1984) examined the 

impact of intragroup competition on perceived equity of playing time and interpersonal 

attraction in two NCAA division 1 football teams. They distinguished between potential, 

perceived, and dangerous competitors. Potential competitors were teammates playing in 

the same position. Perceived competitors were teammates, whose ability was equal or 

higher. Dangerous competitors were those teammates likely to deprive the athlete from 

playing time. In the study, the participants assigned their teammates to the different 

competitor groups. The authors also measured perceived equity/fairness of playing time 

and personal attraction to competitors. Unexpectedly, potential and perceived competitors 

were rated with higher interpersonal attraction than non-competitors. Furthermore, in one 

team participants rated dangerous competitors as more attractive than perceived or 

potential competitors. This particular team perceived the equity of playing time as fair. 

The authors suspected that this counter-intuitive finding was due to an established 

hierarchy within the team and that the attraction between the athletes was due to their 

experience of playing on one team. Additionally, the authors noted that the athletes on 

this team might have attributed their negative feelings more toward the inevitable 

comparison process for playing time rather than the competitor. 

In more recent qualitative studies, varsity athletes described internal competition 

as a source for improvement, but also for conflict (Warner & Dixon, 2013). More 
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specifically, the authors suggest that there is a potential gender difference in embracing 

internal competition positively. In this study, females tended to view intrateam 

competition as a potential threat, whereas males considered it as a more contributional 

aspect to motivate and push each other to get better. Similar perspectives were found in a 

study by Evans, Eys, and Wolf (2013), who examined interpersonal influences in elite 

individual sport teams. The participants described intrateam competition as a process that 

could lead to positive but also negative consequences. The positive aspects were 

motivational and performance related processes. The negative aspects were that 

competition led to a lack of cohesion and jealousy.  

1.2 Intrateam competition – in need of a theory 

 While the existing evidence suggests that intrateam competition might lead to 

constructive or destructive consequences, there is still a lack of a clear conceptualization 

of what exactly intrateam competition is. To our knowledge, intrateam competition has 

not yet been at the centre of a structured qualitative exploration; examined only as a 

peripheral concept. These initial findings suggest that it could be a multifaceted and 

complex process. For example, Rees and Segal (1984) found that athletes compete 

against other teammates not only for playing time but also for recognition (e.g., rookie of 

the year). Depending on the focus of the competition, the group of competitors might be 

different. That is, if an athlete competes for playing time, s/he might compete against 

players in a specific position. If s/he competes for the rookie of the year award, the other 

competitors are other rookie players. It is quite likely that these are two distinct processes 

of intrateam competition that are going on at the same point in time. However, to date we 
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can only speculate about the different competitive processes that are occurring in a 

within-team context. 

Furthermore, we do not know the facets of the competitive processes that occur 

within teams. As Fülöp (2009) noted, most research on competition has revolved around 

the variables that influence the individual’s choice to compete rather than the variables 

that govern competition itself. Therefore, an exploratory endeavor of intrateam 

competition needs to carefully differentiate between different processes and their 

respective dimensions before examining other factors (e.g., individual predispositions 

towards intrateam competition) or relationships to other variables (e.g., performance). 

1.3 Study purpose: defining, conceptualizing, and measuring intrateam competition 

Researchers (e.g., Fülöp, 2009; Johnson & Johnson, 1989, Martens, 1975) have 

discussed different definitions of competition and associated foundational theory (e.g., 

social interdependence theory). With the multitude of conceptual definitions in mind, this 

dissertation explores competition in elite sport teams as its own construct. Cook and 

Campbell (1979) have stated that such exploration can only occur if conceptual and 

operational definitions exist. As our knowledge of intrateam competition is based mostly 

on anecdotal evidence, an exploratory, sequential mixed-method design (Creswell, 2006) 

with four studies was conducted that aims to define and operationalize intrateam 

competition.  

 In Study 1, semi-structured interviews were conducted to examine how coaches 

experience competition within elite university (i.e., CIS) teams. Specifically, the 

participants were asked to share examples and insights about how competition occurs in 
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practice and other team settings. Coaches from team sports (e.g., basketball, soccer, 

volleyball, hockey) were invited to participate in this initial study because they play a 

large part in structuring and planning competitive activities (i.e., design practices). The 

semi-structured interview approach allowed asking specific questions (via an interview 

guide) but also for free discourse to capture the full experiences of the participants 

(Biddle, Markland, Gilbourne, Chatzisarantis, & Sparkes, 2001). 

 Building on the coaches’ impressions of intrateam competition, Study 2 examines 

the perspective of intrateam competition of CIS athletes from team sports. For this, the 

coaches from Study 1 suggested athletes from their team to participate. The focus of the 

study was threefold: (a) to explore athletes’ perspectives of intrateam competition, (b) to 

examine similarities to the coaches’ perceptions of intrateam competition from Study 1, 

and (c) to explore competitive processes that were not mentioned in Study 1. To achieve 

this, similar guiding questions and a semi-structured interview approach from Study 1 

was taken. 

 In the third paper, the findings of the two qualitative studies are combined and 

compared to the current state of literature on competition in an attempt to define the 

construct and propose a conceptual model. This model discusses inputs, processes, and 

outcomes of intrateam competition.  

 The final paper tests the conceptual model. Therefore, in Study 3, a measurement 

tool (i.e., questionnaire) was created in four phases: (a) general item construction, (b) 

administration to expert and participant panels, (c) administration to an undergraduate 

sample, and (d) administration of the questionnaire to a sample of CIS team sport 
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athletes. Reliability was assessed using measures of internal consistency. Confirmatory 

statistical procedures (e.g., item-to-total correlation, confirmatory factor analyses) were 

used to provide evidence of factorial validity.  The relationship to other group processes 

(i.e., leadership, performance, satisfaction, and cohesion) was tested to provide 

preliminary evidence of construct validity. 
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CHAPTER 2: Study 1 - Competitive Processes in Elite Sport Teams: An 

Exploration of Coaches’ Perspectives of Intrateam Competition 

2.1 Introduction 

Competition is a pervasive phenomenon in today’s society. It takes place in 

various parts of our lives (e.g., at work, at home, in our leisure time) and it frequently 

occurs in sports. In 2010, about 75% of all children and adolescents between the ages 

of 5 and 17 in Canada participated in sports (Canadian Heritage, 2010). Because of its 

importance to our lives, there has been considerable research on the effects of 

competition on various psychological processes (e.g., competitive anxiety, 

psychological climate, competitiveness). However, the context in which competition 

occurs has been underexplored. 

In the context of sport, Chelladurai (2012) distinguishes between the pursuit 

of pleasure and the pursuit of excellence. The pursuit of pleasure describes 

recreational activities, which tend to be inclusive. Everyone may participate 

regardless of their level of ability.  

The pursuit of excellence describes elite sport competition (e.g., 

interscholastic or professional sport) where only those of high ability are permitted to 

participate. It is exclusive by nature. If an individual fails to meet the performance 

standards, s/he is excluded from participating (i.e., cut and released, or not given 

playing time). Elite sport is “serious business characterized by dedication, sacrifice, 

and intensity” (Chelladurai, 2012, p. 337). 

A closer look at the pursuit of excellence in athletics reveals that competition 

occurs on two different levels. First, elite sport teams typically compete against other 
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such organizations. Generally, a record of the competition is kept (e.g., standings, 

etc.). Such interteam competition usually has structured rules about acceptable 

behaviors, or conduct, and the duration of such contexts.  

Second, competition occurs between individual members of a particular 

team/organization (i.e., intrateam competition) since elite teams are selective by their 

very nature. Generally, there are more players on a roster than starting positions 

available. The coach selects the athletes who will play in competitions against other 

teams (Weinberg & Gould, 2011). Athletes have to compete with teammates for 

playing time at a specific position.  

The coach plays a key role in intrateam competition because s/he structures, 

observes, and evaluates the competition. S/he also assigns playing time to the athletes 

on the team. Despite anecdotal evidence that such intrateam competition may result in 

positive outcomes (Botterill, 2005), the topic has rarely been broached in the sport 

psychology literature. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore coaches’ 

perspectives of intrateam competition in an elite sport team context.   

2.1.1 Theoretical framework 

The research on competition has a long history and is grounded in a number of 

different theories (e.g., social interdependence theory, Deutsch, 1949; Johnson & 

Johnson, 1989; zero-sum competition, Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; and social 

comparison theory, Festinger, 1954). In a sport context, Martens (1975) defined a 

competitive situation as one “in which the comparison of an individual’s performance 

is made with some standard in the presence of at least one other person who is aware 



STUDY 1 – COACHES’ PERSPECTIVES 

 19 

of the criterion for comparison and can evaluate the comparison process” (p. 71). His 

model of the competition process incorporated four stages.  

The first stage, the objective competitive situation, suggests competition only 

occurs when performance(s) are compared to a standard and at least one other 

individual is aware of the comparison process. The awareness of one other person 

(e.g., the coach) of the comparison process is necessary to differentiate between 

competitive and achievement situation (Dru, 2003).  Stage two, the subjective 

competitive situation, describes the athlete’s perception, acceptance, and appraisal of 

the competitive situation. Regardless whether the athlete is in a competitive situation 

for internal (e.g., choice) or external (e.g., circumstances) reasons, s/he will need to 

examine the situation and appraise and accept the situation as competitive. The third 

stage of Martens’ (1975) model is the athlete’s response to the subjective competitive 

situation. It refers to the psychological, physiological, and behavioral processes that 

the participant will engage in after making the conscious choice to participate in the 

competitive situation. The last stage is the consequence, which refers to an analysis of 

the outcome of the competition.  

Martens’ (1975) work provides a framework for understanding competitive 

situations in sport. However, competition and its outcomes can also be influenced by 

the context in which it occurs. In their meta-analysis on the effects of cooperation and 

competition in motor task activities, Stanne, Johnson, and Johnson (1999) suggest 

that there are three main factors that influence the constructiveness of competitive 

situations: the type of competition, the type of task, and the means interdependence.  
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The type of competition depends on the structural aspects of the situation. 

Stanne et al. (1999) identified that competition may be constructive if (a) the outcome 

of the competition was relatively unimportant, (b) every competitor had an equal 

chance of winning, (c) the competition was structured by clear and specific rules, and 

(d) every competitor had the chance to monitor his/her progress. In fact, when the 

competition was structured appropriately (i.e., all of the four aspects were met), it led 

to positive outcomes (e.g., performance, interpersonal attraction).  

Based on research by Johnson and Johnson (1974, 1978) and Jackson and 

Williams (1985), Stanne et al. (1999) concluded that it is likely that the type of task 

also has an impact on competition as well. In general, the type of task should be 

simple and easy while complex tasks could lead to stressful emotions (see Wittchen, 

Krimmel, Kohler, & Hertel, 2013) and would be more suited for cooperative 

environments. 

The means interdependence (i.e., task progress stemming from collective 

efforts with teammates) or independence (i.e., task progress due to individual efforts) 

has been discussed as an influence on competitive situations. Johnson and Johnson 

(1974, 1989) suggested competition leads to higher productivity on means-

independent tasks, while non-competitive task structures would be more beneficial 

for means-interdependent tasks. However, a study by Tauer and Harackiewicz (2004) 

reported higher task-enjoyment when the individual efforts were combined into a 

group score. 

An additional aspect of competition is the relationship between competitors. 

Tjosvold, Johnson, Johnson, and Sun (2003, 2006) found that in an organizational 



STUDY 1 – COACHES’ PERSPECTIVES 

 21 

context a positive relationship between competitors correlated with positive feelings 

about the competition, increased task effectiveness, and the will to work together with 

the other competitor on future tasks. Accordingly, other research (Kilduff, Elfenbein, 

& Staw, 2010; Harenberg, Fitzgerald, Dorsch, Riemer, & Karreman, 2013) showed 

that a closer personal relationship between competitors lead to more enjoyment and 

willingness to cooperate between competitors.  

2.1.2 Competitive processes within elite sport teams 

All of the aforementioned considerations about competitive situations become 

important when we consider that competition in sports occurs between teams but also 

within a team (Weinberg & Gould, 2011). For example, competitive games (e.g., 

scrimmages, small sided games) are frequently used in practices to develop and 

prepare athletes for future games. Usually these situations have a definite intention 

(i.e., focus of the activity) and outcome (i.e., winning and losing). These competitive 

situations occur between players of one team that usually are interdependent in nature 

and share collective goals. Furthermore, coaches play a pivotal role in these practice-

based competitive situations because they have the ability to plan, structure, and 

regulate these competitive practice activities. They impose rules and restrictions, 

provide the score, function as a regulator (e.g., referee), and provide feedback to the 

individual athletes. Furthermore, the coach has the ability to determine the focus of 

the competition and the formation of teams.  

Aside from the actual competitive situations in practice, Van Yperen (1992) 

suggested that players on elite teams also compete for playing time. This competition 

occurs between teammates who have similar attributes (e.g., positions, task-related 
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roles; Rees & Segal, 1984; Martens, 1976). In elite teams, this competition is 

particularly prevalent because athletes are usually highly trained for a specific 

position on the team and share similar attributes with others in the same position. For 

example, a striker on a soccer team competes with another striker for playing time but 

not the goalie.  

To date, we know little about competition within elite sport teams. Hence, it is 

an area of research that will aid both the practitioner and researcher (Harwood & 

Beauchamp, 2008). Since the coach plays such a vital role in creating competition 

within a team, this study explores the coaches’ perspectives of competitive processes 

within elite sport teams. Specifically, the objectives of the study are to (a) learn about 

the lived experiences of intrateam competition from a coaching perspective, (b) 

explore different processes of intrateam competition, and (c) examine the connection 

of intrateam competition to other team processes (e.g., performance, cohesion, etc.). 

2.2 Method 

2.2.1 Participants 

Following the recommendations of Patton (2002), participants were 

purposefully sampled. In order to gain rich and diverse data, the selection criteria 

included gender (i.e., female and male), coaching experience (i.e., more and less 

experienced coaches), and type of sport (i.e., individual and team). Six male and two 

female inter-university head coaches from a mid-western Canadian university 

participated in the study. The participants’ age ranged from 29 to 57 years (M = 

43.75, SD = 9.08) and their experience varied from 1 to 17 (M = 8.12, SD = 5.12) 
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seasons with the team. The coaches ran teams in volleyball (n = 2), soccer (n = 1), ice 

hockey (n = 1), track and field (n = 1), football (n = 1), and basketball (n = 2).  

2.2.2 Procedure  

The study received institutional ethics board approval. The coaches were 

contacted directly (i.e., via phone or in person) and invited to participate. All those 

contacted agreed and interviews were scheduled. Confirmation emails, with the exact 

time and location of the interview, were sent to the participant. The interview guide 

was attached to the email. On the date of the interview, the researcher and the coach 

signed a participation consent form, which ensured that participation was voluntary 

and withdrawal from the study could occur at any point in time without 

consequences. The form also emphasized that personal information would be held in 

confidence. The interviews were digitally recorded.  

2.2.3 Interview guide 

An interview guide was created to investigate the research question. The 

questions were generated by the first author and then ordered in collaboration with an 

experienced qualitative researcher. Next, the interview guide was presented to an 

expert in the field of sport psychology to verify the structure and comment on the 

clarity of the questions. The resulting interview guide was intended to facilitate semi-

structured interviews, following a specific pattern, but also allowing for detailed 

discussion. The interview guide consisted of five sections (i.e., introduction, nature of 

competition, competition within a team, intentional use and structure of competition 

within a team, and outcomes of competition within a team). It is provided in appendix 

E. 
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2.2.4 Data analysis 

The eight interviews ranged from 29 to 79 minutes in length (M = 48.38, SD = 

16.49), were transcribed verbatim, and captured on 111 single spaced pages. Prior to 

the analysis, the transcript of each interview was returned back to each coach, who 

had the opportunity to make changes to the document. After all the transcripts were 

approved, the data were analyzed inductively.  

First, the researcher organized the data into files and read the text thoroughly. 

Using qualitative software (i.e., atlas.ti), initial codes were created. The codes were 

then grouped into meaningful themes. Next, the textual and structural description of 

each theme was created. Related meaningful themes were then grouped into lower-

order themes. Finally, the lower-order themes were grouped as facets of high-order 

themes to help describe the lived experiences (Creswell, 2006). Although the analysis 

was primarily inductive in nature, deductive influences from pre-existing ideas of 

lower-order themes (e.g., from reading and discussion of the topic with others) 

influenced the later stages of the analysis. Gibbs, Kealy, Willis, Green, Welch, and 

Daly (2007) noted that this is not uncommon for qualitative research as the analysis is 

often guided by pre-existing ideas and concepts.  

2.2.5 Trustworthiness  

The establishment of credibility can take various forms in qualitative research 

(Biddle et al., 2001; Tracy, 2010). This study included three different methods chosen 

to be appropriate for the context of this study. First, the codes, meaningful units, 

lower-order themes, and higher order themes were presented to an experienced 

qualitative researcher not involved in the data collection. This individual had the 
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opportunity to comment on the structure and possible reorganization. No changes 

were suggested. Second, the results of the analysis were presented to the participating 

coaches for feedback. This document included the theme structure (i.e., lower and 

higher-order themes) as well as detailed descriptions for each higher order theme. 

Two participants commented on two single lower-order themes, but no changes were 

suggested. In general, the participants expressed agreement with the presented results. 

Third, the results were presented to three experts in the area of group dynamics in 

sport psychology as part of peer debriefing. Each expert was given access to the 

codes, and the thematic structure; no other changes were suggested.  

2.3 Results 

The results are presented in three parts: (a) the perceived lived experiences of 

intrateam competition from the coach’s perspective, (b) the form and structure of the 

different processes of intrateam competition, and (c) the potential impact of intrateam 

competition on other team processes.  Figure 1 presents a summary of the results. 

2.3.1 Coaches’ experiences of intrateam competition 

Conscious omni-presence. The exploration of the coaches’ lived experiences 

revealed the first overarching theme, the omni-presence of intrateam competition 

within an elite team’s environment. The coaches described that they consciously build 

competition into the make-up of their team. For example, one participant said: “I 

think competition is occurring every day in a practice setting. (…) On a lot of levels, 

there is competition built in what we do” (P1). Additionally, the coaches described 

competition as a necessary tool in practice, which is used frequently.  

There has to be, every one-on-one battle, everything that you do in hockey 
there is. If you are shooting on the goalie, you have a competition with the 
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goalie, if you are doing a one-on-one, you are competing with the person you 
are doing the one-on-one with. There is always some element of competition. 
There has to be (P2). 
 

In general, the coaches described intrateam competition as a constructive team 

process that is integral to an elite team. However, the coaches also acknowledged that 

they try to restrict it for activities on the field, not for those outside of practice. For  

example, one participant said: “And it’s not like we are trying to foster that outside of 

our competitive bubble but inside our practices we want to compete” (P3). The reason 

why competition is not promoted outside of practice lies in the cohesiveness of the 

team. The coaches described that their athletes have to compete hard against each 

other in practice to push each other, but should also acknowledge that the team 

consists of individuals, who need to work together.  

2.3.2 The form and structure of intrateam competition 

The exploration of how the coaches structure intrateam competition revealed 

two competitive processes within a team: Situational competition and positional 

competition.  

2.3.3 Situational competition  

One of the most prevalent themes was the description of situational 

competitions that occur in a practice setting, which included competitive drills and 

scrimmages that usually happen multiple times over the course of a practice.  

Form. The situational competitions can vary in form through the modification 

of group sizes. For example, a competitive drill can incorporate situations in which 

individuals (i.e.,  one vs. one) but also small groups (e.g., two vs. two, three vs. three) 

compete against each other. For example, one coach said:  
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Figure 1. Summary of the findings of the coaches’ perceptions of intrateam 
competition. 
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I use things like 1vs1s, you know, go on goal. It could be two groups that 
compete, but competition not in the sense of aggressive, but team one is going 
for that goal and team two for that goal, which is the team that can score first 
(P4). 
  
Duration and consequence. As the coaches described the different forms of 

competitive tasks, they commented also on the duration. Usually the competitive 

tasks include shorter term activities (i.e., parts of a practice). Some coaches reported 

that they implement a consequence to winning and losing, which often includes small 

physical tasks. These tasks are usually determined by the coach or by the players.  

What is the consequence? I always ask them to come up with a consequence. 
So the consequence could be 10 push-ups or it could be two laps around the 
pitch or whatever. So there is always a consequence for not being on the top 
(P3).  
 

While describing the consequences of competitive tasks, coaches also 

explained how they structure competitive situations in a constructive manner. The 

exploration of these aspects revealed the following four themes: (a) having clear rules 

and restrictions, (b) matching performance level to experience success, (c) winning is 

relatively unimportant, and (d) empowering athletes by giving correctional feedback. 

Clear rules and restrictions. The coaches described that a fundamental aspect 

of competitive tasks being constructive is the formulation of clear rules and 

restrictions. Generally, the coaches stuck to the rules of the specific sport. However, 

the coaches would also modify the rules to reward certain behaviors. For example, 

one coach mentioned:  

Ok, you get two points for every basket like you normally would, and you get 
three points for a three point shot. But if you get an open three point shot, you 
know, that is double. That is worth six. And then, as coaches, we are the 
referees if you will, when the guys need to determine whether that was an 
open three point shot or not (P5).  
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The coaches have the ability to actively structure and communicate the rules 

and restriction of each task. They function as a moderator or referee in competitive 

tasks, to make sure the rules and restrictions are followed by the athletes.  

Matching performance level. The coaches described that they try to structure 

competitive situations so every athlete has a realistic chance to be successful. This is 

achieved by balancing the abilities of the competitors. For example, one coach said: 

You don’t take a 185 pound guy and put him down as a defensive tackle 
against a 300 pound offensive lineman. You don’t do that. You want to make 
sure that you provide a circumstance or a situation that allows your athletes to 
be successful (P6).  
 

Another coach said: “So if the teams are so unequal, then the team that is just 

so obviously behind, then they are just like: We have no chance anyway. So, you got 

to make sure it is kind of equal” (P5). Furthermore, the coaches discussed the role of 

new players (e.g., rookies) to the team. These players are usually unable to perform at 

the same level as more experienced players on the team. However, competitive tasks 

that are structured evenly provide situations, in which inexperienced athletes have 

success and in return stay motivated to develop their abilities.  

Winning is unimportant. While the outcomes of competitive tasks may have 

a consequence, winning is relatively unimportant. The consequences may be small 

physical tasks but they are never directly related to major consequences (e.g., the 

distribution of playing time). One coach said:  

I think if you want to create a negative environment, it is like, you pick one 
game that you are doing in practice and you tell them that if you are going to 
battle here and you lose that battle you are not… Six people that win are on 
the top two lines and the six people that lose are on the bottom two lines. It is 
not a realistic way to split your team up and it is not a fair way to do it (P2).  
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Other coaches described that competitive tasks with too much emphasis on the 

outcome can lead to conflict and aggressiveness. This would be the case if single 

competitive situations were used to determine playing time.  

Empowering athletes through feedback. The coaches described that they use 

competitive tasks to provide feedback that empowers their athletes to solve problems, 

which they will encounter in competitive practice situations and games. The feedback 

could be in verbal or written format. For example, one coach said:  

I post statistics on the wall, you know, on fitness testing, like who is the 
fastest, who is doing the best in terms of the push-ups, who is doing the best in 
terms of the t-test, you know, wins and losses and those types of things. Those 
are things that I am trying to bring more and more in each year, so that the 
players themselves can start to get engaged to where they see themselves and 
where they fit within the team. And I think as a coach, the more you do that 
the more you empower your athletes to say: It is about me, not so much about 
the coach (P4).  
 

Other coaches described that they also provide feedback during the activities. 

Specifically, the coaches are looking for “coachable moments”, in which they can 

stop the play and ask inquiry questions. For example, one coach said:  

But tactically, you try not to think about it so much negatively but it is 
correctional feedback, it is tactical feedback. What are you not seeing about 
this situation that could help you? I always try to think of it as problem 
solving. You are trying to solve a problem. You are trying to hit the ball 
against a really big block. And they are fully pressed and there is no space. 
How can you do that? What could be some potential solutions for that for you 
on the court? (P1).  
 

The feedback aids the athlete to develop an independence from the coach to 

perform in game situations. Furthermore, it empowers them to make their own 

decisions and learn to solve complex game situations in various ways. “I want them 

to be independent from me. I want them to be able to go out there and solve their own 
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problems. And feel that they are empowered and that they have the skill to do that” 

(P1). 

2.3.3.1 Goals of situational competition. The coaches described multiple 

goals as to why they implemented competitive tasks in their practices: (a) the increase 

of performance intensity, (b) game preparation, and (c) enjoyment.  

Performance intensity. The coaches described higher performance intensity 

through the comparison pressure with other players. Specifically, they pointed out 

that the quality of skill execution, pace of play, and focus increases if tasks are 

structured competitively in practice. For example, one coach said:  

We have what we call a 55 second shooting drill where three of them are 
together. Two are passing, one is shooting. And we don’t keep track of how 
many they made, we don’t do anything and they shoot for 55 seconds. They 
get a lot of shots up, which is great. We also do what we say is a storm 
shooting where it’s two teams against each other and there is a defined winner 
and loser. Our level of intensity and focus is much higher in the drill when we 
keep score and have a winner or a loser, as opposed to where you just shoot 
(P3). 
 

The coaches explained that by keeping a score, athletes will try harder than if 

there was no evaluation. Some coaches described that they take video footage of each 

practice and let the athletes look at the evidence of the intensity of work.  

Game preparation. A second goal of competitive tasks is game-preparation. 

The coaches described that they structure competitive tasks to mimic game situations 

in order to prepare their athletes for the competition with other teams. “You want 

your practices as game-like as possible, you want to replicate the game environment” 

(P5). Competition helps to replicate the pressure of regular team games. During the 
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season, the coaches explained that competitive tasks can be very specific to an 

opponent, as the following quote illustrates:  

You know, we were playing a team who were the pressure kings right, 
athletic, quick. Athletes that we just did not possess. And we couldn’t 
replicate that in practice so what can you do? We went, in practice, five 
against six or five against seven. Now you got seven defenders, which is not a 
real basketball situation but at least it up-ed the pressure, it made it difficult 
(P5). 
 

Enjoyment. The third goal that the coaches described was enjoyment that 

athletes experience during competitive tasks. The coaches described that they 

purposely induce competitive tasks to break the monotony of training and challenge 

their athletes. However, they also noted that this enjoyment is specific to elite 

athletes. That is, due to the psychological characteristics of elite level athletes the 

coaches recruit, they tend to enjoy competitive tasks.  

I think there is some fun involved. I think that a lot of higher level and sort of 
elite athletes enjoy competing. And when I am watching a practice it seems 
that the ones where we are competing, the athletes are having more fun. (…) 
So, I think that the competition part, it almost breaks the monotony of training 
and allows them to have fun (P8). 

 

2.3.3.2 Evaluation of situational competition. When asked what the coaches 

were looking for in situational competitions two themes, competitiveness and 

performance quality became apparent.  

Competitiveness. The coaches described competitiveness as a motivational 

response by the athlete to competitive tasks. Athletes who make it to an elite sport 

team usually bring higher levels of competitiveness with them. As one coach 

described: 
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I think to be a high level athlete, you have the internal drive to do that and to 
get there. And if you don’t really love competing and if you don’t have that 
internal desire to excel then you are not going to be a very good athlete and 
you are not going to be a very good coach either (P2).  
 

Hence, even at the elite level athletes vary in their competitiveness and 

competitive tasks can be used from a coaching perspective to reveal these differences. 

Specifically, one coach described the evaluation of competitive tasks as follows:  

I want to see what players want to win. I want to see what players want to 
compete. And I just… you know, players who hate to lose are very valuable. 
And you can see that in practice. Doesn’t matter if it is a Monday in the 
middle of practice or if they don’t want to lose on a Friday night when we are 
playing. That’s going to be even more magnified. Players who don’t care 
don’t last long. And they tend to be not very good. So you’re looking for that 
internal drive to get better (P3). 
 

Performance quality. Aside from motivational responses, the coaches also 

described that they are evaluating the performance quality of their athletes. In detail, 

the coaches explained that they pay particular attention to the decision-making and 

the application of the required physical and tactical skills for the competitive task. 

One participant said: “You want to see them work hard and enjoy competing. And 

you want them to apply what you asked them to do” (P2). Furthermore, the coaches 

described that they evaluate the consistency of performance.  

Great, play well for two weeks in practice and show me consistency and we 
talk a lot about how many shots you get off in practice. In a typical week in 
practice somebody might shoot 750-1000 shots. In an average two game 
sequence our absolute best players only shoot 25. So, you know, me judging 
you on 25 shots versus me judging you on 1000 shots, there is no comparison. 
(…) Certainly games are important but you see so much more in practice (P3).  
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This quote emphasizes that coaches consider the consistency of performance 

in practices as very important, in some instances even more important as actual game 

performance against other teams.  

2.3.4 Positional competition 

Another key theme was positional competition, which describes the 

competition for playing time. This competition is unique to elite teams as they usually 

consist of more players than actual playing spots.  

Form. The coaches described that the form of this competition is positional 

bound. That is, players will compete against other teammates that play in the same 

position. “You need, you know, at least two quality people there for every position to 

be able to have the ultimate competition for playing time and it brings quality for 

practices, too” (P7). 

Duration and consequence. The coaches described the duration of positional 

competition as long-term. Athletes will have to compete against the teammates that 

share a specific position constantly to receive playing time. “You are always in 

competition. Everything is being recorded” (P6). The coaches described that the 

consequence of this competition is the access to game playing time. In general, the 

coach plays an important role in this form of competition, too. S/he will evaluate the 

competitions over a specific period of time (e.g., a week of practices before a game) 

and make the decisions as to which players are going to start.  

Well, they get judged, I would say generally there is a time frame of Monday 
to Sunday night. So Monday they get judged on if they did their weight 
workout. Monday at practices did they do their individual sessions that week? 
So we watch them all week and then we watch them perform at a game and 
then the following week we make a judgment (P3).  
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The coaches described that there are some key considerations that they follow 

to make positional competition constructive. These considerations include (a) creating 

transparency of feedback on individual athlete progression, (b) distribution of playing 

time, (c) acknowledging the uniqueness of athletes, and (d) goal setting. 

Creating transparency. The coaches explained that the feedback on each 

athlete’s progression is important to make this competition for playing time 

constructive. The athletes must receive information on where they stand within the 

group of players that compete for the same position. The coaches described that there 

are different ways to provide this feedback. For example, one coach said: “You just 

tell them. (...) Some athletes are reasonably objective. They have a very good idea of 

where they fit in. They look at people on their own team and they understand” (P5). 

Besides the verbal feedback, other coaches mentioned that they are trying to provide 

objectively measured evidence such as statistics or video footage. In addition to the 

individual progression information, the athletes also learn where they stand within the 

team’s hierarchy. This information enables the athletes to gain an objective 

perspective on their abilities in relation to their teammates. Another coach mentioned:  

We have got video, and so they all know who is doing the best. And you are 
making sure when you set up that competition that you are giving two guys 
that are vying for the same kind of position, one gets to go against a rookie 
and one gets to go against a veteran. That’s not fair either, so, I think the 
practice plan is very important to make sure that you are making the best 
choices as a coach but also allowing them to show their best in the decision 
process. I think you are a partner in that decision as much as anything (P6). 
 

Through the provision of criteria and objective evidence of performance, the 

coaches become a source of feedback through which the athlete will learn how much 

playing time s/he can expect.  
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Communication of playing time decisions. The actual communication of the 

distribution of playing time is another key aspect to make positional competition 

constructive. It refers to the explanation of the coach to the player why s/he will 

receive playing time or not in a specific game. This aspect becomes particularly 

important because elite players usually join teams in order to contribute to the overall 

team’s success.  

And so the dialogue starts in the recruiting process about what you can expect, 
the process and what it really takes to become a starter at this level. And we 
are presuming that everyone’s goal is to eventually be a starter (P1). 
  
Furthermore, the coaches pointed out that during the regular season changes to 

the line-up for specific league games are common. These changes can be mentally 

tough on the players because they formulate certain expectations based on their 

performances. However, the communication of the disappointing news that a player 

will not play in a particular game is a regular phenomenon. One coach described that 

s/he has implemented a tradition how to deal with the situation.  

It is tough sometimes with the whole idea of the culture of ‘you are not 
travelling this weekend’. It is like you are getting cut. You stay home while 
everyone else is going, right? So that is tough and you have to build in the 
time and you have to build in a tradition of ‘this is how this works’ (P5). 
 
Another coach mentioned that he gives specific performance indicators why a 

player will play or not.  

Sometimes it is that you are not touching the ball. Your first touch is a little 
off. (...) It’s about winning games. If your first touch is a little off compared to 
this other player, that’s why she comes and you don’t get to go this time (P4).  
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The coaches explained that the link to possible improvements (i.e., this is 

what you need to do to have a chance to play) is an important information aspect for 

the players to remain motivated. 

Acknowledging individual uniqueness. The coaches also mentioned that each 

athlete has different qualities, which might suit the overall team performance in 

different situation. The coaches acknowledge the uniqueness of each athlete in their 

decision to award playing time. For example, one coach said:  

In terms of playing time, there are contextual decisions. There are guys in 
certain situations that you just want on the field. Guys who are steady free-
throw shooters are a good example. Late in the game, in a tension packed 
game, you want that guy in (P5). 
 

The coaches consider not only the performance in comparison to other players 

but also the individual qualities of each player in their decision to award playing time. 

The decision is made based upon the situation, opponent, task-related role, and 

quality of the player. 

Goal setting. As a last aspect to make positional competition constructive, 

coaches mentioned the power of goal setting. If the athletes are setting goals 

appropriately, they will experience more success at an individual level in addition to 

the actual playing time. As one coach said: “I define success as achieving reasonably 

well thought-out goals” (P8). The coaches mentioned that one of their roles in 

positional competition is to aid the athlete to set goals for themselves. This process 

occurs on a daily basis, as the following quote illustrates:  

Goal setting daily, daily goal setting for training. Individually, Team. Because 
the whole thing is when you are young, you are working toward that goal. 
Like, today, that’s what we are going to do. When we are in training, this is 
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what your focus is. You are learning how to become a starter. Again, that is 
daily stuff (P1).  
 

The coach supports the athletes in the formulation of the goals and provides 

opportunities for the athletes to experience success by achieving their set goals.  

2.3.4.1 Goals of positional competition. The coaches described two goals of 

positional competition. These included a mutual push of performance and pushing 

one’s own individual performance. 

Pushing. A general theme was termed ‘pushing’ and refers to the notion of 

forcing one self and others to constantly try to perform at a higher standard. The goal 

of positional competition is to have athletes that share a position trying to push each 

other to perform better. Essentially, each athlete is encouraged to outperform the 

other players in a specific position. One coach provided the following description: 

“You have to build that element in to keep pushing people to move forward. Even 

though they say they want to be really, really good and go to national championships, 

it is a daily thing. Pushing, pushing, pushing” (P1). Another coach mentioned that 

coming to an elite environment; the athletes expect the push from other people. If this 

push is not there they might not develop as much and therefore choose to leave the 

team.  

And sometimes by not having that competition, you will lose players. You 
will lose those players who really want this environment to be competitive, 
because they came thinking this would be the best, this was going to be top 
stuff. And if you don’t keep those kids pushing, pushing, pushing each other 
to become better, better, better, then they may give up the game and go: This 
is muck, I’d rather go and play somewhere else. I don’t want to be here (P4).  
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So the push of other players through positional competition is characterized as 

a mutual expectation by the coach and the athlete. 

Pushing yourself. In addition to the push of others, the coaches described that 

they are trying to foster athletes who push their personal performance levels 

regardless of the performance of their positional competition. The coaches 

communicate these expectations. 

You know, the reality is that you got to say: Here is what I want. Here is what 
I need and it is up to you to get to that point and exceed that. And then when 
you get to that level don’t become comfortable. Can you keep pushing 
yourself? Can you get two more, can you get five more? (P4). 
  
However, if a player shows the dedication and commitment to better herself 

others will catch on to that as well. One coach said:  

You can push yourself to be far superior than you thought. And once you get 
there you find that you are into a zone that you are comfortable doing that all 
the time. And the players around you that you bring in get used to that model 
because they don’t know any different. If that is the expectation, if this is how 
hard we work, and I am a first-year, this is how hard I have to work if I want 
to stick around here (P4). 

 

2.3.4.2 Evaluation of positional competition. The aim of positional 

competition is the distribution of playing time. In this decision, the coaches 

mentioned that they evaluate the consistency of performance of each athlete and 

compare the performance level of players in one position.  

Consistency of performance. A reoccurring theme in the evaluation of 

positional competition was the consistency of performance. This refers to the notion 

that a player can perform to the highest level on a regular basis. If an athlete is able to 

do this, the chances to play for the team will increase. As one coach said:  
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Until you can beat our own players consistently and be the top player what 
makes you think that you are going up against a team that is five or six places 
up in the standings from you, when you can’t even beat our own team? (P4).  

 

Because younger players (e.g., rookies) are not used to the high level of 

performance in a university team, they usually go through an adjustment process. In 

this process these players will usually only receive limited playing time. One coach 

said:  

In volleyball, the biggest word is consistency. If you are consistently 
performing you are going to do well and it is pretty typical in volleyball that 
the younger you are the less consistent you are. That is just the way it is. It is 
just learning how to do that and learning to be more consistent (P7). 

 

Therefore the coach has to assist not only the players who are going to play 

but especially support the players who do not play to improve their performance to 

the best level possible.  

Comparison of players in the same position. Finally, comparing the players 

in one position is a determining factor for the selection of which players are going to 

play. Here the coaches are comparing the performance of players in one position to 

each other. In this context, several coaches mentioned a hierarchy or a depth chart of 

players. For example, one coach said: “Who had a good week? Who had a bad week? 

And they can move up and down the depth chart” (P3). Another coach said:  

If you want to, you know, competitively, if you want to move up the ladder, 
here is what you need to do. If you play three minutes in a game, you need to 
play well. And then the next time it is four. And if you play well there, maybe 
the next time it is six. That’s how that works, right? And if you have a bad 
three minutes then it might be a couple of games until you get three minutes 
again. The situation will have to arise. So it is coaching him mentally through 
that is the biggest thing (P5). 
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2.3.5 Interaction of competitive processes 

Competitive tasks and positional competition are two distinct processes that 

differ in form, duration, consequence, and structure. However, one should refrain 

from seeing the processes as mutually exclusive. The coaches explained that a 

practice unit usually consists of multiple competitive tasks. The evaluation of 

multiple practices and games leads to decisions in positional competition. Therefore, 

positional competition and competitive tasks occur simultaneously.  

A great paradox of these two processes is that individual athletes will be 

required to cooperate in a competitive task but compete on a positional level. For 

example, in a two vs. two drill, two strikers of one team play together on one team. 

Only one of the strikers can play in the next game because of the formation chosen by 

the coach. While the athletes have to cooperate situationally, they still compete for 

playing time.  

2.3.6 Outcomes of intrateam competition 

The coaches described various outcomes of intrateam competition. These 

include: (a) collective performance, (b) selection of players, (c) cohesion, and (d) 

enjoyment. 

Collective performance. The overall enhancement of collective team 

performance is the most commonly identified outcome of intrateam competition. It is 

maximizing the performance level of each individual for the team connected to the 

competitive processes. One coach said:  

The more competitive we are with others that we have in the team, but 
remaining the respect for each, the more enjoyment we will have in the games 
because we will be fitter, we will be able to read the game faster, close down 
space quicker, maintain possession longer, create more chances and by doing 
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all those things well, it should lead to more victories or at least to have more 
opportunities for victory (P4). 
 

Therefore, the competition within the team furthers the collective performance 

level, which in turn will provide a chance to experience success against other teams.  

Selection of players. Another theme closely related to collective performance, 

is the selection of players for games. The coaches described that they are eager to 

have a consistent quality of players on their team in order to further the competition 

within their team. Many of the coaches compared their teams to other teams in their 

league. For example, one coach said:  

But UNXC (name changed) can have a more competitive practice 
environment and can have a more competitive team environment because of 
the desirability. Everyone wants to go there. They got a ton of cash so they 
can support the infrastructure in terms of scholarships and that for all those 
guys. And it’s kind of like this: Oh, you don’t like this? You are a six foot 
seven swing man? That’s fine! We got three six foot seven swing men behind 
you. The issue that we have a little bit is, as much as you can talk about a 
competitive environment and that kind of stuff (P5). 
 

In this quote, the coach describes that the quality of players in a specific 

position determines the intensity of the competition for playing time. Therefore, level 

of ability of the athletes plays a key role not only in collective performance processes 

but also in the quality of competitive processes within the team. Another coach 

described that intrateam competition helps athletes to identify whether they fit within 

the team. He said:  

And the biggest thing about intrateam competition is that you find the boat 
anchors that will keep you back. Remove the boat anchors whether I let them 
go or they go by themselves, to allow the boat to sail further down the river. 
By doing that you might get to a dock where better quality people jump on 
board because they want to continue down the river (P4). 
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Cohesion. A second outcome described by the coaches is team cohesion. 

While this might seem paradoxical (i.e., why an athlete should feel more cohesive on 

a team of athletes that want to take his/her playing time), one coach described it as 

follows:  

Yeah I mean it binds us together in a common purpose. Part of the cohesion, I 
mean there are a number of things for cohesion as a team outside of the court 
and that certainly builds it. But if you compete and compete hard against each 
other you have a shared purpose. You have a sense of purpose and when that 
carries over into wins too, then that becomes important. If the players walk off 
and they have competed and played hard, they feel good about themselves 
(P3). 
 

This quote emphasizes that competing against one another is part of elite 

teams and that intrateam competition is the gateway to challenge each other to be 

better. Therefore, an athlete needs his/her teammates to challenge him/her to be 

better.  

Enjoyment. The coaches described that athletes enjoy intrateam competition. 

The motivational response to it, was described as follows:  

’Why are you here?’ Your motivation, your true core motivation to play at this 
level. And if it is not the right fit, it just doesn’t work. Having that level of 
competitiveness and enjoying being in a competitive environment has to be a 
big part of that (P1).  
 

The quote emphasizes that athletes need to enjoy intrateam competition or 

they might not last very long as an elite player. 

2.3.7 Considerations for intrateam competition 

Conflict. Despite the positive impact of intrateam competition on multiple 

beneficial team processes, the coaches also highlighted the potential that conflict 

might arise within the team due to the behavior and/or outcome of situational 
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competition. In such cases, they usually have their roots in overly physical or unfair 

play. However, the conflicts are usually resolved rather quickly. One coach said:  

Maybe somebody knocks somebody down in practice, maybe they will be 
upset for a couple of seconds but they know it is part of the game, if 
somebody is doing something that is contrary to the rules, which doesn’t 
happen very often anyway. Nobody in our practice goes and tries to hurt 
anybody (P2). 
 

In positional competition, conflict can arise through expectation problems 

(i.e., a player does not receive the playing time that s/he thinks would be appropriate) 

and a lack of transparency of selection. For example, one coach said:  

If you go and suddenly just start creating a pile of competition and where 
people are kind of fighting each other and they’re starting to argue among 
each other and if you don’t explain that that’s okay, I think that the athlete is a 
person as well as an athlete. And if the athlete doesn’t understand that in the 
athletic environment this is okay, then this is where the problems start to come 
into the personal aspects of the team. Because now I carry that animosity or 
that anger that I have with you, you, and you into the team room and now it 
becomes a little bit of a problem, I’m going to cry to my teammate next-door 
to me who I get along well okay with, she’s my best friend or he’s my 
whatever, and now all of a sudden you get a bit of a rift going on within the 
team. And it doesn’t take very long for that to happen (P4). 
 

However, the coaches described that the team and the coaches find ways to 

deal with conflict constructively.  

 
I’m a big believer, sometimes you need the conflict to build cohesion because 
you need the bad times to appreciate the good ones. And sometimes you have 
to have or learn that talent. You know, two of our players can get upset with 
each other in practice and then have the ability when they walk in the team 
room to realize: Hey, you know what, that was on the floor and I still like that 
person, we are still teammates. We can still walk out of that door and hang 
out. You have to learn that as an athlete. You have to have that competitive 
nature to build that (P3). 
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Gender. Furthermore, the coaches suggested that female and male athletes 

respond differently to intrateam competition. Male athletes were characterized as very 

competitive and interested in individual goals rather than collective goals. They also 

deal with conflict more impulsively but do not dwell on it for a long time. On the 

contrary, female athletes are less competitive and put more emphasis on the social 

factors within a team. If conflict arises, female athletes tend to dwell on it longer and 

it might surface at a later point in time again. For example, one coach mentioned:  

We are battling in practice. There might be situations where a girl gets beat or 
something happens that she does not like and she carries that off the ice for a 
little while, whereas guys would probably just fight and be done with it… But 
at the same time if it is a positive environment then it should not be an issue. 
Our players know when we compete, we do those things to get better and they 
are encouraged to push each other to their limits (P2). 

 

Another coach said:  

One of the things with the guys have the ability to get after each other in 
practice, have a big conflict, it blows up and done. Girls tend to, again because 
of the importance of team, that becomes a little more personal, that drags out 
and you have to deal with it more. That’s why for instance we had the blow 
out, out of a game that was you know, a year of stuff building up. Whereas 
guys would have that same build up and it was like hey, that happened, right 
then, right now, it was two minutes worth I blew up that was it. Girls tend to 
just internalize that stuff more. But I would say the team concept is much 
more important to the girls and that’s what fuels a lot of the stuff they do (P3). 
 

2.4 Discussion 

The purpose of this study was the examination of competitive processes 

within interdependent sport team from a coaches’ perspective. The coaches described 

that they build a competitive environment with their teams. It includes two forms of 

competition (i.e., situational and positional). Situational competition is a practice tool 

for coaches, which they use on a regular basis with their team. Positional competition 
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is the vying for playing time between players in one position. Building on Carron et 

al.’s (2005) definition of a group process as “the dynamic interactions that are 

fundamental, integral characteristics of group involvement” (p. 264), I view this form 

of competition as an ongoing group process. Positional competition, as described by 

the coaches, is an integral process of elite sports that relies on interactions between 

players and coaches. It occurs over multiple situations and longer periods of time.  

An initial contribution of this article is the insight into how coaches create a 

competitive environment. While athletes on elite sport teams cooperate to achieve 

common goals (e.g., team success) and individual goals (e.g., performance 

enhancement), they also have to compete against each other in practice situations and 

for playing time. The competition within a team is viewed as an essential process that 

helps to improve collective performance, which in turn helps to achieve the common 

goals and ultimately individual goals, too. In other words, the individual athlete needs 

the other athlete in his/her position as a person to push them beyond their expected 

limits.  

A second contribution is the exploration of the way coaches use competitive 

situations to lead to positive (i.e., higher intensity, enjoyment, performance 

enhancement) outcomes. As this study showed the coaches set up competitive 

situations in order to prepare athletes for future competitions and to provide them 

with a realistic chance of experiencing success through matching and balancing the 

competitors’ abilities in the specific situation (e.g., drill or scrimmage). In their meta-

analysis on the effect of competition and cooperation on motor-tasks, Stanne et al. 

(1999) provided four aspects under which situational competition can be constructive: 
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(a) winning is relatively unimportant, (b) all participants have a reasonable chance to 

win, (c) there are clear rules, procedures and criteria for winning, and (d) participants 

are able to monitor each other’s progress and engage in social comparison. All of 

these aspects were visible in the data on situational competition during practice as 

well. For example, the coaches described that there is a consequence for losing a 

competitive situation, however, these included only small physical tasks (e.g., push-

ups, sprints). Furthermore, the participants pointed out that they balance the athletes’ 

abilities to give them a realistic chance of winning and they keep track and document 

results of competitive situations.  

A third contribution of this article is the process of positional competition. As 

Van Yperen (1992) suspected, positional competition occurs between players in a 

specific position. The concept of positional competition challenges theories of 

competition in sports, such as Martens’ (1975) model of competition. Martens views 

competition as a situation in which a comparison of performance occurs with 

reference to some standard and with the awareness of at least one other person. In 

contrast, the participants of this study described positional competition as an ongoing 

process that is central to elite sport teams. This comparison process is different from a 

competitive situation as it cannot be tied down to a single situation and it does not 

have a definite outcome status (i.e., a winner and a (or multiple) losers). Positional 

competition can occur between individual athletes that are forced to cooperate 

situationally. For example, two strikers that compete for the same playing time have 

to play together in a two vs. two scrimmage situation. Furthermore, in his definition 

of competition, Martens (1975) included a subjective competitive situation in which 
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the individual has the option to opt in or out of the competition. However, it is 

questionable whether an elite athlete has the same choice with positional competition. 

If we assume that the goal of an athlete is the contribution to the team’s success by 

playing against other competitors (i.e., receiving playing time) then positional 

competition is inevitable if there is more than one player per position within a team. 

Therefore, the athlete would not have the choice to drop out of the positional 

competition, if s/he still wishes to contribute to the team’s success. Obviously, the 

concept of positional competition has to be further examined and clearly defined 

before making such assumptions. However, as previous research (e.g., Evans et al., 

2013; Harwood & Beauchamp, 2008) has suggested, there is a definite need for a 

wider examination of such competitive processes within teams.  

Aside from the aforementioned theoretical contributions of this study, there 

are practical implications as well. The participants of this study underlined the 

importance of a competitive environment within their team. This was determined by 

the structure of situational and positional competition. For example, the results of this 

study showed that coaches should consider group composition (e.g., balancing the 

group’s abilities) to grant everyone a realistic chance at experiencing success. Losing 

in situational competition should never be punished severely and consequences 

should be agreed upon with the athletes. With respect to positional competition, it 

seems to be important how positional competition is structured and how the selection 

for playing time is communicated. The feedback and  transparency of these decisions 

helps athletes to gain an understanding where they stand within the group and how 

they can improve.  
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The results of this study highlight possible directions for future research. First, 

there is a definite need to examine competitive situations in a training environment 

even further. Experimental research has highlighted that factors such as group size 

(Tauer & Harackiewicz, 2004), type of task (Stanne et al., 1999), and relationship 

between competitors (Kilduff et al., 2010) have an impact on the perceptions and 

outcomes of competitive situations. However, these studies occurred under controlled 

conditions and only used small motor tasks. This might not reflect complex 

competitive situations within teams, such as scrimmages, in which the outcome is 

dependent on the collective effort. Secondly, positional competition needs to be 

defined and conceptualized as its own form of competition within a team context. The 

careful study of this phenomenon might provide some answers to a longer discussion 

how cooperation and competition can co-exist within elite sport teams. If this process 

is indeed integral to elite teams, its relation to other team processes (e.g., 

performance, cohesion) might provide more insight how coaches can further team 

success.  

Finally, this study provided a detailed insight into the coaches’ perspective of 

intrateam competition. The examination of the perceptions of athletes might further 

illuminate if situational and positional competitions are the only forms of a 

competitive team environment. It would be possible that athletes compete for formal 

roles (e.g., captaincy) or status (e.g., rookie of the year) as well. Therefore, future 

research should examine the athletes’ perspective on competitive processes within 

elite sport teams.
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CHAPTER 3: Study 2 - Athletes’ Perspectives of Positional Competition 

in Team Sport 

3.1 Introduction 

Competition is an omnipresent phenomenon. We encounter it at home, at 

work, and in our free time. However, one area in which competition occurs most 

frequently is sports (Stanne et al., 1999). Millions of participants engage in organized 

competitions (e.g., league games) on a regular basis and even more watch 

competitive games (e.g., professional sports) on television. A large body of literature 

has discussed the positive and negative effects of competition in sports. Some argue 

competition has become an obsession of Western cultures. It has led to a mentality to 

win at all costs and fostered cheating and unfair behavior (Kohn, 1989). Others have 

argued that sports can teach us valuable lessons how to deal with competition on and 

off the field (Weinberg & Gould, 2011). 

Because of its prevalence, competition has also been at the centre of attention 

of various research theories (e.g., social interdependence theory, Deutsch, 1949, 

Johnson & Johnson, 1989). In a sport context, Martens’ (1975) conceptual work has 

been most influential. He defined competition as a comparison situation in which an 

individual’s performance is compared with a standard (e.g., another individual’s 

performance) under the awareness of one other person who evaluates the comparison 

process. Martens conceptualized a model of competitive situations, which included 

four stages: (a) objective competitive situation (b) subjective competitive situation, 

(c) response, and (d) outcome. Most of the research using this model has examined 

individual dispositions towards competitive situations. For example, Martens et al. 
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(1990) examined the perception of competition-induced stress (i.e., competitive state 

and trait anxiety) in sports. Gill & Deeter (1988) studied competitiveness (i.e., 

achievement motivation specific to competitive situations). However, there is a lack 

of conceptual work that examines situational differences of competition in sport. 

However, there is evidence from other research areas (e.g., social psychology) that 

situational factors are important when examining competition. For example, Stanne 

et al. (1999) showed that the structure of the situation (e.g., the presence and 

acceptance of rules, the perceived chance of winning, the ability to monitor one’s 

progress) has an impact on an individual’s performance under competitive 

conditions. Moreover, the relationship (e.g., friendships) between competitors may 

also have an impact on the perception of competition as well (Harenberg et al., 2013; 

Kilduff et al., 2010). 

Competition in sport occurs in different contexts and results in different forms 

of engagement. Chelladurai (2012) distinguishes between the egalitarian sports and 

elite sports. Egalitarian sports involve the pursuit of pleasure (i.e., the participation 

in the sport for its own sake). The reason for participation is the pleasure derived 

from the activity. Egalitarian sport allows participation regardless of ability level.  

In contrast, elite sport follows the pursuit of excellence. Individuals focus on 

maximizing their abilities to reach the top level of their sport. It is an exclusive 

process; only selected individuals are permitted to join elite teams. Chelladurai 

(2012) described elite sports as serious business, requiring dedication, sacrifice, and 

intensity. It involves deliberate practice and progressively challenging competition.  
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A major difference between egalitarian and elite sport is that in the latter, 

competition occurs not only between teams, but also within teams. Given the 

selective nature of elite sports, its athletes compete the opportunity to contribute to 

the team’s success in events (e.g., games, meets, etc.). This intrateam competition 

presents a paradox; elite athletes must cooperate to achieve success as a group while 

competing with teammates for the opportunity to contribute to the group’s success 

during a game (i.e., playing time).  

Harenberg (2014a) examined this phenomenon from a coaches’ perspective. 

They reported two different processes: situational competition and positional 

competition. Situational competition involves competitive tasks that take place in 

practice context (e.g., two vs. two, three vs. three, etc.). Positional competition is the 

process of two or more teammates competing for playing time.  

While the author notes that these processes are orthogonal in nature, there are 

several factors that distinguish positional competition from situational competition. 

First, positional competition occurs between athletes who play in the same position 

(Van Yperen, 1992). For example, in soccer a defender and a striker will not compete 

for the same spot on the starting roster. Should the coach decide to move the 

defender to striker, the two might compete for the same spot (if only one spot is 

available).  

Second, positional competition is a process, that occurs over multiple 

competitive situations. For example, when two quarterbacks compete to play in an 

upcoming game, who will get playing status will be determined over multiple 

practices and a multitude of competitive situations. This challenges Martens’ (1975) 
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definition of competition as a situational construct. While Martens (1975) did not 

explain what “situational” entails, it suggests having a particular start and end point. 

This might be a score to reach (e.g., sets in volleyball or tennis), a set of procedures 

to complete (e.g., innings in baseball), or a defined time (e.g., 90 minutes in soccer, 

60 minutes in hockey or football). Positional competition lasts longer than a set time 

frame; it tends to be ongoing. 

Third, positional competition may require athletes competing for playing time 

to cooperate situationally. For example, two strikers play on the same “team” during 

a practice scrimmage. For that period of time, they are cooperating. Yet, competition 

for who is going start the next match continues before, during, and after the 

scrimmage. This shows that situational competition and positional competition are 

not mutually exclusive and one does not require the other to be present to compete 

for a position. This is particularly apparent when we consider positional competition 

for national teams. If two strikers are playing for teams in different countries, they 

might not even get the chance to compete against each other regularly at a situational 

level. However, their performances will be compared if they are competing for a spot 

on a national team. If they play for the same club team, they must cooperate to reach 

collective goals for the club but compete for playing time on the national team. 

Harenberg (2014a) suggests positional competition is the on-going/underlying 

process of teammates vying for the playing time in a particular position. Coaches try 

to foster positional competition to ensure that athletes maintain and/or enhance their 

performance level. As a result, the best players contribute to the collective 

performance. Chelladurai (2012) already suspected that coaches of elite teams foster 
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competition among athletes and encourage each other to compare themselves to those 

who are competing for the same playing spot. Harenberg (2014a) confirmed this.  

Despite the initial evidence, we are only beginning to understand the 

complexity of positional competition. To gain a deeper appreciation of this on-

going/underlying phenomenon, it must be examined from an athletes’ perspective. 

The purpose of this study is threefold: (a) to confirm the existence of positional 

competition from an athletes’ perspective, (b) to explore processes that make up 

positional competition, and (c) to investigate the factors that might influence, or are 

influenced by, positional competition. 

3.2 Methods 

3.2.1 Participants 

Team sport coaches from a mid-western Canadian university were contacted 

and asked for permission to contact his/her athletes for participation in the study. To 

gain a purposeful sample, the coaches were asked to provide the names of two or 

three athletes who differed in age, playing experience, playing status, and position. In 

total, sixteen athletes participated (11 female, age range: 18-25, M = 20.38, SD = 

2.13). All athletes competed in Canadian Interscholastic Sports (CIS) and were 

between their first and fifth years of completion (M = 3.00, SD = 1.75). The athletes 

were members of the volleyball, basketball, ice hockey, football, volleyball, or soccer 

team. Fifteen athletes grew up playing their sport in Western Canada, while two 

athletes came from countries outside of Canada.   

3.2.2 Procedure  
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The study was approved from the relevant research ethics board. Players were 

contacted via phone or email and invited to participate. All contacted individuals 

agreed to participate and interviews were scheduled at a convenient time. Following, 

the participants received a confirmation email with the exact time and date. For 

preparation purposes, the interview guide was attached to the email. Before the 

interview began, the participant and the researcher signed the consent form, which 

clarified the voluntary nature of the study. Participants could withdraw from the 

study at any point in time without consequence. Furthermore, it was emphasized that 

personal information would be held in confidence. Interviews were recorded and 

transcribed verbatim.  

3.2.3 Interview guide 

An interview guide was created (see appendix F) based on previous research 

(Harenberg, 2014a). The interviews were semi-structured in nature. The provided 

questions were used to guide the conversation, yet elements of discussion were 

allowed. The guide consisted of five sections (i.e., introduction, nature of 

competition, perception of competition within a team, structure of competition within 

a team, and outcomes of competition within a team). To test the effectiveness of the 

interview guide, two interviews with graduated athletes were conducted. After the 

completion of the interview the athletes were asked to comment on the questions and 

the structure of the guide. Both athletes expressed agreement with the questions and 

structure. 

3.2.4 Data analyses 
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The sixteen interviews varied in length. The shortest was 32 minutes while 

the longest interview was 87 minutes (M = 56.63, SD = 17.06). The recordings were 

transcribed verbatim and captured on 265 single spaced pages. Before the data were 

analyzed, the transcript of the interview was sent to the athlete for potential revisions 

and transcript approval. All athletes approved their transcripts without any suggested 

changes. Next, an inductive analysis was conducted, which followed three steps: 

First, the researcher familiarized himself with the data and organized it into 

meaningful units. To create initial codes, a qualitative software program (i.e., atlas.ti) 

was used. The codes were then grouped into meaningful themes. Secondly, each 

theme was described in its meaning and structure. When themes were overlapping or 

related, they were grouped together into lower-order themes. Lastly, the lower-order 

themes were grouped into higher-order themes (Creswell, 2006). The analysis was 

mainly inductive in nature. It should be noted that the researcher can never exclude 

the influence of previous research and/or the effect of reading related literature. 

However, Gibbs et al. (2007) noted that this is not uncommon for qualitative 

research. Quite often, qualitative analysis is guided by ideas and concepts that have 

been pre-existing to the actual study. 

3.2.5 Trustworthiness  

Following Tracy (2010) and Biddle et al. (2001), this study included three 

different methods chosen to help establish credibility. First, to check for the accuracy 

of the analysis, the results of the study (i.e., the codes, meaningful units, lower-order 

themes, and higher order themes) were presented to an experienced qualitative 

researcher, who had not been involved in the data collection. No changes were 
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suggested. Second, the analysis was presented to the participating athletes for 

feedback. They were provided with the theme structure (i.e., lower and higher-order 

themes) along with a detailed description for each higher and lower order theme. 

Again, no changes were suggested. Finally, the results were presented to three group 

dynamics experts as part of peer debriefing. Each expert was given access to the 

codes and the thematic structure. No changes were suggested.  

3.3 Results 

The results of this study are presented in four stages. First, a general overview 

of how athletes defined positional competition is provided. Second, influencing 

factors to positional competition are discussed. Specifically, inputs of the athlete, the 

team, and the coach are explored. The third stage explores the processes of positional 

competition. They are organized in performance-related or information-related 

processes. The final stage notes the outcomes of positional competition. The 

hierarchical thematic structure is summarized in Figure 2. 

3.3.1 Definition of positional competition  

Each athlete confirmed that positional competition takes place within a team. 

For example, one athlete noted:  

I need to be a better shooter because the guy behind me is a better shooter. 
We are fighting for the same position and if I don’t compete, you know, he 
doesn’t have to be in front of me to compete. But if I am not going to find a 
way to get better, I am going to lose my spot. And that is when competing 
comes around. Sometimes, people take competition like “You win, I lose”. 
That is not always competition. Me competing with Brad (name changed), we 
both play point guards. Me competing with him is not to make him worse. It 
is for me to get better. If he is trying to defend his hardest to defend me, then 
I am going to try my hardest to defend him to make him a better player and 
vice versa. As far as competition in the team, there is competition all the time 
(P1). 
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Figure 2. Summary of the findings of athletes’ perceptions of positional competition. 
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From a conceptual perspective, this particular athlete confirms that positional 

competition takes place between athletes in the same position and that this 

competition is necessary to acquire playing time. Second, the athlete sees this 

competition not having a particular and finite outcome (i.e., win or lose) but an 

ongoing process intended to be mutually beneficial (i.e., improve performance). 

Third, since there is no definitive outcome and this form of competition is ongoing, it 

is a phenomenon that is omni-present and never ending. This is apparent in the 

following quote: 

But if you are competing to be a starter, like, for myself, competing against 
Kennedy I don’t think there is a clear-cut winner each time. One game I 
would start and I think I beat her this time and next time she will start and she 
beat me. It is just a constant rotation. You never really have a clear-cut starter 
and that’s it. There is always a competition every day. You never know if 
your spot is for sure one hundred percent thing. You need to compete to earn 
it basically against somebody else. It is not like a real clear-cut winner like in 
a team against team and it is one-nothing or two-nothing or if you tie then you 
are tied (P2). 
 

This athlete also contrasts positional competition to competition between 

teams and emphasized that even when she wins a spot on the roster for a game, this 

outcome is never as solidified or final. Playing time and starting roles are never 

absolute or guaranteed beyond the present.  

Finally, athletes noted the centrality of the coach in this process since s/he 

evaluates each athlete and determines who received playing time or starting status. 

One athlete said: “He is the one who is making the roster of the team ready. So we 

basically want to show him what we are capable of in order to play (P3).” 

In summary, from the athletes’ perspective positional competition is a process 

that (a) occurs between players in one position, (b) is necessary (i.e., all athletes want 
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playing time or starting status), (c) is always present, and (d) happens under the 

awareness of the coach. 

3.3.2 Inputs of positional competition 

The inputs of positional competition describe those elements that lead to or 

determine the competition for playing time in a position. The findings are organized 

into higher-order themes, which suggest there are three types of inputs: (a) 

individual, (b) team, and (c) coaching.  

3.4.2.1 Individual inputs. This higher order theme summarizes an 

individual’s contribution to positional competition. Specifically, three lower order 

themes were found: competitiveness, expectation, and goal setting. 

Competitiveness. Competitiveness refers to the individual’s motivational 

response to competition for playing time. Specifically, it refers to positively 

embracing competition as a necessary process. One athlete described this response as 

integral to being an athlete: “Yes, I don’t think you can be an athlete unless you are 

competitive (P4).” Another described it as a source of enjoyment and reason for 

engagement in elite sport: “What I enjoy is I am a very competitive person so I like 

playing high level sports (P5)”. In the context of positional competition, embracing 

competition for playing time was described as motivating. It is instilled in the 

athletes rather than influenced by others (e.g., coaches). As one athlete said:  

Your coach can still yell at you and make you run and work you as hard as 
they can but it’s not the same, because you can still work hard but it’s not the 
same hard work as knowing that someone can take your spot and that kind of 
drives every athlete I think, especially in our league in this level that you’re 
here to play. Nobody wants to come here and play on a team and not play 
(P6). 
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Expectation. Expectation was another theme influenced by the experience(s) 

of the player. One first-year athlete said:  

I mean if I don’t see the court at all I might feel a little less confident, upset, 
I’m not going to lie I’ll be a little upset if I don’t see any playing time. But I 
don’t expect to play a lot because I know that there are more experienced 
players and more skilled players than I am right now coming as a first year. 
But in a way it kind of motivates me to compete more in practice, to be better 
because I want to play (P7).  
Veteran players had different expectations:  

I hate sitting on the bench, I don’t even know how to sit on the bench 
anymore. (…) I kind of get a little bit angry because I am that competitive 
person. I am just like: No, I should be out there and I want to be out there 
(P8).  
 

The quotes reveal that with seniority and perceived skill level/ability, 

individual athletes develop a sense of how much s/he deserves or should play. 

Generally, expectations are low to begin with, largely because athletes are adjusting 

to the level of play. As understanding and peer comparisons develop over time, 

expectations regarding playing time, and the desire for it, increase.  

Goal setting. The third input factor is goal setting, the process of setting 

individual standards of performance for a specific time frame. For example, one 

athlete said:  

Ok, these are my goals for the practice. I am going to go out there and do my 
best in the scrimmage. I am going to push my teammates to do their best. I am 
going to hopefully push myself harder than somebody who is also in the same 
position as me in practice (P9).  
 

The standard goals may be set by the individual athletes, but are influenced 

by the coaches as well. As one athlete described it:  

I find that this standard is always going to be there because our coaches are 
essentially perfectionists. They set the standard incredibly high. You run a 
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route and your route is a yard short, they will tell you and they will say: Hey 
make sure you run that route 15 not 14 (P10). 
 

The performance standards or goals may be short term (e.g., specific practice) 

or long term (e.g., for a season) and provide a reference point that illustrates growth 

or improvement, particularly with reference to other players. 

3.3.2.2 Team inputs. 

Norms. The primary input was summarized in a single theme: team norms. It 

describes behavioral standards regarding appropriate reactions to positional 

competition. Many athletes described it as a “Las Vegas mentality” (i.e., “what 

happens on the court stays on the court”). One observed:  

You don’t want to make things worse because if you’re losing on the field 
then you’re not playing and you get off the field and you’re angry and you’re 
mad at your teammates, no one’s going to like you, you’re not going to 
succeed on the field, you’re not going to succeed off the field and it’s no fun 
to be on the team then. You have to kind of swallow your pride in a way and 
just be like well I’m not on the field and I’m with my friends, I’m with you, 
even though I’m competing with you as hard as I can I want to play. You 
have to have a different mentality as I’m not trying to beat you as a person 
I’m trying to beat you because I want to play this sport and I want to be a 
starter. And then off the field when we’re friends, we’re hanging out, you 
kind of put that on pause and we’re friends, and you go into friend mode 
instead of competition mode (P6). 
 

Note the emotional attachment of each individual athlete to the team, 

regardless whether they are playing or not. The normative expectations regarding 

friendship and camaraderie within the group illustrate the norms that suggest one to 

bury the frustration for the good of the group.  

3.3.2.3 Coaching inputs. Two coaching inputs emerged: (a) position and (b) 

recruitment. 
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Position. Position refers to the coach determining position and the specific 

role of each player2. An elite team will have several individuals assigned to a 

particular position, each with similar performance expectations and roles and 

therefore competing for playing time. As one athlete observed:  

This is your role! If you do your role and you do it really well you are going 
to see lots of icetime. If you are not doing your role and you are kind of do 
other things then she is going to be like: What are you doing? That is not what 
I want you to do (P8). 
 
Athletes also reported that their coaches point out which players an athlete is 

competing against. “When I have my meetings, he will say: You and somebody else 

fight for a position right now (P2).” It is worth noting that the assignment of a 

particular position is usually permanent and less sporadic. Once a coach assigns a 

player a position, the athlete usually remains in this position over a longer period of 

time (e.g., a season, a career). However, there are also examples, when a player is 

asked/told to switch positions and as a consequence competes with a different group 

of players for playing time.  

Recruitment. The second coaching input is the recruitment of new players to 

the team. These players are recruited to play in a specific position, therefore, add to 

the group of those competing for playing time for that position. While coaches see 

new players as important to maintain or increase performance levels in the future, the 

recruits are usually viewed as unknown competitors by existing team members. One 

athlete said: 

We need them on the team, they are here and they are the hungry little kids 
coming in. They want a spot and prove their point. They also help to push that 

                                                        
2 It is important to distinguish between position and role in this context. Position refers to the actual 
location on the field where an athlete is playing (e.g., right wing). Role refers to a set of expected 
(social and task-related) behaviors for the player in the specific location.  
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competition right from the start. They don’t even know some of these players. 
They know some of us but they come in and push that competition and it is 
the same for athletes that are older. They are seeing a rookie coming, we are 
going to compete harder and step it up because I don’t want to have my spot 
taking over by a rookie. That doesn’t look good on you and it looks good on 
them. There is an automatic competition right there (P2).  
 

The effect of this input is to constantly push existing players to elevate their 

own game.  

 

3.3.3 Processes of positional competition 

The processes of positional competition consist of two thematic groups: (a) 

performance-related and, (b) information-related processes.  

3.3.3.1 Performance-related processes. Performance-related processes 

include two lower-order themes: (a) pushing each other and (b) development of one’s 

own abilities. 

Pushing each other. The first performance-related process is pushing each 

other. This refers to the perception that the performance of a positional competitor 

causes a player to seek to increase his/her performance. This response acts as a 

feedback loop to the positional competitor who, in turn, works to increase his/her 

own performance. This cycle is never ending. For example, one athlete said:  

But it would just be that same competitive nature, you know, where if she 
made that save, I am going to make that save even better. Or if she passed a 
ball out here I am going to do but better, you know. It pushes you. It pushed 
me, I guess, because I knew that she was ‘game-ranks’ in the coach’s eyes 
(P5). 
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The athlete describes how she evaluates the performance of her competitor 

and tries to surpass this performance. The mutual attempt to surpass each other helps 

both athletes to improve their performance.  

In fact, this particular process is seen as desirable by athletes as a mechanism 

for increasing their own performance and a motivating force. One athlete described it 

as follows:  

I think it would be better if there is somebody there to push you. I think you 
need that. Yes, you can be self-reliant and do your things on your own. You 
can do a lot on your own but you can do a lot more with somebody else that 
has the same goal as you and just wants to do just as well as you (P11). 
 

This process of pushing one another is in the athletes’ mutual interest; forcing 

each other to perform at a higher level. This also has the effect of improving the 

team’s performance. One participant noted:  

You go out in practice and you are pushing each other, you are competing 
against each other. You are always raising the expectations but then you are 
able to go out in a game and play as a unit and support each other and feed off 
each other (P9).  
 

Development of one’s own abilities. The second performance-related theme 

is the development of one’s abilities. It describes the athlete’s perception that his/her 

abilities are increasing because of this competition. The theme includes two sub-

elements: (a) improvement and (b) learning. 

Improvement. Improvement is characterized by an increase in one’s skills and 

tactical awareness. The competition for playing time facilitates this improvement. It 

functions as a form of motivation in that the other competitors provide a comparison 

point. One participant described as follows:  
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That is my main drive to play basketball right now. It is just that whole drive 
to get better. You look at your numbers and you look at your stats and you 
look at your teammates and it seems to me that for most athletes you look 
beside you and you see that this person is better than you in this and it clicks 
and that needs to be me. I want to be better. It is just the drive from inside that 
pushes you through everything and all you want to do is getting better (P12). 
Another athlete noted:  

Yeah, it forces you to improve. If you don’t keep improving then you are not 
a starter on the team. The competition forces you to improve. Not drastic 
improvement by any means but little things, like you can cross it with your 
left foot all of a sudden because you have to now because somebody else can 
and now you got to compete against them. So you work on that so you get 
that specific goal and keep competing (P2). 
 

While competition has the effect of determining playing time, these athletes 

highlight its constructive nature. It elevates individual goals, which leads to greater 

effort and focus in the area of self-improvement. 

Learning. Learning summarizes an athlete’s perceptions that s/he can learn 

through those s/he is competing with. This learning typically occurs between players 

who have recently been added to the team (i.e., recruits or transfers) and those 

already on the roster. For example:  

As an athlete, it (competition) occurs in everything I think. Once you are in 
that locker room, everybody is watching what you are doing especially if you 
are one of the better players. You see the younger guys watch what you are 
doing. They think: This guy got this position. How am I going to do that? I 
mean that is the start of the more intelligent guys would do. Some of the guys 
on the team don’t grasp it at all and that’s why they struggle. You have to 
learn how to be successful and competitive (P11).  
 

The quote emphasizes that at least some athletes look to successful teammates 

as examples and try to emulate from their behavior in an effort to take their spot. 

Another athlete also noted that learning is a two-directional or reciprocal process:  
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For example this year we have a lot of good recruits that came and I see 
things that maybe I’m not the same at as them technically or tactically - 
maybe they’re smarter. And I see it as well they’re pushing me and obviously 
I need to either learn a way to become the same or if not better. I need to learn 
how to develop my game. And the competition that I see within the team and 
practicing ends up expanding my toolbox, that’s what our coach always says, 
of all the different tools that I have to play (P13). 
 

In addition to this mutual learning process, when the players observe or 

monitor each other, athletes also indicated that deliberate mentoring between athletes 

takes place. For example, one athlete said:  

So as far as competition with a younger guy, it is coaching. You got to get 
him ready. In my first year, there was a fifth year guard. He taught me 
everything he knew. I competed every day and tried to take away his spot but 
I just wasn’t ready. But every day he taught me something new. So as a 
rookie, it is being able to take everything as a learning experience and not as 
‘You suck! This is what you did wrong!’. You have to be able to take 
everything as a learning experience and as an older player you have to be able 
to lead by example (P1). 
 

Athletes learn how to compete and perform beyond their abilities by learning 

from those more experienced teammates. This illustrates a paradox of elite sport. 

Why would an athlete help another who wants to take his/her spot? One athlete 

provided the following response:  

It is just part of being on the team. If I heard: ‘Oh should I pass the ball up 
forward?’ and I know that the answer is no. I would not tell her: ‘Yeah, pass 
the ball forward!’ I am not going to try and trick her. Of course I am going to 
do whatever makes the team better and I would probably say it. The point is 
not that you are going to start before me if you start doing this, I don’t want 
you to take my spot. But that is it what it ultimately comes down to and they 
know right from the start and the coach makes it clear that they have to work 
hard and we are going to help them. They are here to play and we will help 
them to play good. And if that means that we need to help them and teach 
them, yeah, we are going to do it. I mean I am loosening up my spot a bit but 
we are going to have the strongest battle on the team when you make them 
better. But that just makes me compete even harder at the same time because I 
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want to prove myself so I don’t lose that spot but I still want to bring them up 
so they become good competition too against myself (P2). 
 

3.3.3.2 Information-related processes. The athletes reported that there are 

three different sources of information that provide feedback about their abilities: (a) 

information that an athlete acquires by self-evaluation, (b) information from 

teammates, and (c) information from the coach.  

Self-Evaluation. There are two lower order themes associated with self-

evaluation: self-awareness and responsibility.  

Self-Awareness. Self-awareness is one’s perception about one’s own 

capabilities while competing against teammates. For example, one athlete, discussing 

the skills of a player, who plays ahead of her, indicated:  

Like it can be intimidating at times just because of how good she is and her 
competitive nature too. I know that that can only get me better though 
because there’s not that many people in our conference or the country that 
play like she does. So even if I can stop her on defence once, or even if I go 
past her once, that tells you that you could almost go by anyone, or you can 
defend almost anyone (P14).  
 

The athlete describes that she gained information about her capabilities by 

comparing herself to other (more experienced) players. However, the athlete 

compares herself to an exceptionally talented teammate, who is superior in her 

abilities to many athletes from other teams. Therefore, she can also gain information 

about her potential abilities in comparison to players outside of her team. 

Responsibility. Through the self-evaluation and comparison to others, the 

athletes are becoming responsible for understanding what is expected when 
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competing with other players on the team. Specifically, the necessary intensity and 

effort to the competition is the duty of each athlete. As one participant described:  

If you are trying to hit your friend and score a point but in a sense it still is 
because that is your best friend right there and you want him to be the best he 
can be. And as a teammate I think it is my responsibility to do everything I 
can to make myself and my teammates better (P12).  
 

Another athlete described members of the team who struggled with this much 

responsibility:  

What I can think of is that the competition overwhelms them. There have 
been lots of guys over the past three years that I have been there and 
competition overwhelmed them, they couldn’t cope and they quit. And they 
just didn’t have the ability to compete. They just couldn’t do it and that really 
I think they didn’t understand that you have to compete within the team. You 
have to compete to be friends. You have to prove to them that you are worthy 
to be their friend. There is also that aspect and we didn’t really talk about it. 
You have to be willing to prove to them that you want to be a member of the 
team. You want to be that. You want to idealize and this is what you want to 
be (P11). 
 

Feedback from teammates. The next source of information for athletes 

comes from the communication they share with teammates. One athlete said:  

I am just talking to the girls I am closer with. But we will say: Maybe next 
time try this during a game or if you would do this maybe we could 
communicate better and connect balls better. So we do talk and try to critique 
each other in a constructive way how we can fix things. And we also tell each 
other what we do good as well. Sometimes I don’t realize if I have done 
something good and hearing it from another player kind of reassures me of 
where I am. So it is a good way to talk to other players (P2). 
 

One aspect that this is certainly showing is that one shares information with 

players one is friends with. However, this sort of information sharing can also occur 

with those players playing in a particular position or role:  
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And try to make each other better pretty much. After every play we will walk 
back and I will talk to the other quarterbacks. And he would say: What did 
you see? Did I read that right? And you go like: Yeah, or you could have 
done this and this. So we are trying to help each other out (P10).  
 
However, not all players are willing to share information with competitors. 

As one noted:  

I would never discuss that with that person. You kind of keep it to yourself. 
Some players are more open about it than others but I think it is not 
appropriate and not necessary to go up to that player. They obviously deserve 
to play and they have shown it and you don’t want to make a big deal out of it 
I guess. If anything you should talk to the coaches and figure what you need 
to do to get better instead of making a dramatic scene with the team (P3). 
 
Feedback from the coach(es). The last information source is the coach. Four 

lower-order (i.e., evaluation, selection, and communication) themes describe the 

different forms of information the athlete derives from the coach.  

Evaluation. The first theme, titled evaluation, refers to the fact that the coach 

is constantly assessing the athletes’ performance. Coaches evaluate the different 

skill-sets of a player. One athlete said:  

Well, I think the best evaluation is kind of mildly objective because it is not 
up to you how many minutes you get but there are stats and that is the best 
evaluation. The better stats you have probably the better player you are. But 
at the same time there are players who play a lot but not only based on their 
stats but based on their defensive performance. There are players who can 
shut other players down and go hard defensively. So there are honestly so 
many different areas that are appreciated by the coach. It is just about finding 
the best in players and taking it to the best level. Maximizing the potential of 
what they are able to do. So you cannot evaluate every single player on let’s 
say how many points they got each game because that would not be fair at all. 
There are players taking more shots, there are players that don’t take many 
shots because everyone does a different thing on the court. So, let’s say stats 
are a good evaluation and evaluating system but what else in evaluating 
players (P15). 
 



STUDY 2 – ATHLETES PERSPECTIVES 

 71 

Certainly, the complexity of evaluation process used by the coach is evident 

to his/her athletes. Moreover, coaches make use of quantifiable (i.e., statistics) and 

non-quantifiable (i.e., defensive skills) information. Specifically, coaches tend to 

collect statistics and re-examine game data in an effort to evaluate performance 

effectively. This information will typically be conveyed to athletes in some way (e.g., 

during game film sessions, etc.).  

Selection. This evaluation of a player leads to the selection of which players 

will play, be a substitute, or not play at all. This is another source of feedback to the 

athlete where s/he stands in comparison to others. Most of the athletes described this 

as a stressful way to gain information. For example, one athlete said:  

For myself I think I find it stressful when or get more stressed out when the 
coach is telling the line after you are in anticipation to find out if you 
performed well or not. And if you don’t do well that is when I feel I get 
stressed out because I think: Oh crap, I didn’t do what I needed to do to get 
that starting position or get to my goals. That is where I feel most stressed, 
hearing that lineup and finding out, who is travelling or not. That is where 
you find out if you really succeeded when you are competing or not (P2).  

 
Athletes derive information about their performances with reference to the 

other players in their position from being selected to play. In addition, some coaches 

intentionally avoid giving the athletes information for playing time in advance or 

deliberately do not make a decision regarding starting rotations. One athlete 

described it this way: “It is just a constant rotation. You never really have a clear-cut 

starter and that’s it. There is always a competition every day. You never know if your 

spot is a for sure, 100% thing (P2).” This “not-knowing” works to keep the athletes 

competing as hard as they can. However, it may be stressful for the athlete as s/he 
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never knows whether his/her performance was good enough to make the starting 

roster. 

Communication. The third theme is the communication. This refers to the 

feedback loop between an athlete and his/her respective coach(es). One athlete 

described it as follows:  

I think feedback is really important if you are in a position where you have 
maybe five middles on a team and you know, one has a lot of experience and 
a third year and three first years. And the first years are fighting against each 
other trying to get that next other starting spot. There is only going to be one 
that is going to be one who is going to be on the line-up and I think the coach, 
no matter who they pick for the line-up, I think they have to give a lot of 
feedback to the others in order to keep that competition between the three 
constructive. Because, even if my number is not on the line-up and I feel like 
I have been working my butt off trying to be better than the other one and 
earn that starting spot, if I don’t hear anything back from the coach and I just 
see number seven is on there, I guess I have not met my goals or I haven’t 
been able to earn that spot. If the coach would come back to me and say: I 
recognize that you have worked hard on this and you have improved in this 
area. But, maybe your physical testing results weren’t as high as the other 
person’s, or maybe, I am putting this person in because the situation with the 
other team which got players that are seven feet tall and I need a player who 
got longer arms to be able to help on the court. That I can turn as an athlete 
into an: OK, I am improving. I have been working hard and this competition 
between us three first years is good because it is forcing me to try and keep up 
with the others but also in areas where I am weaker than another one it is 
teaching me to compensate maybe in that area (P9). 

 
The conversations/feedback loop between the coach and the athlete serves 

three purposes: (a) the coach identifies potential areas of improvement, (b) the coach 

points out where improvement has occurred, and (c) the coach draws comparisons to 

other athletes competing for that specific position/role. The previous quote illustrates 

that these conversations serve to increase the motivation and work effort, regardless 

of assigned playing time. One athlete noted:  

I think our coach helps to fuel the competition in the sense that he creates… 
not rivalries but… I mean because there is so much depth in the team that he 
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can be like: You know what, she is really gunning for your spot. So pick it 
up! I don’t think he does it to play mind-games which I think some of the 
girls think that is what his motive is. But to me he does that to try to push you, 
try to inspire you, try to motivate you to play to your potential or make you 
realize just because I am a fifth year I am not going to start (P5). 

 

3.3.4 Outcomes of positional competition 

Based on the interviews, there are two basic outcomes associated with 

positional competition. Each has several lower order themes. The athletes reported 

that there are several outcomes of positional competition.  

3.3.4.1 Individual outcomes. There are three the individual outcomes: (a) 

performance, (b) challenge, and (c) frustration. 

Performance. The first individual outcome of positional competition is 

increased performance. Ultimately, this will aid the team for competitions against 

other teams (i.e., interteam competition). As one athlete said:  

If you’re not getting pushed on your team then the other team is just going to 
crush you. So I don’t think that you’re going to get better as fast at least if you 
don’t have someone on your side pushing you, because then the other team is 
pushing you the other direction and you’re just going back. I need to become 
a better player and that’s how it’s going to be done, is by getting the positive 
competition (P13). 

 
Challenge. Furthermore, athletes reported enjoyment from being challenged 

by the competition for their position. As one athlete described:  

[At first] if you are ... at an advantage over the others, you are going ... to feel 
better and my confidence is super high and I am happy that I am getting 
playing time. I am better than these guys but it doesn’t have the same reward 
as saying: I am the underdog, but I have set my mind to doing this and I have 
accepted the challenge and now I have come out on top. Wow does that feels 
incredible (P9)! 
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Note that positive affect comes from being in a starting role as well as 

working oneself into such a role.   

Frustration. Frustration may also be an outcome of positional competition. 

One athlete said:  

It is frustrating but I almost expected in a way being a first year athlete but 
then I kept questioning: Ok, other rookies have been playing. What do I have 
to do? What did they do what I didn’t do? So I started comparing it that way. 
That was definitely a wake-up call and it was immediately time to step it up a 
little bit. Yeah, that side, you don’t want to be on that side, it is no fun (P3). 
 

This frustration stems, in part, from the lack of feedback between the coach 

and the athlete; as well as having expectations disconfirmed (i.e., rookies don’t play). 

This outcome is not limited to first year players. For example, one athlete said:  

Honestly, from my personal experience it is very discouraging and 
demotivating. You lose your motivation. In your head, you are thinking: How 
long am I going to go for it until I get a chance?. That was me at UCGH 
(name changed). That is why I quit. That was playing pro too. It seems like an 
endless tunnel where you don’t see the bright light that is going to tell you: 
‘Oh, in a month from now I am going to be the same level’. But you never 
know. You can’t tell that you are going to be better than anyone else but it is 
about a mindset again. And as soon as you realize that it really doesn’t matter 
where you are right now but where you may be in the future by competing 
hard the better for you (P15).  
 

The frustration may result in turnover (i.e., quitting) if there are no 

perceptions of progress present. However, the frustration may also be used to 

refocus, set new goals, or even expectations regarding a reasonable time frame for 

the opportunity for playing time to arise.   

3.3.4.2 Team outcomes. Three possible team level outcomes emerged from 

the data: (a) collective performance, (b) conflict, and (c) cohesion. 
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Collective performance. Collective performance summarizes the perception 

that positional competition may lead to an increase in the overall performance of the 

team. Competing against each other brings out an athlete’s best performance. The 

player who is selected to start/play will bring her best performance for the team 

(since it is in the self-interest to maintain that role) and this makes the team stronger. 

As one athlete noted:  

If she and I are going against each other and we are both trying to be stronger 
and faster and work on our skill set, which will make the team more 
competitive, that is a good thing. Without that inner competition on the team 
we wouldn’t build and we wouldn’t get better at all. It is good to have that 
(P3).  
 

Again, this perception of competition is positive in nature and shows that it 

can be constructive.  

Conflict. However, another possible team level outcome is conflict. This 

theme refers to athletes taking out their won frustration on teammates. For example, 

one athlete said:  

I think in some cases it can lead to frustration or when too much of the 
emotions get involved with it, it can have the negative side where maybe the 
person that hasn’t come out on top in a certain competition can become 
discouraged or thinking: Why should I even try? Or that person is such a jerk 
for always beating me. And I think if you are not careful about using the 
emotions in a constructive manner instead of letting them make you not 
focusing on skills and execution it can lead to negativity (P9). 
 

Such conflict has the potential to negatively affect team functioning. If a 

player stops trying to push other players on his/her team, it may result in teammates 

in the same position to not improve as quickly since some of the pressure to do so has 
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disappeared. Furthermore, the negativity may facilitate personal disputes. One athlete 

said:  

But off the ice you don’t want competition to get so great or so high that it 
becomes negative so that you are on the ice and you are like: Well, now she 
has won the game so now I am mad at her. And now we are feuding and now 
there is a conflict that breaks into the whole team. And then it is just going to 
spread (P8). 
 

The conflict between two competitors has the potential to impact the entire 

team. To avoid this outcome, anger should be directed at the lack of consistency in 

performance or the decision maker (i.e., the coach) rather than the teammate. 

Cohesion. The third theme, cohesion, describes how athletes are able to 

separate competition and social life in order to prevent conflict and work to maintain 

to be a cohesive group. For this to happen, one athlete described the necessary 

separation between positional competition and the team’s social life in a team. She 

said:  

It certainly does contradict but you have to find that balance and separate the 
competition and your real life, because, at the end of the day we are just 
people who meet in the team room and hang out and go for lunch together. 
And that part when we go to the locker room and we change and we get on 
the court and we compete is a totally different setting. You have to find the 
separation between those two things (P15).  
 

The emotional attachment to the team and the cohesiveness within the team is 

of great importance to most athletes. One athlete said:  

But these people are my friends and I consider them like family, like you’re 
always around each other and we’re kind of a small family that you have to 
put stuff aside. I think it is almost like… I don’t know what to compare it to 
but you don’t want to make things worse because if you’re losing on the field 
then you’re not playing and you get off the field and you’re angry and you’re 
mad at your teammates, no one is going to like you, you’re not going to 
succeed on the field, you’re not going to succeed off the field and it’s no fun 
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to be on the same team then. You have to kind of swallow your pride in a way 
and just be like, well I am not on the field and I am with my friends. I am 
with you, even though I am competing with you as hard as I can, I want to 
play. You have to have a different mentality. I am not trying to beat you as a 
person, I am trying to beat you because I want to play in this sport and I want 
to be a starter. And off the field when we’re friends, when we’re hanging out, 
you kind of put that on pause. We’re friends, and you go into friend mode 
instead of competition mode (P6).  
 

There is this delicate balance that athletes need to find. On the one hand, 

teammates need to compete against each other as hard as they can in order to 

maximize the opportunity to play. On the other hand, teammates are also very 

interested in maintaining positive relationships in the room. This requires the ability 

to compartmentalize positional competition and social life. If this does not occur, 

cohesiveness is at risk and conflict is likely. As one athlete noted: “I don’t think that 

intrateam competition makes you cohesive. I think it is how you react to this 

competition that is going to make you cohesive (P2).” 

3.4 Discussion 

This study examined positional competition from an athletes’ perspective. All 

athletes noted the omnipresence of positional competition within elite sport teams. A 

major contribution of this study is its confirmation of Harenberg’s (2014a) view of 

positional competition; the process of teammates vying for the same limited playing 

time in one position. There are four important considerations this study highlighted:  

First, positional competition occurs only between players who can play in the same 

position. This was confirmed in this study and is consistent with previous research 

(e.g., Rees & Segal, 1984; Van Yperen, 1992). Secondly, elite athletes strive to play. 

The present study showed that athletes who perceived they had no chance to play 
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would seek to opt out rather than continue. Third, positional competition is an 

ongoing, constant process. As the participants noted, positional competition never 

declares a clear-cut winner; the vying for playing time has no distinct beginning or 

end point. Finally, the coach is a central actor in positional competition. The coach is 

aware, provides feedback, evaluates and selects who will play. This is consistent with 

Chelladurai’s (2012) assumption that coaches of elite teams need to foster 

comparison in order to drive the team forward.  

Harenberg’s (2014a) perspective on positional competition, as evident in this 

study, is not necessarily consistent with dominant definitions of competition in sport 

(i.e., Martens, 1975). Martens’ (1975) model, describing competition as primarily a 

situational process, includes the encounter and appraisal of a competitive situation, 

the response in a competitive situation, and the consequence resulting from a 

competitive situation. The main difference between Martens’ (1975) view of 

competitive situations and the concept of positional competition is that a competitive 

situation has a definite start and endpoint (e.g., the referee starts and ends within a 

specific time frame, a competitive drill in practice ends within a specific time frame 

or score), while positional competition is an ongoing process. Singleton and Vacca 

(2007) argued that interpersonal competition is “a dynamic, ongoing process between 

two people that is initiated by social comparison and motivated by self-evaluation as 

the individuals vie to out-do one another on various tasks, abilities, and status 

dimensions” (p.618). In the same way, positional competition may be viewed as an 

ongoing process between teammates that share the same position. For example, two 

strikers from different teams compete for a starting spot on a national team. While 
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these two strikers are separated physically and cannot compete situationally in 

practice, they are still competing for a playing spot on the national team. More 

specifically, the two strikers will be observed during their games and practices by 

scouts and coaching staff to get a better perspective on their current performance 

level. For this, every task and every situation in which they are evaluated counts. 

Positional competition is an ongoing process between teammates (or potential 

teammates) on elite sport teams.  

This study also brought to light influencing factors associated with positional 

competition. Specifically, positional competition has three agents who play a pivotal 

role: (a) the individual athlete with his/her personal predispositions (e.g., his/her 

expectations and competitiveness), (b) the teammates, who define norms as to how 

positional competition is to be viewed and also provide feedback, and (c) the coach, 

who structures positional competition by recruiting players and assigning positions, 

evaluating and selecting players to the roster. This triad of agents illustrates that 

positional competition is truly a group process influenced by all its members (i.e., 

athletes and coaches).  

The athletes also reported two types of processes associated with positional 

competition. The first, performance-related processes, includes athletes pushing each 

other to enhance performance as well as athletes’ desire and striving to constantly 

improve. These processes are consistent with previous research on constructive 

competition in organizational teams (Tjosvold et al., 2003, 2006). Those authors 

hypothesized that indicators of constructive competition during the competition are 

perceptions of competence (i.e., completing the task effectively, feeling capable), 
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motivation (i.e., enjoying the competition, motivated to participate,), and social 

support (i.e., feeling supported, having positive interactions with competitors). 

Similarly the current research showed that perceptions of improvement and learning 

played an important role in positional competition.  

A second group of processes of positional competition was information-

related. These reflected the need of an athlete to derive information about his/her 

competency relative to other teammates in his/her position. Festinger’s (1954) social 

comparison theory suggests individuals seek to evaluate their abilities in comparison 

to others, if objective, non-social standards are absent. Moreover, social comparisons 

are more helpful to the individual if the person to compare is fairly similar in 

performance attributes. Both of these aspects played a major role in positional 

competition, as described by the athletes. In team sports, not all aspects of 

performance are quantifiable (i.e., non-social standards). While statistics as an 

objective measure were mentioned frequently by the athletes in this study, other 

aspects (e.g., mental skills, defensive qualities, tactical awareness) are difficult to 

measure or quantify. As a result, athletes need to compare themselves to other 

athletes in the same position to gain more information about their capabilities (i.e., 

social comparisons).  

It should be noted that social comparison processes are not necessarily 

competitive in nature. This is only the case if the one evaluation decides to 

outperform the other. Why this takes place in positional competition may be 

explained by Tesser’s (1988) theory of self-evaluation. This theory assumes that 

individuals are motivated to maintain a positive self-evaluation. For athletes, positive 
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self-evaluation could mean that they are competent, or able, to contribute to the 

team’s overall success. According to Tesser (1988), one’s positive self-evaluation is 

endangered when there is a comparison with an individual who is psychologically 

close (i.e., someone in the same position), the comparison dimension is important for 

one’s self-definition (i.e., the identity is tied, in part, to the positional performance), 

and the other’s performance is not too dissimilar (i.e., closeness in ability). If an 

individual feels that his/her positive self-evaluation is endangered, then the result is 

competition.  

It is clear that all these elements are generally present in positional 

competition. By competing against each other, the self-evaluation of athletes is 

restored. However, as Campbell and Tesser (1985) noted, that competition does not 

always lead to the restoration of a positive evaluation. If one is outperformed, one 

might choose to reduce the relevance of the task (i.e., attribute reduced importance to 

athletic performance), decrease closeness to others (e.g., reduce social interactions 

with teammates), or distort the perception of performance differential (e.g., attribute 

the differential on incorrect or subjective perceptions). To keep the individual 

involved in the competition, s/he must believe that it is possible to improve his/her 

performance relative to another (Singleton & Vacca, 2007). According to the 

athletes, a coach plays a central role in ensuring athletes maintain that belief. 

The present study highlights that it is in the interest of the team to keep every 

athlete involved in the competition. This requires information/feedback about how 

one can improve. By helping each other, athletes in a particular position foster the 

competition for playing time and therefore each other’s performance. This paradox is 
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unique; if it is in the self-interest of the player to play, why would s/he help a 

competitor to improve his/her performance. The answer provided by the athletes is 

two-fold. First, they understand that only by being pushed by others they will 

improve to even higher levels of performance. Providing information to their direct 

competitor of how s/he might improve, will force themselves to improve. And 

secondly, by pushing each other, the team will ultimately improve, which is the 

corporate goal of all athletes and coaches. To attain this goal, athletes need 

information on their performance level, which they gain not only from their own self-

perceptions but also through feedback from teammates as well as coaches.  

A final contribution of this study concerns the question whether competition 

leads to frustration and conflict within a team. There is well-documented evidence 

that under certain conditions competition may lead to interpersonal conflict (Deutsch, 

1949; Johnson & Johnson, 1989). These results demonstrated that athletes may 

experience frustration and/or conflict if (a) they were dissatisfied with the 

distribution of playing time (i.e., someone else played for the team ahead of them) or 

(b) s/he saw no opportunity to gain playing time. This is consistent with Tesser’s 

(1988) self-evaluation theory. In such circumstances, instead of increasing 

competitive effort, the athlete will (a) reduce the relevance of the task (i.e., because 

of a lack of perspective: s/he sees no opportunity, participation becomes 

unimportant), (b) reduce the social bonding (i.e., respond to an athlete playing 

instead of them with personal dislike), or (c) distort the perception of the 

performance (i.e., attribute the lack of playing time to a personal dislike of the coach 

towards them). This study indicated that open communication between athletes and 
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the coach is needed to manage and/or minimize frustration and conflict. The coach 

needs to explain the roles of each athlete and how s/he can improve to get a chance 

for playing time. The athletes need tangible information relative to aspects of their 

performance to improve upon so they are able to contribute to positional competition 

as well as the overall performance of the team.  

In addition to the aforementioned theoretical contributions, this study also has 

important applications. It highlights the key role a coach plays in structuring and 

managing positional competition. Yet, to my knowledge, no educational material is 

available that assists coaches with how to facilitate positional competition in a 

positive manner; that it leads to increased performance rather than conflict or 

frustration. The results suggest constant communication between athletes and the 

coach is necessary. Given the time-demands of elite coaching, this level of 

communication might be difficult to facilitate. Coaches should consider how to best 

use individual meetings in order to provide athletes with sufficient information on 

their progression to keep them engaged.  

It is also important to keep all athletes committed to positional competition to 

maximize performance. To achieve this, coaches should provide comparative 

feedback (i.e., why a player is currently performing better compared to others) and 

feedback regarding an individual’s progression (i.e., how the individual athlete 

has/can improve to challenge players currently ahead or behind him/her playing in 

the same position).  

Despite the theoretical and applied contributions, there are potential areas for 

future research. First, this study focused exclusively on university level sports. 



STUDY 2 – ATHLETES PERSPECTIVES 

 84 

However, there are more elite levels of sport performance (e.g., professional teams, 

national teams, etc.). It is conceivable that other themes would emerge if positional 

competition would be examined in such contexts. For example, in professional 

teams, positional competition also leads to financial rewards. These may be tied to 

playing time (e.g., scoring bonus, etc.). These monetary rewards could potentially 

change the collectivistic perspective evidenced in the university environment. 

Specifically, professional athletes (particularly those who play in lower professional 

leagues) may be more interested in acting in self-interest (e.g., earning money by 

beating out their competitors for a playing spot) and refrain from helping each other 

to improve. Future research should examine how professional athletes experience 

positional competition.  

Second, this study only examined the team sport context. Competition within 

individual team sports (e.g., swimming, track) might present itself very differently 

because of the presence of clear objective standards (i.e., time). Initial evidence of 

competition within individual sport teams and its potential positive and negative 

effects was provided by previous research (Evans et al., 2013). However, more 

research is needed how to examine the differences in perception of competitive 

processes in individual sports. Finally, this study only focused on positional 

competition. Previous research (Harenberg, 2014a) has indicated that there are other 

competitive processes within teams (e.g., competitive situations in practice, self-

competition). Future research is needed to examine the nature of these processes 

within teams and whether other competitive processes occur in a team context and 

whether these interact with positional competition in some way. 
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The present study has shed light on the complexity of positional competition 

within elite sport teams. Important connections between positional competition, its 

influencing factors (e.g., competitiveness, norms, etc.) and outcomes (e.g., individual 

and collective performance) were highlighted. To provide further evidence of these 

relationships, a conceptual model of positional competition and an accompanying 

measurement instrument (e.g., a questionnaire) should be developed. With such an 

instrument, we could examine positional competition in different team environments 

(e.g., different sports, different competitive levels) as well as its impact on other team 

processes or outcomes. Such work will contribute to performance excellence.
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CHAPTER 4: Competition within Sport Teams: Definition and Conceptualization 

of Positional Competition 

4.1 Introduction 

Competition is an essential process in sport (Coakley & Donnelly, 2003). As 

such, much research attention has revolved around the positive and negative effects of 

competition on performance and related variables (e.g., enjoyment). Unfortunately, most 

of these research endeavors have lacked a clear conceptual understanding of what 

competition is (Martens, 1975). Fülöp (2009) argued that competition has traditionally 

been defined as the counterpart to cooperation, which always led to negative outcomes. 

She termed this view ‘the Beauty and the Beast paradigm’. This simplistic and 

dichotomous understanding of competition and cooperation does not always hold true. 

For example, consider a tennis match between two friends. While they compete against 

each other, their focus might be just the participation for its own sake rather than winning 

(Deutsch, 2000). Such situations blur the boundaries of competition and cooperation.  

Another approach was defining competition merely by its outcome (i.e., if there is 

a winner and a loser on a specific task, it is competition). For example, Deci, Betley, 

Kahle, Abrams and Proac (1981) examined the relationship between competition and 

intrinsic motivation. The authors used the outcome (i.e., winning or losing) as an 

indicator of competition. Not surprisingly, winners reported higher intrinsic motivation 

when compared to losers. However, the reduction of competition to its outcome fails to 

account for neither the competitor’s perceived valuation of the situation (e.g., is the 

outcome important to the individual) nor the competitor’s focus in the competition (e.g., 

is the main focus of the individual the win). A competitor might focus on the execution of 
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the task rather than the actual outcome (i.e., winning). In a follow-up study, Reeve and 

Deci (1996) found that if an individual was told to focus on winning, the intrinsic 

motivation decreased if they lost. If an individual was told to focus on the task, and 

ascribe less relevance to the outcome, higher intrinsic motivation was reported regardless 

of the outcome. This demonstrated that competition may have negative effects when the 

importance of the outcome is emphasized. However, the results also suggest that we only 

have a limited understanding of competition as a process that may be influenced by 

internal perceptions (i.e., the importance of the competition, valuation of the outcome, 

etc.). To evaluate how these factors play a role in sports, we must begin by defining the 

construct of competition.  

In a sport context, Martens (1975) provided the most commonly accepted model 

of competition. He saw competition as a process with four stages: (a) the objective 

competitive situation, (b) the subjective competitive situation, (c) the response, and (d) 

the outcome. The objective competitive situation describes the circumstances of a 

situation that makes it competitive. Martens (1975) defined such situations as those when 

“the comparison of an individual’s performance is made with some standard in the 

presence of at least one other person who is aware of the criterion for comparison and can 

evaluate the comparison process” (p. 71).  

Once in such a competitive situation, an individual must perceive the situation to 

be competitive. This perception, and subsequent acceptance and appraisal of the 

competitive situation are combined to form the second stage in Martens’ model, the 

subjective competitive situation.  There are intrapersonal factors that are thought to 

influence perceptions of the competitive situation. For example, Martens (1975) 
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hypothesized that individual predispositions towards competition (e.g., motives, anxiety) 

might influence how a person perceives a competitive situation.  

Once the individual accepts the competitive situation, s/he will respond to it in a 

psychological, physiological, and behavioral way. This response is the third stage in 

Martens’ model and is influenced by internal (e.g., ability, motivation) and external (e.g., 

weather, competitor’s behavior) factors.  

The last stage of the model is the consequence of the competitive situation. It is 

the personal appraisal of the outcome of the competition (e.g., has the individual 

performed to satisfaction, has the individual reach the set goal for the competition).  

 Martens (1975) pointed out that his conceptualization of competition is influenced 

by two major factors: Intrapersonal and situational factors. The research on intrapersonal 

factors generated more research activities, including research on competitive anxiety (see, 

Martens et al., 1990; Jones, 1995), achievement motivation (see Duda, 1993), 

competitiveness (Gill & Deeter, 1988) and hypercompetitiveness (Ryckman, Hammer, 

Kacor, & Gold, 1990). However, given the variety of situations in which competition 

occurs in sport (e.g., recreational level, professional level, in groups, individually, etc.) it 

is somewhat surprising that little research has focused on examining situational factors 

that influence competition in a sport context.  

This becomes particularly interesting when we consider that other areas of 

research on competition (i.e., social psychology) have shown that situational factors do 

influence the process of competition. For example, Stanne et al. (1999) conducted a meta-

analysis of 64 studies on the effects of competition and cooperation on performance. In 
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this meta-analysis, the authors identified four aspects of competitive situations that 

influenced the performance levels during competition: (a) rule clarity, (b) a realistic 

opportunity to win, (c) ability to monitor progress, and (d) winning is relatively 

unimportant. Based on these factors, the authors classified the studies into unclear (i.e., it 

remains unclear if any factors were met), zero-sum (i.e., winning is important because 

there is only one winner), and appropriate competition (i.e., all factors were met). The 

results indicated that under appropriate competition, participants performed as well as 

under cooperative conditions, and performance was superior to zero-sum and unclear 

conditions.  

In addition to these four structural factors of the situation, Stanne et al. (1999) 

also identified two task-related factors. First, the task complexity impacts performance 

under competitive conditions. Only tasks, which are well learned by competitors, should 

be used for competition. Secondly, the competitors should be able to complete the task 

without interference from the competitor (e.g., the competitor cannot take direct influence 

on the others’ performance), rather than having the competitor being able to interfere 

with one’s performance (e.g., defending the other competitor). Performance increased 

when the tasks were relatively easy and competitors could not interfere with each other’s 

performance.  

Kilduff et al. (2010) argue that most conceptual work has viewed competition as a 

purely situational concept. As such, it was examined primarily through experimental 

research in a controlled laboratory setting. However, such lab-based research cannot 

always mimic the complexity of real-life situations in which competition occurs. For 

example, competitors might share interpersonal relationships (e.g., friendships), which 
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potentially affect an individual’s perception of competitive situations (Peng & Hsieh, 

2012). This is particularly true when we consider that competition occurs not only 

between (e.g., for market shares, profit) but also within groups and organizations (e.g., 

for promotions, benefits, etc.).  

Competition within groups is a paradox. On the one hand, a team or group will 

share a common goal or purpose. Through the division of labor, coordinating efforts, and 

minimizing processes losses, the group members work together to reach collective goals 

(Steiner, 1972). Yet, to advance in the group’s hierarchy, individual members often 

compete against each other (e.g., for a promotion, a vacant position, etc.). Usually, these 

two processes occur simultaneously. For example, in an organizational context, two bank 

managers work together on a common project. At the same time both apply for a vacant 

position to be the supervisor of managers within their branch. While the managers 

cooperate on a specific task, they are competing for the promotion at the same point in 

time. In a sport context, two strikers may have to work together in a scrimmage game, 

while both compete for a starting spot for the next game. 

To date, only few studies have examined how the competition within groups 

occurs. Tjosvold et al. (2003, 2006) examined the nature of competition within 

managerial teams in China and how competition in small groups can lead to constructive 

(e.g., enhanced motivation, willingness to cooperate with the competitor) rather than 

destructive (i.e., conflict) outcomes. Participants described a critical incident in which 

they encountered competition with a colleague in their company and completed 

questionnaires assessing their motives and strategies as well as the outcomes of the 

situation. The study found that individual motives played a large role in the perception of 
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competition as a constructive force within a group. Specifically, individuals who were 

internally motivated to compete perceived higher task effectiveness, a greater desire for 

competition, would take on future challenging tasks, and a greater willingness to 

cooperate with the competitor in the future. Negative motives, such as the will to deprive 

others, were unrelated to constructive indicators but were related to the desire to leave the 

group. Individuals who perceived external pressure to be in a competitive situation, 

perceived increased task effectiveness, self-confidence, social support, and stronger 

relationships to co-workers. Finally, the authors found evidence that the more 

competitors focused on a “fair-play” strategy, the more the constructive the competition 

would become.  

Tjosvold et al.’s (2006) study provided some interesting initial insights into the 

nature of competition within small groups. Particularly, the roles of internal motivation 

and fairness in the constructiveness of competition and deserve more research attention as 

they relate to other theories (e.g., equity theory; Pritchard, 1969). It was noteworthy that 

individuals who are required to be in a competitive situation perceived higher 

constructive indicators as well. This may well be because the individuals have accepted 

that competition is an inevitable part of groups and organizations, and be therefore 

motivated to engage in it. 

It is important to note that despite the limitations of Tjosvold et al.’s (2006) study 

(e.g., population was Chinese, non-experimental research, self-reported measures), the 

findings provided first insight into the constructive nature of competition within business 

groups. Similar to the business context, Chelladurai (2012) noted that in sport 

competition is an inevitable process within elite teams because they are selective in 
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nature; not everybody may participate, individuals must be selected. As in business 

teams, all athletes share collective goals on sport teams (e.g., overall success for the 

team). A unique feature of sport teams is that there are usually more athletes than the 

number of available playing positions at any given time. As a result, the competition 

within sport teams may be magnified because individuals must compete against each 

other for playing time and coaches encourage this competition (Chelladurai, 2012). From 

a research perspective, this process of competition within a team is underexplored 

because research in sport psychology has generally examined collectivistic tendencies 

(e.g., cohesion) rather than self-interest and competition within a team (Harwood & 

Beauchamp, 2008).  

To our knowledge, only one quantitative study has examined competition within 

sport teams. Rees and Segal (1984) examined intragroup competition, equity, and 

interpersonal attraction in two NCAA male football teams. The authors measured each 

athlete’s achievement goal for a particular football season. Competition within a group 

was examined by allowing athletes to classify their teammates as non-competitors (i.e., 

teammates in different positions), potential competitors (i.e., players playing in the same 

position), perceived competitors (i.e., the teammates the athletes perceived as competitors 

in the position), and perceived dangerous competitors (i.e., teammates who provide a 

threat to their own achievement goal(s) within the team, such as being a starter). The 

authors measured equity by examining perceived performance, interpersonal attraction 

and their relationships to the individual’s group status operationalized by press-released 

depth-charts. 



DEFINITION AND CONCEPTUALIZATION 

 93 

The authors reported that most participants had achievement goals related to 

teammates (e.g., receiving playing time over other teammates). However, some 

achievement goals were also tied to players outside of the team (e.g., being the best 

player in the league). This suggests that athletes may set their reference point for 

competition differently. One explanation could be that players who are clearly advanced 

over their competitors for a position are more inclined to set goals with reference to 

players outside the team to feel challenged. Another important finding was that athletes 

had the highest interpersonal attraction to potential and perceived competitors. That is, 

players in one position are more attracted to each other than either non-competitors or 

dangerous perceived competitors, but perceived dangerous competitors as more attractive 

than non-competitors. Together this stands in contrast to other research on competition 

(e.g., social interdependence theory, Johnson & Johnson, 1989), which suggests that 

competition should always lead to lower interpersonal attraction. Rees and Segal (1984) 

provided the first hint that sport competition may be different than competition in other 

contexts. However, a conceptual understanding of how it might be different or what the 

processes might be remains unexplored. 

This exploration was the focus of Harenberg’s studies (2014a, 2014b), which 

examined competition within a team from coaches’ and athletes’ perspectives. Both 

studies revealed that competition between elite level teammates takes on at least two 

forms: (a) Situational competition and (b) positional competition.  

Situational competitions within a team are tasks structured by the coach, for a 

specific, competitive purpose. These usually occur during practice. For example, a coach 

might plan a two vs. two scrimmage with a focus on scoring. Situational competitions 
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have a limited duration or are finite (e.g., a specific time or score), rules, and clear 

outcome criterion (i.e., how the winner is determined).  

Positional competition is the ongoing competition between players for playing 

time. This form of competition occurs across multiple situations, days, and months. For 

example, two strikers compete for one position on a soccer team. The decision who is 

going to be awarded playing time will be made by the coach and this decision making 

usually occurs over multiple practices or over a longer period of time (Harenberg, 2014a, 

2014b).  

It is important to note that situational competition and positional competition are 

not mutually exclusive processes. For example, a competitive one vs. one drill between 

competitors for a position (i.e., situational competition) will provide information how 

each athlete performs relative to the teammates in that specific position. However, there 

are also situations in which competitors for a position are forced to cooperate with each 

other situationally. For example, two strikers play together on one team in a five vs. five 

scrimmage in practice. While they are trying to cooperate to win the competitive 

situation, they compete for a playing spot at the same time. It is also possible, that 

athletes are unable to compete against each other situationally but compete for a playing 

position. This would be the case for two strikers that play for different clubs and are both 

competing for a spot on a national team.  

The examples provided above highlight the complexity of competition within elite 

sport teams. From a conceptual perspective, one would define situational competition 

using Martens’ (1975) definition as comparison situations between teammates. However, 
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positional competition does not fit well with Martens’ definition of competition since it is 

ongoing. This comparison between teammates, the competition for playing time, occurs 

over multiple situations and for longer periods of time. Athletes might compete for 

playing time, while still cooperating in specific situations.  

Competition within sport teams is complex and occurs at least on two levels (i.e., 

situationally and positionally). As such, there is a clear need to differentiate between 

them. Martens (1975) viewed competition as a situational construct, which fits well with 

the situational competition within teams. However, positional competition cannot be 

defined using Martens’ view of competition as a basis since it occurs over multiple 

situations and for longer periods of time. It rather follows the view of Singleton and 

Vacca (2007) who argue that interpersonal competition is “a dynamic, ongoing process 

between two people that is initiated by social comparison and motivated by self-

evaluation as the individuals vie to out-do one another on various tasks, abilities, and 

status dimensions” (p. 618). This process of positional competition is currently missing in 

the sport literature. A conceptual model of positional competition is needed to outline 

various inputs, processes, and outcomes. 

4.2 Definition and a model of positional competition 

To begin, we must clearly define positional competition: the process of teammates 

vying for the same limit playing time under the awareness of the coach. It is a group 

process because it relies on dynamic interactions and it is an integral aspect of elite teams 

(Carron et al., 2005). There are four key considerations that distinguish positional 

competition from other competitive processes within a team (e.g., situational competition, 
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competition for status). First, as other researchers have suspected (Rees & Segal, 1984; 

Van Yperen, 1992), positional competition occurs between athletes who play in the same 

position. On elite teams, there are usually more players per playing positions than 

available starter spots. Consequently, athletes playing in the same position have to 

compete against each other for playing time. The assignment of positions/roles (e.g., 

through the coach) plays a vital role in clarifying the positional competitors. Second, 

positional competition is an ongoing process (Singleton & Vacca, 2007) and cannot be 

narrowed down to a specific situation, but rather, is a continuous process. Even if a player 

gains playing time over another player, s/he will not ultimately receive all of the playing 

time in the future. The competition is ongoing (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b). Third, elite 

team players want to play. In elite sports, athletes are highly skilled and have to engage in 

deliberate, intensive training (Chelladurai, 2012). Consequently, if a player is selected by 

an elite team, s/he will usually act out of self-interest and engage in competition for a 

position to contribute to the collective success. Finally, positional competition can only 

occur if the coach is aware of it. The coach decides which players get to play and how 

long these players will be on the field. Therefore, the coaches must evaluate the 

performance of competitors to come to a decision who is going to play. These decisions 

can even be made during a contest or game against another team. 

Next, I present a model of positional competition. This model outlines the inputs, 

process, and outcomes of positional competition, which derived from two qualitative 

studies (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) and the relevant literature. The visual representation 

of the model is provided in Figure 3.  
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Figure 3. A model of positional competition.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
3 The presented model needs to be considered preliminary and flexible in nature. Future research needs to 
confirm the model and add potential moderators and/or outcomes. For example, in the previous qualitative 
studies cohesion and conflict were mentioned as potential outcomes. However, these relationships need to 
be explored more in depth before a conceptual inference can be made.  
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4.2.1 Inputs 

4.2.1.1 Individual inputs. 

Individual ability. In an elite setting (e.g., university team) athletes will differ in 

their playing ability. This playing ability is determined by a variety of factors (e.g., talent, 

decision-making, skill execution, motivation). Players with greater ability may find it 

easier to demonstrate superiority in performance comparisons. However, ability should 

not be confused with performance. A very able player still has to utilize and demonstrate 

his/her ability through excellent performance. In positional competition, a player’s ability 

may be an influencing factor because it puts more able players at a potential advantage 

over other players in a specific position. 

Expectations. Based on his/her own ability and an appraisal of potential 

competitors, an individual will develop expectations about behavioral strategies and 

consequences in achievement situations (Heckhausen & Heckhausen, 2008). Similarly, 

elite athletes develop expectations about playing time deserved based on the appraisal of 

their own playing ability in relation to others. If these expectations are met, one can 

assume high perceptions of equity (Rees & Segal, 1984), which potentially relate to 

satisfaction with playing time (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). Perceived equity of playing 

time influences positional competition. If players receive a “fair” distribution of playing 

time (based on their expectations) then they are more likely to stay engaged in the 

comparison process (Tesser, 1988). 

Individual motivation. Similar to competitive situations, the behavior in 

positional competition will be driven by personal motivation (Martens, 1975) (e.g., 
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variation in competitiveness and achievement motivation). It may be expected that elite 

athletes demonstrate a high level of competitiveness (Gill, 2008). Furthermore, 

Chelladurai (2012) pointed out that elite athletes are motivated to demonstrate ability by 

mastering tasks (i.e., task-orientation)and by comparing oneself to others (i.e., goal-

orientation). While ego-orientation is usually related to maladaptive outcomes (Roberts, 

Treasure, & Conroy, 2007), it is a fundamental aspect of motivation in elite sports as 

athletes are required to act in self-interest to gain playing time. While there is a lack of 

research on ego-orientation with respect to the within-team perspective (Harwood & 

Beauchamp, 2008), the motivation of an elite athlete determines psychological and 

behavioral processes in positional competition.  

4.2.1.2 Team inputs. 

Team norms. How athletes normally deal with competition for playing time is 

considered another input to positional competition. As positional competition is a 

constant process, teams will develop pathways as to how individual athletes should deal 

with satisfaction and/or disappointment relative to the playing time received. A collective 

team may develop expected behaviors, how the response to receiving playing time should 

or should not look like (e.g., not expressing satisfaction for receiving playing time to 

bench players). These norms might govern direct positive and/or negative emotions 

towards the functioning of the team (e.g., players who do not receive playing time need to 

support starters despite negative emotions, starters are required to support non-starters to 

get better and deal with frustration). Rees and Segal (1984) suspected that these norms 

might be influenced by different parts of the season. When there is an absence of a status 

hierarchy (e.g., in the pre-season), athletes might perceive lower attraction and emphasize 
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the comparison. Once a status hierarchy is in place (e.g., during the regular season), 

norms may have a stronger influence on the expected behavior(s) with respect to 

competing for playing time. The norms of how the individual athletes of the team are 

expected to deal with positional competition are factors that influence the processes of 

positional competition.  

4.2.1.3 Coaching Inputs. 

Recruitment. The coach is interested in assembling the best players, who, as 

individuals, and as a team, can perform at a high level. Ideally, individual players should 

be close in their ability to perform in a specific position, and should be performing well 

in comparison to other players in the same position on other competitive teams. To 

achieve this, elite coaches and organizations try to attract players with excellent abilities. 

Once excellent players are recruited, they influence the level of competition for playing 

time because they add to the number of potential candidates who are expecting to receive 

playing time. Therefore, the coach’s recruiting of excellent players similar in playing 

potential and/or ability is an important determinant of the level of positional competition.   

Positional roles. Carron et al. (2005) defined position as the physical location 

within a team. For example, a striker in soccer team will play closest to the opponent’s 

net. A role is the set of behaviors associated with a specific tactical position (Katz & 

Kahn, 1978). As noted previously, positional competition occurs between athletes 

occupying the same position (Van Yperen, 1992), and therefore, these athletes have 

similar or the same task-related role in the tactical system of a team. Athletes who see or 

are told (i.e., by the coach) that their roles is overlapping with other athletes (i.e., 
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teammates that play in the same position), compete against these other athletes for 

playing time (Rees & Segal, 1984). 

Leadership. Chelladurai (2012) pointed out that coaches of elite teams are 

required to encourage their athletes to out-perform each other as they compete for playing 

time. There are two reasons for this. First, the coach needs to encourage the comparison 

process to justify the distribution of playing time. Second, encouraging athletes to out-

compete each other is forcing the athletes to strive to reach their potential (if the 

competitors are fairly equal in abilities) and elevate each other’s level of performance. As 

a result, the coach will typically include this encouraging behavior in his leadership, 

which influences the processes of positional competition.   

4.2.2 Positional competition processes 

From two qualitative studies (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) it became apparent that 

there are two sets of processes connected to positional competition. First, performance-

related processes reflect behaviors of athletes during the competition for playing time. 

These processes are tied to the sense of being pushed to perform at a high level and to 

develop one’s own ability. Second, information-related processes reflect the need of an 

athlete to gain information in order to appraise their performance in comparison to those 

with whom they are competing. Both sets of processes are critical to understanding 

positional competition. 

4.2.2.1 Performance-related processes. The first group of processes is perceived 

performance-related behavioral processes. These processes incorporate notions of 

performance improvement and the development of expected behavioral responsibilities. 
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Pushing. The process most frequently described by athletes (Harenberg, 2014b) 

and coaches (Harenberg, 2014a) was pushing to increase performance. Specifically, when 

one athlete increases or elevates his/her performance, the positional competitors are 

forced to increase their performance if their goal is to have a reasonable opportunity to 

play. Similar processes have been reported by research in other contexts as well (e.g., 

Sheridan & Williams, 2011). Harenberg (2014a, 2014b) showed that there are three 

different facets of this phenomenon of pushing. First, athletes described the positive 

effects when they felt pushed by other athletes in the same position. They described that 

this push allowed them to reach to their full potential, and even exceed their anticipated 

level of performance. Second, athletes reported that they consciously push each other. 

They seek to perform better because they want to play (i.e., in self-interest), but also 

because it allows the other player to get better as well (i.e., in interdependence). Finally, 

the athletes described that behavioral expectations or norms kept increasing (e.g., fitness 

standards) have the effect of pushing them even harder.  

Responsibility. The process of responsibility is tied to the development of 

knowledge regarding behavioral expectations about being an elite athlete. For example, 

athletes are expected to prepare (i.e., physically and psychologically) for games and 

practices. It is expected that they perform their best regularly. This also applies to 

competition for playing time. Each player must engage in this competition with the 

highest effort possible.  

Progression. Progression refers to the perception of one’s capabilities improving 

as a function of competing against other individuals in one position. Tjosvold et al. 

(2006) suspected that the perception of increased task effectiveness is an indicator of the 
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constructiveness in within-group competition. Accordingly, athletes reported (Harenberg, 

2014b) that the perception of progress as a result of positional competition is an 

important process in positional competition. Specifically, athletes reported that they 

preferred to have someone pressuring them since this suggested to them that they had the 

capacity to progress.  

4.2.2.2 Information-related processes. The second group of processes is 

information related processes. They are based on Festinger’s (1954) suggestion that a 

basic human need is to gain information about oneself by comparing/evaluating one’s 

ability to others. In the absence of objective evaluation criteria (e.g., time, score, etc.), 

humans tend to compare themselves to others. This is also referred to as social 

comparison. However, not all social comparison situations are competitive. As Martens 

(1975) has pointed out there needs to be at least one other person who is aware of the 

comparison and the assessment criteria to make social comparison situations competitive. 

Other aspects (e.g., the structure of the situation, the appraisal of the competitive 

situation) influence an athlete’s perception of competition. In respect to positional 

competition, elite athletes are typically aware that they are competing for playing time in 

form of an ongoing process. In other words, these athletes know that they must compare 

themselves, and that they are being compared to other players that play in the same 

position all the time. As suggested by Festinger (1954), two qualitative studies 

(Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) found that during positional competition, athletes are seeking 

out information so they might evaluate their performance relative to their competitor(s). 

This information comes from three sources: (a) self, (b) teammates, (c) the coach(es). 

Self-perceived information processes. 
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Comparison. Athletes compare their abilities and standings with other players on 

specific tasks. This assessment may make use of objective measures (e.g., fitness testing 

results, completion of passes, etc.) and/or make use of non-objective (e.g., perceived 

quality of performance in a practice or game) evaluation (i.e., self perception). It provides 

the athlete with information how s/he compares to others in the same position. In contrast 

to Festinger’s (1954) theory, the positional comparison process is mandated by the very 

nature of elite team environments. That is, athletes are encouraged to compare themselves 

to other athletes in order to receive playing time. The encouragement comes from internal 

sources (coach, teammates, management) and external sources (i.e., family, friends, 

media, etc.). 

Self-Awareness. In positional competition, athletes seek information to calibrate a 

self-image of their relative performance potential. Sheridan and Williams (2011) have 

noted that the creation of this appraisal of one’s own competencies can only occur if one 

engages in competition. The competition forces athletes to constantly try to improve their 

own competencies and, by comparing themselves to others, s/he gains a perspective of 

their own abilities and performance level.  

The process of comparison and self-awareness are similar in nature. However, 

comparison refers to the information to the athlete’s ability in relation to other athletes on 

the team. Self-awareness refers to the realization of one’s own performance level by 

engaging in competition. For example, a striker is far superior to all other strikers on the 

team. By comparing his/her capabilities to others, s/he would realize that s/he is superior 

to others, which does not equate to finding out where his/her best performance level is. 
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Communication Processes 

Guidance from teammates. A key component of positional competition is the 

verbal guidance that athletes in the same position provide for one another. Specifically, 

these are verbal communications in the form of feedback, encouragement, and/or praise. 

Sheridan and Williams (2011) have documented this process in educational groups, 

whose goal is learning. Here, the learners provided feedback and guided other learners so 

they might improve. Yet, each learner strived to always be one step ahead of the others. 

Similarly, in an elite sport team, every member has always the overall team performance 

in mind. To achieve this, athletes must help each other to get better. They do this by 

providing feedback, encouragement, and/or praise for each other. By helping providing 

this guidance to competitors, the athlete ensures that s/he is forced to keep performing at 

a high level to stay one step ahead of the competitor, and, therefore, enhance his/her 

performance as well. 

Guidance from coaches. The coach plays a core role in positional competition 

because of his/her power to structure competition and to distribute playing time 

(Harenberg, 2014a). As such, feedback and recognition a player receives from the coach 

is important information for an athlete on their progress relative to others in the same 

position. Specifically, athletes indicated that the coach provides feedback regarding 

behavioral and psychological components of performance, as well as conduct on and off 

the field (Harenberg, 2014b). Additionally, coaches provide support and positive 

feedback on improvement and consistency of performance.  
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Game selection. Another important source of information is how and whether 

athletes are selected for specific competitions by the coach. Coaches have mentioned that 

they decide which players will play, be substitutes, or not play at all from game to game 

(Harenberg, 2014a). This decision provides regular information to the players where they 

are located in the team playing hierarchy. Furthermore, the playing status is flexible and 

dependent on several variables (e.g., strengths of the opponent, tactical decisions, etc.). 

The clarification of the rationale for selection provides players with information about 

how they perform compared to others. It also provides insight into their unique 

competencies within the team (e.g., excellence in a specific skill or tactic in a game). The 

selection information is a vital process used to gain information during the ongoing 

positional competition.  

4.2.3 Outcomes 

There are various outcomes of positional competition (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) 

and these may be classified as individual outcomes (i.e., how the individual athlete is 

affected by positional competition) and collective outcomes (i.e., how the team as a 

whole is affected by positional competition).  

4.2.3.1 Individual outcomes. 

Individual performance. The competition for playing time forces players to 

constantly perform at a high level in order to ensure ongoing opportunities to play. When 

players are consistently forced to play at a high level, performance should be positively 

enhanced. Karreman, Riemer, and Harenberg (in press) provided a conceptual model of 

performance, which included four individual performance dimensions: motor skills, 
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decision-making skills, effort, and attention. It can be expected that positional 

competition results in better athlete’s decision-making skills, increased effort and better 

attention because of the intensified performance-related focus in the competition for 

playing time. Competition will require that athletes exceed their maximum effort, make 

appropriate decisions in playing (and practice) situations, and enhance their focus on the 

activity. This expectation was confirmed by coaches and athletes (Harenberg, 2014a, 

2014b). However, whether positional competition can impact motor skills is 

questionable. Basic skills (e.g., running, jumping) are usually learned over years and by 

the time the athlete reaches elite levels are perfected. Therefore, it can be hypothesized 

that positional competition will enhance some aspects of individual performance (e.g., 

decision-making, effort, attention), which may seem to the untrained observer as better 

motor skill performance. 

Enjoyment. Just as positional competition provides athletes with information 

about their abilities so it will influence their perceptions of competence. In self-

determination theory, competence has a direct relationship with intrinsic motivation 

(Standage & Vallerand, 2008). Accordingly, athletes described positional competition 

leading to greater individual enjoyment of the sport (Harenberg, 2014b). This is for two 

reasons: First, many athletes enjoy being challenged by other players. This requires them 

to perform to the maximum of their ability level. Second, competition provides athletes 

with a perspective of how they are progressing or growing in their ability. Even if athletes 

did not play, having a sense of improvement was reported as tremendously enjoyable 

(Harenberg, 2014b). Therefore, individual enjoyment of the sport should be an outcome 

of positional competition.  
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Status. Through positional competition, athletes have the opportunity to gain 

starting status (i.e., starter, substitute, and not-playing). Rees and Segal (1984) suspected 

that status is directly connected to the perception of equity of playing time (i.e., an athlete 

receives the playing time s/he thinks is deserved). Positional competition helps to shape 

this understanding by providing information where an athlete stands relative to his/her 

competitors for a position. Competition provides the coach with insight into the current 

and changing capabilities of athletes. This allows the coach to create a hierarchy for each 

position. Therefore, playing status may be an outcome of the processes of positional 

competition. 

Satisfaction. Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) conceptualized satisfaction as a 

multi-faceted construct, which includes elements of individual and team satisfaction. 

Positional competition may be linked to individual satisfaction processes, which reflect 

components of individual performance (e.g., ability utilization, individual performance, 

personal dedication). This provides feedback or information to the athlete regarding 

his/her overall performance and ongoing development. This feedback influences one’s 

perceptions of personal performance satisfaction. 

4.2.3.2 Collective outcomes. 

Performance. Since positional competition encourages players to strive to 

outperform each other, the player who subsequently receives the playing time should also 

be the one who fulfills the demands of the position specific role the best. Steiner (1972) 

noted that the overall performance of a team is the sum of its individual contributors 

minus the process losses. Applied to sports, other factors might play a role as well (e.g., 
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tactical decisions, interplayer coordination, etc.). Positional competition should allow a 

coach to bring the very best together as a collective team because s/he compares players’ 

performances with regards to the upcoming games. This should allow for the 

combination of players with the greatest performance potential to be on the field for any 

given game. In team sports, the coordination of players on the field is vital, so this might 

also affect the decision of the coach (e.g., choosing the player who performs the best with 

others rather than as an individual). However, coaches and athletes (Harenberg, 2014a, 

2014b) confirmed that, in general, the collective performance increases with increasing 

levels of competition for playing time.  

4.2.3.3 Feedback loop. 

A key element of the presented model is the information that the various 

outcomes of positional competition have on model inputs. This feedback may affect 

individual, team, and coach inputs. For example, at the individual level, status gained or 

lost should influence how an athlete shapes his/her expectations of competition for 

playing time. At a team level, if collective performance drops because the intensity of 

positional competition is decreasing (e.g., players have the impression that despite the 

maximum effort, the team hierarchy is not going to change and respond with lower 

effort) then the team might need to adjust norms relative to positional competition (e.g., 

set performance standards, collective goals). Finally, if a coach is dissatisfied with an 

individual or the collective performance, s/he might change the present assignment of 

positions or roles for individual athletes.  
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4.3 Summary 

The previous discussion regarding a definition and model of positional 

competition adds to our current understanding of competition within teams for a number 

of reasons. The definition provides a clear identification of positional competition as the 

competition for playing time in a specific position. As such, it can be distinguished from 

other competitive processes within a team (e.g., situational competition, competition for 

captaincy, status). However, positional competition only involves processes that are 

associated with playing time. As such, it only occurs between players who play in the 

same position (Rees & Segal, 1984; Van Yperen, 1992). This distinction is essential 

because only if we can distinguish it from other competitive processes, we can 

operationalize it and consequently examine its relationships with other team processes 

(e.g., satisfaction, cohesion). 

The model identifies positional competition as a construct with inputs, processes, 

and outcomes. It aids in understanding of competition for playing time as a 

multidimensional construct. The model shows that positional competition involves all 

parts of the team (i.e., the player, teammates, and coach). All members can impact how 

competition for playing time will look like. The model’s processes take into account that 

a competitor for a position will obtain information about his/her group status through the 

competition. Additionally, the competitor understands how his/her current performance 

compares to not only other competitors, but also his/her previous performances and, as a 

result, gains an understanding how s/he is developing.  
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Another major contribution of the model is that it distinguishes between 

situational and ongoing competitive processes. Positional competition is one of the 

ongoing competitive processes that occur within groups. In fact, it is a constant. That is, 

the behavior of players who are competing for the same limited playing time always 

contributes to their positional competition when the coach is aware of the behavior. The 

evaluation of such behaviors occurs frequently and in a variety of situations when the 

player is performing and the coach is present (e.g., at practices, games, and off the field 

workouts). Another factor that illustrates that positional competition should be considered 

an ongoing process is the fact there is not a winner or loser for a specific position. In 

contrast, situational definitions of competition (e.g., Martens, 1975) see the outcome 

(e.g., winning or losing, achievement of a goal) as a key element of competitive 

situations. However, even if a player is selected to play ahead of another player, the 

positional competition process does not end. In other words, regardless who plays over 

another player at a particular point(s) in time, the process of competition for playing time 

goes on.  

4.4 Future research directions 

A logical outcome of proposing a conceptual model is examining its validity. 

Certainly, some evidence for the model exists since it stems, in parts, from qualitative 

research, and evidence from other fields and literatures. To provide further evidence, a 

measurement tool (i.e., questionnaire), which operationalizes the processes of positional 

competition, is required. The next steps should include the generation of a large pool of 

items, which begin to reflect these processes followed by various item reduction 

procedures (e.g., examination of item variance, inter-item correlation, item-to-total 
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correlation, confirmatory factor analyses) to make the tool manageable to administer. 

Further, relationships of the processes to other constructs that are considered inputs or 

outcomes of the model should be examined. This would provide some initial indication of 

construct validity for the tool designed to measure conceptual processes of positional 

competition. Once this work has been completed, positional competition may be 

examined in other contexts and its connection to other group processes may be explored. 

A conceptual consideration of the model, as presented, is that it is conceptualized 

from the perspective of team sports (e.g., volleyball, soccer, basketball, hockey, football, 

etc.). Previous research (Evans et al., 2013; Warner & Dixon, 2013) has indicated that 

competitive processes also occur in teams of individual sports (e.g., running, swimming, 

etc.). It is quite likely that some processes noted in this model would be similar in that 

context. For example, the guidance that individual sport athletes receive from other 

athletes competing in the same discipline might be similar to the guidance athletes who 

compete for the same position in a team sport share. However, because of the absence of 

clearly defined positions, we might assume that some competitive processes in individual 

and team sport teams are somewhat different. Future research should examine the 

complexity of these processes in other contexts in more depth. 

More research is also need to examine what factors might influence positional 

competition to result in negative outcomes. There is a large body of research that 

suggests that competition potentially leads to conflict, negative interpersonal 

relationships, and decreased task effectiveness (Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Deutsch, 

2000). However, most of this research has not considered that competition also exists in 

groups that share collective goals (e.g., sport teams, organizational teams). A key 
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distinction in such contexts is that if competition leads to negative outcomes, the 

achievement of the collective goals might be jeopardized. Therefore, groups need to 

establish ways how to compete for positions without it leading to conflict or other 

detrimental effects. To our knowledge, there is a clear lack of research, which examines 

how groups prevent, or minimize, conflict where positional competition is unavoidable 

(e.g., elite sport teams) and even necessary or desirable.  

As outlined above, the presented model provides a framework for future research. 

However, research also naturally leads to application. The model, and its associated 

research, would assist coaches in understanding more fully how to best structure 

positional competition in elite sport teams to result in positive and desirable outcomes. A 

key element of this model is the guidance, or feedback mechanisms, between 

competitors, teammates, and coaches. These conversations require an environment that is 

respectful and transparent as to why specific decisions in the distribution of playing time 

are made. Furthermore, a coach should always be interested in helping athletes to shape 

realistic expectations and manage goals for positional competition appropriately. 
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CHAPTER 5: Study 3 -Development of the Positional Competition in Team Sport 

Questionnaire 

5.1 Introduction 

Competition, as a social process, has been at the center of research attention for 

centuries. A reason for that is its omnipresence in our lives. Today, we encounter 

competition in organizations (e.g., for promotion), in schools (e.g., for grades), at home 

(e.g., in board games), and in our free time (e.g., in video games). However, one area in 

which we encounter competition most frequently is sports (Stanne et al., 1999). Coakley 

and Donelley (2003) argued that competition is an integral part of sports. The 

organization of sports is competitive in nature with organized leagues that provide 

structure and a sequence to competitive events (i.e., a schedule when a team is playing 

another team, rankings based on wins and losses).  

People engage in competition in sports for different reasons. For example, 

Deutsch (2000) pointed out that friends might engage in a weekly tennis match for the 

pure enjoyment of the competition. It is the engagement in the mutually 

pleasurable/profitable activity that is the driving force of participation. In contrast, a 

professional runner might engage in a competitive run for the sole purpose of winning 

and the financial rewards associated with it. The reason for the engagement is the 

excellence in performance in comparison to others. Arguably, excellence can only be 

achieved if one compares one’s abilities to another person (Stanne et al., 1999).  

In a sports context, Chelladurai (2012) has defined these two approaches to 

competition as the pursuit of pleasure and the pursuit of excellence. The pursuit of 

pleasure describes activities in which participants engage for participation’s sake. In such 
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egalitarian sports, everybody gets the chance to participate regardless of ability level. On 

the contrary, the pursuit of excellence is characterized by comparison. Individuals engage 

in the pursuit to win. Chelladurai (2012) calls the pursuit of excellence serious business 

that is exclusive in nature. That is only selected athletes who meet the ability 

requirements at an elite level may participate in the pursuit of excellence.  

Another important consideration about the pursuit of excellence is that 

competition does not only take place between teams but also within a team. Usually elite 

teams (i.e., teams who follow the pursuit of excellence) will have more players on the 

roster than actual playing positions. In this case, athletes have to compete for playing 

time against their own teammates (Rees & Segal, 1984; Van Yperen, 1992). While there 

is considerable anecdotal evidence for this competition within a team (e.g., Botterill, 

2005), the evaluation of this phenomenon in sport teams has been absent from the sport 

psychology literature.  

To explore the different processes of competition within elite sport teams, 

Harenberg (2014a, 2014b) conducted two qualitative pilot studies. In total, eight 

university level coaches and 19 athletes from team sports (e.g., volleyball, hockey, 

soccer, football, basketball) were interviewed. The author found that two distinct 

competitive processes occurred in sport teams.  

First, competition can occur in form of competitive practice situations within a 

team (i.e., situational competition). Here, individual athletes or groups of athletes 

compete against each other in an activity that is guided by rules, regulated by the coach, 

and has a definite start and end point. After the activity is completed, a winner or loser is 
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determined based on the score (e.g., after 60 minutes in a hockey game, the amount of 

goals scored determines which team wins).  

A second competitive process is positional competition, which is the process of 

teammates vying for the same limited playing time under the awareness of the coach 

(e.g., players competing for playing time in the same position). In contrast to competitive 

situations, Harenberg (2014a, 2014b) argued that positional competition is a longer-

lasting team process, which has neither a distinct start or end point nor a clear winner. 

Rather, athletes on elite teams constantly compete for playing time.  

Harenberg (2014c) noted that positional competition is unique process that does 

not fit into traditional situational definitions of competition. This becomes particularly 

obvious when we consider the following example: Two strikers are competing for the 

same spot on a soccer team. However, over the past four practices, the coach had these 

two strikers paired up in two vs. two games. Each of these games is a separate 

competitive situation, in which the two strikers had to cooperate with each other to 

achieve the situational goal (i.e., scoring more points than the opposition). At the same 

time the coach will evaluate the performance of each striker to get more information how 

they are able to perform compared to each other. In this example, the strikers need to 

cooperate situationally, but are still competing for playing time constantly. Consequently, 

Harenberg (2014c) framed positional competition as a multi-dimensional team process 

involving the athlete, the teammates, and the coach.  

5.1.1 Definition of positional competition 

Based on two qualitative pilot studies (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b), Harenberg 

(2014c) defined positional competition as “the process of teammates vying for the same 
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limited playing time under the awareness of the coach”. There are four key considerations 

that are associated with this definition.  

First, positional competition occurs between players who play in the same 

position (Rees & Segal, 1984; Van Yperen, 1992). That is, only players who chose or 

were assigned to the same position are in competition for the playing time in this 

position. For example, a goalie and a striker on a university soccer team are not 

competing against one another for playing time. However, if there is only one position 

available as a left back, and there are three players who play in this position, these players 

would be vying for the same playing time. 

Second, positional competition is an ongoing process rather than a mere 

situational process. Even when a player gets playing time over another player for a 

particular game, the competition for playing time continues. For example, if a point guard 

on a basketball team competes with another point guard for playing time, the decision 

who is going to play will not be made based on a specific situation in practice (e.g., a 

scrimmage) but rather over a longer period of time. Once one player got the playing time 

in one game, the competition goes on as there are more games to be played in a season. 

Arguably, this may continue into a subsequent season as well. Positional competition is 

an on-going team process (Harenberg 2014a, 2014b).  

Third, when pursuing excellence, playing time will be awarded based on 

performance comparison (Chelladurai, 2012). Elite players (i.e., those who pursue 

excellence) always seek playing time. Usually such players have made it through various 

rounds of selection (e.g., regional teams) to join an elite level (e.g., university) team. 

These athletes are highly skilled and had to make large sacrifices over years of training 
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(Chelladurai, 2012). Therefore, they will always strive to receive playing time for their 

respective team.  

Finally, positional competition can only occur if the coach is aware of the 

competition. The coach (i.e., usually the head coach) makes the decision who is going to 

play, sit on the bench, or sit in the stands. Therefore, only performances that happen with 

the awareness of the coach can be considered positional competition. From a practical 

perspective, this includes most performances at practices, games, and even off the field 

(e.g., fitness testing, weight room sessions).  

Following this definition, Harenberg (2014c) conceptualized a model of positional 

competition (see Figure 3). The model distinguishes between the inputs, processes, and 

outcomes of positional competition. The inputs and outcomes will not be discussed in 

detail at this point (for more information, see Harenberg, 2014c). The model of positional 

competition incorporates two groups of processes: information-related processes and 

performance-related processes. The information-related processes build on the 

assumption that an athlete requires information to appraise his/her own abilities in 

relation to others. This assumption is consistent with social comparison theory (Festinger, 

1954) and self-evaluation theory (Tesser, 1988). The information-related processes 

include self-perceived and communication processes. The self-perceived processes are 

comparison (i.e., the striving to perform better than the competitors in the same position) 

and self-awareness (i.e., the creation of information how one stands in relation to the 

competitors for the same position). The communication-processes include the 

information an athlete receives through the guidance among teammates (i.e., the feedback 

and recognition a player receives and/or provides to the competitors), the guidance by the 
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coaches (i.e., feedback and recognition an athlete receives by the coach), and the game 

selection (i.e., the amount of playing time a player receives in a specific match).  

The performance-related processes are based on the premise that competition 

within interdependent groups (i.e., groups that share collective goals while members 

follow individual goals) is used to enhance task effectiveness and effort in the process 

(Tjosvold et al., 2003, 2006). The processes include the process of pushing each other. 

That is, athletes are forced to perform at a greater level because their competitors in a 

position increase their performance and vice versa. It also implies that athletes need to 

push themselves to reach their own performance goals. A second process is progression; 

the perception that athletes are improving their abilities in the competition with other 

players for playing time. The last process is responsibility. This describes the 

development of an awareness of performance expectations by athletes for a particular 

position in a team. 

The proposed model as well as the processes of positional competition must be 

tested to establish their validity. However, such testing requires an appropriate 

measurement tool. Thus, the purpose of this paper is to describe the development of a 

psychometrically sound measurement tool (i.e., questionnaire) designed to measure the 

various processes of positional competition previously noted. To accomplish this, the 

study was conducted in four stages. First, an initial set of items thought to represent the 

processes of positional competition was generated. Secondly, these items were 

administered to a sample of undergraduate students and iterations of preliminary item 

analyses were conducted. Third, the reduced set of items was administered to a sample of 

Canadian Interscholastic Sport (CIS)/National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 
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athletes and the scale was refined using confirmatory factor analyses. Finally, the final 

version of the questionnaire was evaluated for preliminary validity and reliability. 

5.2 Questionnaire Development 

5.2.1 Phase 1 – item generation  

 The goal of the first stage in the development of the Positional Competition in 

Team Sport Questionnaire (PCTSQ) was to generate items that reflect the processes 

identified by Harenberg (2014c). To accomplish this, a thorough review of the literature 

of competition within teams was undertaken. Moreover, the qualitative data obtained 

from eight CIS coaches (Harenberg, 2014a) and 16 CIS athletes (Harenberg, 2014b) were 

examined. A preliminary list of 108 items was given to seven experts (four researchers in 

the field of sport psychology, two CIS coaches, and one practicing sport psychologist. 

They provided feedback on the readability of the items and suggestions for additional 

questions. Based on this information some items were added and others were reworded. 

The resulting version of the questionnaire had 127 items reflecting 13 facets of positional 

competition. Each facet was represented by at least seven items to allow for a reduction 

of redundant items. All items had the same preface (“Think about the competition for 

playing time that you have with your teammates who play in the same position. In this 

competition...”) and were measured using a seven-point Likert scale with “Strongly 

Disagree” (1) and “Strongly Agree” (7) as extreme points. 

5.2.2 Phase 2 – preliminary item analysis 

  The set of 127 items was administered to 221 undergraduate kinesiology students 

(male N = 66; mean age = 20.77, SD = 2.74; mean year of study = 2.34, SD = 1.20). Most 

of the participants had participated in competitive sports (97.3%) at the competitive 
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recreational, highschool, or provincial level. Data analyses included (a) the examination 

of distribution of responses, (b) item mean and standard deviation, (c) inter-item 

correlation, (d) item-to-total correlations, and (e) internal consistency (i.e., Cronbach’s 

α). These procedures were used to assess the variability in responses, the reliability of 

subscales, and preliminary face validity (items having a higher correlation with their 

proposed dimension than other dimensions). Furthermore, the dimensions were correlated 

with each other to gather information regarding dimensional structure and parsimony.  

Initial analyses suggested some dimensional modifications. Due to high 

correlations between the dimensions Improvement, Push Self, and Responsibility to 

Perform (all r >.9) these dimensions were combined and renamed Effort to Improve. 

Conceptually, this makes sense since those three dimensions all reflect effort-related 

process within an athlete. Furthermore, the dimensions Feedback by the coach and 

Recognition by the coach correlated highly (r >.9) and were combined and renamed 

Coach recognition. Both dimensions reflect communication processes between coach and 

athlete. Finally, the dimensions Feedback from teammates and Recognition by teammates 

(r = .83) were combined to Peer communication.  

 Inter-item correlations and item-to-total correlations were used to limit item 

redundancy and ensure the item ideally correlated the highest with its proposed 

dimension, as opposed to another dimension. If individual items correlated highly (r >.8) 

they were considered redundant, and one or both were deleted. All item-to-total 

correlations under .5 were considered weak and such items were deleted. Finally, further 

items were deleted based on the lack of item-to-total correlation and overlap in wording. 

It was the objective to eliminate items that correlated weakly on their intended 
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dimensions. However, it was also the intention to have a sufficient amount of items 

reflecting the specific dimension in its conceptual entirety. The resulting structure of the 

questionnaire had nine dimensions with 58 items, with each dimension having at least 

five items (see appendix H).  

5.2.3 Phase 3 – scale refinement using confirmatory factor analysis 

 In the third phase of the questionnaire development, the PCTSQ was administered 

to its target population (i.e., university-level team sport athletes) and the resulting data 

were subjected to confirmatory factor analysis. Data were collected from 812 CIS 

(female n=389) and NCAA team sport (i.e., soccer, football, hockey, volleyball, 

basketball) athletes (M age = 20.30, SD = 1.97; mean experience = 2.57, SD = 1.31). This 

large sample allowed for the drawing of random subsamples to test and refine the 

structure of the PCTSQ. This procedure is similar to the development of other sport 

psychological scales (e.g., Team Sport Performances Processes Questionnaire; Karreman, 

2008; Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). Hedayat and 

Sinha (1991) argue that two samples or subsamples can be considered different and 

distinct if they differ in the vector structure (i.e., same subjects, order of subjects) and if 

the same set of units from the population (or large sample) were employed. Therefore, 

two random samples drawn from a larger sample may be considered different and 

distinct. 

 Prior to analyses, missing data were deleted listwise (n = 73, 8.9%). The 

remaining 739 cases were examined; item distributions, means and standard deviations 

were calculated to ensure sufficient variability. At this point, no further items needed to 

be deleted. The sample was randomly split in half. The first half of the sample (n = 370) 
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was used for the refinement of the factor structure. The second sample (n = 369) was 

used to confirm the resulting factor structure. 

 The 58 items in nine proposed dimensions were subjected to CFA. Several results 

suggested changes in the scale. First, high correlations (r >.8) between the dimensions 

Push by teammates and Peer communication suggested collapsing these dimensions into 

one, Push by teammates, together reflecting behavioral and communication processes 

received from teammates. The same was found for the dimensions Push teammates and 

Feedback to teammates. These were collapsed to one dimension, Push teammates, 

reflecting behavioral and communication processes from an athlete to the teammates.  

Next, the scale refinements were made based on the following criteria: (a) a factor 

loadings of the items to its respective dimensions ( >.60), (b) the modification indices 

(MI > 10), and (c) the assessment of inter-item correlation (r >.8). Application of these 

criteria led to an elimination of 33 items, resulting in a questionnaire structure with 25 

items, reflecting 7 dimensions. Each dimensions consisted of three or more items.  

The internal consistency of each dimension was then assessed. All dimensions 

showed acceptable Cronbach’s α values (α = .69-.90). Following recommendations by 

Smith, McCarthy, and Anderson (2000), the seven new dimensions were correlated with 

the nine dimensions from the previous factor structure to examine whether the original 

factors were sufficiently represented by the new factors. For the dimensions that were not 

combined with another dimension, a strong correlation to the original structure was found 

(r >.9). For the dimensions that were combined out of two dimensions, slightly weaker, 

but nonetheless sufficient, correlations (r >.8) were found.  
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Finally, the results of the CFA with both subsamples indicated a sufficient fit of 

the factor structure. After the final modifications, the CFA with the first subsample 

showed acceptable goodness of fit indicators (χ2/df = 2.544, Incremental Fit Index, IFI = 

.919, Non-Normed Fit Index, NNFI = .903, Comparative Fit Index, CFI = .918, Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMSEA = .065, Confidence Interval, CI90% = 

.059-.071). The factor structure was then confirmed using the second randomly selected 

sample. This confirmatory factor analysis showed a slightly better fit of the data to the 

proposed model (χ2/df = 2.259, IFI = .937, NNFI = .925, CFI = .937, RMSEA = .059, 

CI90% .052-.065). The results of the steps outlined above indicate that the proposed 

structure of the PCTSQ reflects the intended content of the prior structure appropriately, 

is internally consistent, and valid in its factorial structure. 

5.2.4 Phase 4 – Final Estimation of Validity and Reliability 

 The data of all 739 participants (i.e., complete cases) of CIS and NCAA athletes 

from team sports were used at this stage of the study.  

5.2.4.1 Reliability. The internal consistency values for the dimensions are 

provided in Table 2. The values ranged from .71 to .90. All values were above .80 with 

the exception of one dimension (i.e., Selection). According to Nunnally and Bernstein 

(1994) a sufficient internal consistency can be assumed if the Cronbach’s α is higher than 

.7.  

5.2.4.2 Correlations between subscales. None of the correlations among the 

subscales (see Table 2) surpassed a value of r > .6. Only four correlations exceeded the 

value of r >.5, with the dimensions Push by teammates and Push teammates being the 
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highest (r = .57). The highest explained variance between dimensions is 32.7%. 

Therefore, a uniqueness of each dimension can be assumed.  

5.2.4.3 Correlations with other scales. To examine predictive validity, measures 

of performance (i.e., Individual effort and Interplayer coordination; Team Sport 

Performances Processes Questionnaire; Karreman, 2008) were collected. The processes 

reflect the individual’s perspective of own expended effort as well as the coordination of 

effort with teammates. Moreover, Satisfaction with training and instruction by the coach 

(Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) was measured. All 

correlations can be found in Table 3. As anticipated, the correlations between the 

measures and the dimensions of positional competition indicated significant positive 

relationships (r = .14-.52). 

5.2.4.4 Factorial validity. A confirmatory factor analysis was performed with the 

whole sample to confirm the factorial structure. The factor loadings of the items were 

satisfactory (>.58; see Table 1). The chi-square to degrees of freedom ration surpassed 

the cut-off value of three, which would normally indicate a poor fit (Schermelleh-Engel, 

Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). However, Marsh (2007) noted that this indicator is 

usually negatively affected by large sample sizes (i.e., the greater the sample size, the 

higher the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio). Therefore, this indicator was 

disregarded for this analysis. The rest of the goodness of fit indices showed a satisfactory 

fit of the model (χ2/df = 3.439, IFI = .937, NNFI = .925, CFI = .936, RMSEA = .057, 

CI90% = .053-.062). As further proof of factorial validity across gender, the model was 

tested for male and female participants. The results revealed a slightly inferior fit for  
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Table 1 

Dimension Internal Consistency, Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 

Dimension α 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 
 

1. EFF .853 6.16 
(.78) 

      

2. PBT .836 .504 5.42 
(1.01) 

     

3. PTM .843 .517 .572 5.31 
(1.03) 

    

4. SCM .865 .544 .259 .387 6.03 
(.97) 

   

5. SAW .806 .425 .306 .411 .456 5.59 
(.93) 

  

6. CRE .902 .426 .451 .343 .141 .326 5.34 
(1.28) 

 

7. SEL .710 .307 .330 .215 .135 .178 .454 5.34 
(1.16) 

 

Table 2 

Correlations between the Dimensions of the PCTSQ and Measures of Performance and 
Satisfaction 

 Performance  
Individual 

Effort 

Performance 
Interplayer 

Coordination 

Satisfaction  
Training & 
Instruction 

Effort to Improve .460** .454** .343** 
Push by teammates .221** .456** .316** 
Push teammates .236** .481** .225** 
Comparison .337** .260** .150** 
Self Awareness .279** .278** .189** 
Coach Recognition .190** .345** .516** 
Selection .140** .234** .445** 

Note: ** p<.01 
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Table 3 

Item Descriptives and Loadings 

Subscale Item Mean (SD) Loading 
Effort to Improve 1 I am getting better at fulfilling my 

responsibilities as a player in my position. 
5.92 (.99) .729 

 8 I challenge myself to be a better player. 6.34 (.91) .753 
 15 I am pushing myself to improve the skills 

required in my position 
6.19 (.90) .813 

 22 I am pushing myself to improve upon my 
weaknesses as a player. 

6.18 (.93) .795 

Push by 
Teammates 

2 my teammates in my position push me to work 
hard every day. 

5.54 (1.26) .745 

 9 my teammates in my position encourage me 
when I am making progress as a player.  

5.47 (1.17) .748 

 16 my teammates in my position point out aspects 
I am doing well in our position 

5.31 (1.24) .730 

 23 my teammates in my position push me to work 
on my weaknesses as a player.  

5.37 (1.27) .772 

Push Teammates 3 I provide guidance for my teammates in my 
position. 

5.33 (1.25) .715 

 10 I am pushing my teammates in my position to 
reach beyond their expected performance level. 

5.33 (1.19) .761 

 17 I am pushing my teammates in my position to 
work on their weaknesses as players. 

5.34 (1.24) .790 

 24 I talk to my teammates how they can do better 
in our position. 

5.22 (1.11) .757 

Comparison 4 I am constantly trying to be ahead of my 
teammates in my position. 

6.12 (1.17) .698 

 11 I try to outperform my teammates in my 
position. 

6.12 (1.13) .782 

 18 I strive to show that I am better than my 
teammates in my position. 

5.81 (1.24) .812 

 25 I try hard to perform better than my teammates 
in my position. 

6.09 (1.09) .853 

Social Awareness 5 I know how well I perform compared to my 
teammates in my position 

5.35 (1.10) .752 

 12 I know what I am capable of in relation to my 
teammates in my position. 

5.81 (.99) .796 

 19 I know where my performance ranks in 
comparison to my teammates in my position. 

5.61 (1.17) .741 

Coach Recognition 6 my coach acknowledges when I am performing 
well in my position. 

5.32 (1.38) .846 

 13 my coach acknowledges when I compete hard 
as a player. 

5.51 (1.37) .869 

 20 my coach compliments me on good plays that I 
make in my position. 

5.36 (1.41) .892 

Selection 7 my coach does not select the athletes to play that 
perform the most consistent. 

5.32 (1.52) .615 

 14 the best performing players get playing time.  5.70 (1.32) .875 
 21 my coach selects the starting lineup based on 

prior performance. 
5.27 (1.47) .586 
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males (N = 378, χ2/df  = 2.772, IFI = .913, NNFI = .896, CFI = .912, RMSEA = .069, 

CI90% = .063-.075) than for female participants (N = 361, χ2/df 2.278, IFI = .933, NNFI  

= .920, CFI = .933, RMSEA = .060, CI90% .053-.066). But overall, all models still 

suggested reasonably satisfactory structural validity (Marsh, 2007). 

5.4 Discussion 

Based on the conceptualization of Harenberg (2014c), the purpose of this study 

was to develop and validate a measure of the processes associated with positional 

competition in sports. The procedures chosen had the intent to find the most 

parsimonious and psychometrically sound instrument to measure competition for playing 

time in team sports. The resulting scale of 25 items within seven dimension provides an 

instrument that is, to our knowledge, the first questionnaire to measure positional 

competition in an elite sport team context. Through the qualitative (Harenberg 2014a, 

2014b), conceptual (Harenberg, 2014c), and quantitative phases, the resulting instrument 

is a short, understandable, and usable scale for a variety of team sport contexts (e.g., in 

different elite team sports).  

The PCTSQ represents two salient themes: (a) information-related processes, and 

(b) performance-related processes. The information-related processes are based on the 

premise that an athlete who engages in positional competition has a need for self-

evaluation of his/her own abilities in relation to the other competitors (Tesser, 1988, 

Festinger, 1954). These processes are reflected in four dimensions (i.e., Comparison, 

Self-awareness, Coach recognition, Selection). Comparison and Self-awareness are 

dimensions that describe information gained through internal processes of the individual. 

The dimensions Coach recognition refers to the information that an athlete gains through 
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the feedback from a coach. The dimension Selection describes the information a player 

gains through the process of being selected to play by a coach.  

The performance-related processes are based on the concept that competition 

within interdependent groups is used constructively to enhance effort by the competitors 

involved (Tjosvold et al., 2003). This idea was described by athletes and coaches as 

‘pushing each other to get better’ (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b). Consequently, there are 

three dimensions that reflect this notion (i.e., Pushing teammates, Push by teammates, 

Effort to Improve). The dimensions Pushing teammates (which was combined with Peer 

communication) describes perceptions of an athlete that s/he is encouraging (through 

physical performance or verbal guidance) other competitors for the same position to 

elevate their performance. Conversely, push by teammates describes the perception that 

an athlete’s competitors for a position encourage him/her (through physical performance 

or verbal guidance) to perform better. Finally, Effort to improve is the perception that the 

athlete is expending effort to progress and enhance his/her abilities while competing 

positionally.  

An important conceptual consideration of the scale is that it measures perceptions 

regarding the involvement of three agents in the process of positional competition: (a) the 

self, (b) teammates in a particular position, and (c) the coach. By competing against 

others, the athlete gains more insight into his/her own capabilities. Teammates in a 

specific position provide normative information how one is to compete. They also guide 

the athlete how to develop his/her abilities further. The coach provides positive feedback 

and determines who will play. The involvement of those three agents is important 

because they are all members of the team, who determine what positional competition 
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looks like. Generally, all of these agents follow the same collective goals (e.g., being 

successful as a team) and are interdependent in their collaborative effort to achieve these 

goals. Positional competition is a team-process that can be influenced by all of these three 

agents.  

Marsh (2007) noted that “all constructs in sport and exercise psychology are 

hypothetical constructs, and so must be validated using a construct validity approach” (p. 

775). Consequently, most of my efforts were spent on establishing evidence of construct 

validity for the PCTSQ. More specifically, we rigorously tested the factorial structure of 

the scale using item-to-total correlation as well as confirmatory factor analyses. The final 

version of the PCTSQ showed acceptable to good (Marsh, 2007; Schermelleh-Engel et 

al., 2003) indices of fit and therefore preliminary evidence of construct validity can be 

assumed. It should be noted, however, that the initial confirmatory factor analysis was 

done with a random subsample. The modifications based on this first CFA will increase 

the fit for the overall sample because 50% of its data were used for the initial CFA. To 

control for this threat, the other 50% of the sample was used to cross-check the factor 

structure. This second CFA with the modified version provided further evidence for the 

construct validity. However, until another CFA on the final version can be conducted 

using a new and independent sample, the evidence of construct validity should be 

considered preliminary. 

Another consideration when constructing the scale was restricting the reduction of 

each dimension to no less than three items. It is recommended that multiple indicators 

(i.e., more than two) should be incorporated into the factor structure (Bollen, 1989; 

Marsh, 2007). However, we are aware that factors with three items have shown 
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insufficient internal consistency in measuring psychological variables (e.g., mood; 

Watson & Clark, 1997). Still, we chose to reduce to three items in the case of three 

dimensions to prevent redundancy in item wordings. It should be noted that the 

eliminated items, surprisingly, did not correlate with each other to the extent that a 

deletion was necessarily required (r<.8, Kline, 1993). However, in the interest of 

uniqueness of the items and the brevity of the scale, the items were deleted. Despite 

Watson and Clark’s (1997) concern, we found good internal consistency for two of the 

three-item dimensions (α >.8). For the dimension Selection a sufficient internal 

consistency of .71 was found. All of these indicators provide evidence for sufficient 

internal consistency (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2008). However, future research should 

evaluate if these indicators can be confirmed in other samples. 

 Significant positive correlations between all dimensions of positional competition, 

perceptions of performance, and satisfaction provided preliminary evidence of construct 

validity. While the range of correlations was quite large (r = .14-.52), we see that 

dimensions that should conceptually share a relationship indeed correlate higher than 

those that should not share a relationship. More specifically, when we consider Table 3, 

we see that the perception of individual effort is correlated more highly to Effort to 

improve than to any other dimension of the PCTSQ. Furthermore, we see that the 

performance dimension Inter-player coordination and the inter-player dimensions in the 

PCTSQ (i.e., Push teammates and Push by teammates) have the highest correlation. 

Finally, the satisfaction with training and instruction, which describes the satisfaction 

with the coach’s input into the development of the player, correlated highest with the 

coaching-influence dimensions (i.e., coach recognition, game selection) of the PCTSQ. 
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Weaker correlations were found between Individual effort and Coach recognition and 

Selection. Taken together, these correlations make conceptual sense and provide 

preliminary evidence of the criterion-related validity of the PCTSQ.   

 To our knowledge, the PCTSQ is the only instrument that measures competition 

for playing time within elite teams. Other instruments measuring competition in sports 

focused on competitive anxiety (e.g., CSAI-2, Martens et al., 1990), motivational climate 

(e.g., PMCSQ-2, Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000), and competitiveness (SOQ, Gill & 

Deeter, 1988). The only scale that took competition within a team into account is the Peer 

Motivational Climate in Youth Sport Questionnaire (PeerMCYSQ, Ntoumanis & Vazou, 

2005). In this questionnaire, a dimension named ‘intrateam competition’ measures the 

promotion of inter-individual competition by the peer group. It is measured with three 

items (i.e., On this team, most athletes try to do better than their teammates; On this team, 

most athletes encourage each other to outplay their teammates; On this team, most 

athletes look pleased when they do better than their teammates). While these items are 

comparable to the dimension ‘comparison’ of the PCTSQ, there are conceptual key 

considerations that differ between the instruments. First, the PeerMYCSQ was 

conceptualized for youth sport, the PCTSQ was conceptualized for elite sport. Secondly, 

the PeerMYCSQ conceptualized competition within a team as a facet of ego-oriented 

motivational climate and did not specify why the athletes were trying to out-compete 

each other. The PCTSQ is a measurement instrument of a multi-dimensional model of 

competition for playing time. Lastly, the PeerMYCSQ refers to ‘most athletes’ and does 

not specify which athletes are referred to. Building on the assumption that positional 

competition occurs between players that occupy the same position (Van Yperen, 1992; 
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Rees & Segal, 1984), the PCTSQ examines the competition that occurs between athletes 

in the same position. For these conceptual differences, we argue for the use of the 

PCTSQ to measure competition for playing time in elite team sport.  

The PCTSQ was designed for elite sport teams with a focus on intercollegiate 

team sports. The qualitative and quantitative phases included athletes from different team 

sports (i.e., soccer, football, basketball, volleyball, hockey). This might make the scale 

more suitable for these particular team sports. From an applied perspective, coaches and 

managers could use the scale to evaluate the perceptions of positional competition within 

their team. Specifically, the coaches might be interested whether teammates are pushing 

each other to get better and/or whether the athletes perceive that they are making progress 

in the competition for playing time. Furthermore, the scale can reveal if an athlete is 

obtaining needed information on his/her position within the performance hierarchy of the 

team. If such perceptions are low, a coach might address and clarify where s/he sees each 

athlete in the hierarchy.  

Another applied contribution of the scale is that it enables the examination of 

relationships between positional competition and other group processes. For example, 

coaches might be interested whether there exists a relationship between positional 

competition and athlete satisfaction. This might be important for players that do not play 

on a regular basis. It is possible that positional competition provides them with challenges 

and opportunities to develop their abilities, which in turn could lead to higher 

satisfaction. This might prevent that these player become disengaged and/or lose interest 

in exceeding their efforts for the team. 
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 There are a few conceptual limitations of the PCTSQ, which should ideally be 

addressed by future research. The present scale has been generated for elite sport teams, 

drawing exclusively on university teams. However, elite teams also include professional 

teams. In a professional environment, the significance of playing time equates usually to 

financial rewards, too (i.e., the more an athlete plays, the greater the financial rewards). 

As such, external rewards might foster self-interest in an athlete, we can only speculate if 

the presented processes of positional competition also take place on professional teams. 

Future research should evaluate if this is the case.  

 A second limitation is that this scale was designed primarily for team sports. 

However, Evans et al. (2013) provided initial evidence that competition can also take 

place between athletes in individual sports. However, the competition within individual 

sports has different characteristics. For example, in most individual sports, there is a 

measure (e.g., time) that makes the competition between athletes more objective. Based 

on the results, the coach makes decisions as to who is going to participate in a specific 

event. There are no decisions about to the extent to which an athlete can contribute to an 

event (e.g., with distribution of playing time). Therefore, we can assume that the 

competition in individual sport teams might look different than in team sports. This 

should also be examined by further research. 

 A last limitation is that this scale explicitly focuses on the competition for playing 

time within a team. The qualitative pilot studies (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) showed that 

there are other competitive processes that might take place within a sport team as well 

(i.e., competitive situations). Furthermore, athletes might also compete for formal roles 

(e.g., captaincy) or recognition beyond the team boundaries (e.g., rookie of the year). 
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There is a definite need for further exploration of competitive processes from a “within-

team” perspective.  

 In conclusion, this paper outlined the development of the PCTSQ. It is based on 

elaborate qualitative (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) studies and conceptual considerations 

(Harenberg, 2014c). The steps taken in the development of the scale (e.g., different 

samples and factorial analyses) revealed initial evidence of psychometrical soundness. 

From our perspective, the 25-item, seven dimension scale is a usable and unique 

instrument to measure positional competition in a team context.
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CHAPTER 6: General Discussion 

The objective of the dissertation was threefold. First, to explore competitive 

processes within elite sport teams, I began with a study on coaches’ perspectives on 

competitive processes in elite teams. From that data, two distinct competitive 

processes emerged: situational and positional competition. Situational competition is 

a concept that has been defined by Martens (1975) and examined, mostly in 

experimental research, in various contexts (e.g., social psychology). However, 

positional competition is an underexplored process, requiring further exploration. 

Subsequently, I conducted the second study examining how athletes experienced 

positional competition. Those results suggested positional competition is a multi-

dimensional process, consisting of various inputs, processes, and outcomes. 

Moreover, it is an ever-present phenomenon influenced by the self, competitors, 

teammates, and the coach.  

The second objective of the study was to define, and conceptualize a model 

of, positional competition. The definition (i.e., “the process of teammates vying for 

the same limited playing time in a particular position under the awareness of the 

coach”) distinguishes between positional competition and situational competition (“a 

situation in which the comparison of an individual’s performance is made with some 

standard in the presence of at least one other person who is aware of the criterion for 

comparison and can evaluate the comparison process”, Martens, 1975, p. 71).  

Specifically, there are four unique aspects of positional competition. First, 

positional competition only occurs between players who share the same position. 

Players who do not share a position, do not compete positionally. Second, the 
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competition between players is for playing time, which is distributed by the coach, 

using his/her judgment. Third, to this judgment, the coach needs to be aware of the 

competitors’ performances. If the coach is unaware, the comparison process does not 

occur, nor does positional competition. Finally, competition between players in a 

particular position for playing time is ongoing. Even if one player receives more 

playing time than another, s/he must keep competing for the opportunity to play in 

future games.  

The conceptual model’s contribution is important in three ways. First, it 

provides a better understanding which factors influence (i.e., inputs) and are affected 

(i.e., outcomes) by positional competition. Second, it provides us with insight into the 

two group processes (i.e., performance-related and information related) of positional 

competition. Both dimensions have support from qualitative evidence (Harenberg 

2014a, 2014b) and existing theories (e.g., social comparison theory, Festinger, 1954; 

Self-evaluation theory, Tesser, 1988). Third, the model may be tested to validate the 

construct of positional competition. 

The third objective of the study was to develop an instrument (i.e., 

questionnaire) to measure positional competition. An initial item set (127 items) was 

generated, administered to a sample of 221 undergraduate students and 812 

CIS/NCAA athletes, and subjected to statistical reduction procedures (e.g., item-to-

total correlations, confirmatory factor analyses). The final version of the 

questionnaire included 25 items measuring positional competition on seven 

dimensions (i.e., Improvement, Pushing teammates, Push by teammates, Comparison, 

Self-awareness, Coach recognition, and Selection). The results indicated satisfactory 
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factorial validity as well as sufficient internal consistency. An initial examination of 

construct validity demonstrated predicted positive correlations between the measures 

of positional competition and indicators of performance (i.e., Individual effort, 

Interplayer coordination) and satisfaction (i.e., Satisfaction with the coach’s training 

and instruction). These results provide preliminary evidence supporting the suggested 

model.   

Taken together, the presented studies in the dissertation followed an 

exploratory sequential mixed-methods approach (Creswell, 2006) and revealed 

positional competition as an omnipresent, ongoing competitive process in elite sport 

teams. Using the conceptualized model and the developed questionnaire, the process 

of positional competition may now be more fully examined in different contexts; the 

relationships to other team processes may also be explored.  

6.1 Limitations and future research 

6.1.1 Conceptual considerations. Researchers have been interested in 

competition for some time. However, theory has not played a part in much of this 

work, which has led to many different definitions of competition (Martens, 1975). 

Given its applicability to sport, Martens’ (1975) model of competition was chosen as 

the theoretical starting point for this series of studies. However, it became apparent 

that the construct of interest, positional competition, did not fit with Martens’ (1975) 

situational view of competition. Rather, positional competition needed to be seen as 

an ongoing process. This led to a new definition of positional competition presented 

in this dissertation, which was intentionally not based on any other previous 

definitions. Positional competition is a process that is unique in sport teams. Martens 
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(1979) argued that constructs in the realm of social psychology, such as competition, 

should be examined in the context in which they occur. Yet, in the sport literature, the 

construct of positional competition has not been explored, let alone defined. 

Therefore, the first two (qualitative) studies were conducted to better understand, 

define, and conceptualize positional competition as it occurs in elite teams (i.e., 

university teams). 

There are clear limitations to this approach of defining and conceptualizing 

positional competition. First, if positional competition, as it has been conceptualized, 

occurs in other (e.g., non-elite) sport contexts. For example, in youth sport where the 

focus is (or should) be on the development of players and the enjoyment of the 

activity, positional competition might not be present or as pronounced as in elite 

sport. Youth players often rotate in positions and coaches strive to provide equal 

playing opportunities. Therefore, the competition for a specific position might be 

absent or occurs in different forms. In fact, even if it is present, it may be that this 

process does more harm than good particularly, as younger participants may not yet 

fully mature physically and psychologically. 

 Furthermore, in task-independent sports (i.e., individual sports), the 

competition for the right to participate in events (e.g., track meets) may manifest itself 

much differently than in team sports. The performance of individual-sport athletes is 

usually measured objectively (e.g., by a measure of time in swimming, running, etc.). 

The information the athlete derives from this objective measure may provide him/her 

with clear information where s/he stands within the team. Moreover, if competition 

exists within an individual sport team, the performance-related and information-
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related processes will likely be different in nature. For example, we have no evidence 

that individual sport athletes exchange information about how they can improve their 

discipline-specific performance. If this exchange does occur some of the 

performance-related processes may be different. For example, there are far fewer 

competitions typically available for individual sport athletes – and, in those contexts 

all eligible athletes (i.e., those who meet the performance standard) may participate. 

In many respects, athletes do not compete with others – rather the competition against 

a standard of some sort to gain the right to participate. This area deserves more 

exploration. 

These two examples demonstrate that there is a definite need for continued 

exploration of positional competition in different sport contexts (e.g., youth and 

individual sport). Given the contextual differences, the competitive processes in 

individual teams should be explored in greater depth (e.g., through qualitative 

methods). It should be noted that some initial studies have found evidence of such 

competitive processes (Evans et al., 2013; Warner & Dixon, 2013). However, a 

deliberate exploration of competitive processes in individual sports is currently 

missing.  

Another consideration regarding positional competition is whether its 

processes are dynamic in nature. Rees and Segal (1984) suspected that when the 

status hierarchy within a team has not been established yet (e.g., in pre-season), 

competition for playing spots might be intensified. Once a hierarchy is established 

these processes might decrease. This may be true for some dimensions of positional 

competition. For example, the comparison of one’s performance to others in a 
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position might be magnified during times of reorganizing a group hierarchy. It is 

plausible that other processes (e.g., interaction between teammates) might actually 

decrease or maintain a constant level (e.g., coach recognition) during this time. 

Longitudinal research over the course of a season will shed more light on whether 

these are, in fact, present.  

The presence of gender differences in positional competition would also be 

worth examining. A large body of literature in other disciplines (e.g., organizational 

literature) suggests that there are gender differences in motivation to seek out 

competition (Gneezy, Niederle, & Rustichini, 2003). In a sport context, Gill and 

Deeter (1988) found significant gender differences in competitiveness, demonstrating 

that male athletes are usually more competitive than female athletes. Whether this 

also applies to positional competition is not yet understood. It is conceivable that 

males, due to higher competitiveness, show increased values of comparison and 

pushing behavior over females.  

6.1.2 Measurement considerations. The presented questionnaire was created 

as a self-perception measure based on an initial pool of 127 items (see appendix G). 

Following DeVellis (1991), this list included items that were fairly similar in 

wording, and, if available for inclusion in the final version, should be considered 

redundant. The intent was to find the “best-working” items for a specific facet of a 

dimension. It was anticipated that potentially redundant items would show inter-item 

correlation (r<.8) and be excluded. However, after the initial administration to 221 

kinesiology students this was not the case for some of the items. Therefore, some 

items were excluded based on conceptual redundancy. In the final revision of the 
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questionnaire with 812 CIS athletes, similar problems arose. Individual items were 

not correlating as highly with potentially redundant items for the dimension coach 

selection. In this case, lower loading items were chosen over a higher loading items. 

Yet, the loadings of the all items of the final version remained acceptable (<.5), the 

overall fit of the model was satisfactory, and the scale showed acceptable internal 

consistency (<.7). 

The analysis did not take group-level effects into account. Karreman, Riemer, 

and Dorsch (2009) suggest that such effects should be taken into consideration when 

examining the relationship between constructs that occurs on a group level (e.g., 

cohesion, satisfaction, leadership). Such an analysis would be particularly interesting 

in the case of positional competition since it is conceptualized as a group process. It is 

very likely that group-level effects exist since teams will differ in gender, sport, 

ability, experience, culture, and potentially in motivational levels towards 

competition. Therefore, group level effects should be considered when the 

relationship between positional competition and other constructs is examined. 

Moreover, the examination of group-level effects at a positional level could reveal 

even more insight into the nature of positional competition. However, usually the size 

of group of players competing for a particular spot (in most sports two to five) might 

limit such group level analysis using current techniques (e.g., hierarchical linear 

modeling). 

 6.1.3 Construct considerations. The initial evidence from the questionnaire 

development phase (Harenberg, 2014c) demonstrated a positive relationship between 

positional competition and specific performance processes as well as training and 
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instruction satisfaction. However, to provide more evidence for construct validity the 

relationship between positional competition and all inputs and outcomes suggested 

should be evaluated in various cultural contexts as well as different sports. 

Additionally, how positional competition relates to constructive and 

destructive group processes needs further investigation. For example, there is 

considerable empirical evidence from research in interdependence theory that 

suggests that competition is related to conflict. Specifically, Johnson and Johnson, 

(1989, 1999) and Stanne et al. (1999) argued that in high-stakes competition (i.e., 

competition in which the outcome is very important to the competitors) participants 

show higher destructive behavior (e.g., breaking the rules, cheating, falsifying 

results). Additionally, competition may lead to negative interpersonal relationships 

between competitors because groups and/or group members have conflicting goals 

(i.e., only one can achieve the desired outcome).  

A limitation of social interdependence theory is the assumption that 

competitors do not share collective goals and, therefore, act solely in self-interest 

(Deutsch, 1949; Johnson & Johnson, 2005). This may not (always) be true for 

competition within existing groups. Consequently, Tjosvold et al. (2003, 2006) 

examined constructive competition within organizational teams in China. The results 

of their studies indicated that the competition within organizational teams is 

constructive in nature. Specifically, the internal urge to compete against colleagues 

was positively related with task-effectiveness, taking on future challenging tasks, and 

working together with the competitor. However, the authors concluded that more 
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exploratory research is needed to determine all the processes involved in constructive 

competition. 

As in organizational teams, elite sport teams have collective group goals (e.g., 

overall success of the team). Yet, individual athletes, who also have individual goals 

and aspirations, must compete for playing time. The questionnaire allows us to 

measure this process and examine the potential relationship to sport-specific conflict. 

Such an examination would answer two important questions. First, does positional 

competition share a relationship with conflict? Second, how might this relationship be 

influenced by other variables? For example, it is plausible some team processes (e.g., 

norms, cohesion) might mediate the relationship between positional competition and 

conflict. These sorts of questions have yet to be answered. Clearly, more research is 

needed.   

In addition to exploring potentially destructive processes, the relationship 

between positional competition and constructive processes should also be examined. 

Initial evidence presented in this dissertation demonstrated a positive relationship of 

positional competition to dimensions of performance and satisfaction. The qualitative 

work also lent support for the positive outcomes of such competition. However, there 

are other processes that could be impacted by positional competition as well. For 

example, athletes and coaches (Harenberg, 2014a, 2014b) indicated a possible 

relationship to cohesion. Specifically, they explained that by competing against each 

other, athletes gain respect and admiration for another, which might be expressed in 

increased perceptions of cohesion. Whether these perceptions are accurate should be 

the focus of further research.  
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A final consideration is the question of how the coach influences positional 

competition. Chelladurai (2012) noted that the coach needs to promote competition 

amongst his/her athletes through the leadership s/he provides. However, the author 

also noted that this leadership behavior might not be accounted for in current 

leadership scales (e.g., the Leadership Scale for Sports, Chelladurai, 1990). 

Therefore, more research is needed to understand in more detail (a) how coaches 

encourage their athletes to compete against each other, and (b) and how this 

encouraging behavior influences the processes of positional competition. Initial 

evidence was provided by the qualitative work of this dissertation (Harenberg 2014a, 

2014b). However, if we desire to understand the relationship between positional 

competition and leadership, we first need to reconsider the way we measure coaching 

leadership behavior.  

 6.1.4 Other considerations. Aside from positional competition, the 

dissertation work also found evidence of situational competition within elite teams. 

There exists a large body of, mostly experimental, research that has tested the 

influence of various factors (e.g., structure of the competition, Stanne et al., 1999; 

interpersonal relationships, Kilduff et al., 2010, Peng & Hsieh, 2012; group structure, 

Cooke, Kavunassu, McIntyre, & Ring, 2013; Tauer & Harackiewicz, 2004) on 

performance and psychological outcomes (e.g., enjoyment) in competitive situations. 

However, Kilduff et al. (2010) noted that a key limitation of this research is that it is 

studied in controlled settings rather than in the actual contexts in which it occurs. 

When we consider the frequency with which competitive situations occur in a 

practice setting (e.g., scrimmages), it is somewhat surprising testing of propositions 
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has not occurred in this context. Coaches plan and lead competitive activities 

regularly in practice. However, to my knowledge, clear instructions about how to best 

structure competitive situations (e.g., in coach education) are missing. There is a 

definite need to explore the various different reasons and purposes for which coaches 

use competition in their practices. The clarification of the structure, duration, 

outcome, as well as influencing factors that enhance performance in competitive 

situation would be beneficial for the education of future coaches.  

 Finally, the dissertation did not explore whether there might be other 

competitive processes present within teams. For example, Rees and Segal (1984) 

have pointed out that athletes compete not only for playing time, but also for status 

and awards (e.g., Rookie of the Year Award, bonuses, etc.). While there was no 

substantiated evidence of competition for such outcomes in the qualitative studies 

(Harenberg 2014a, 2014b), it is possible that situational and positional competition 

are just the most prevalent and most commonly experienced by athletes and coaches. 

However, more research is needed to uncover whether other competitive processes 

exist within teams.  

6.2 Conclusions  

The objective of the dissertation as a whole was the exploration of competitive 

processes within teams. This included defining and conceptualizing positional 

competition and developing a tool to measure positional competition empirically. The 

work of the dissertation lays the foundation for a more systematic examination of this 

complex phenomenon. The dissertation also sheds light on the complexity of 

competitive processes within teams and illustrates how little we actually understand 
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about the different competitive processes that occur within sport teams. It is a first 

step; competition is a tool that is used by coaches to enhance performance and 

motivate their athletes to maximize their potential. We see evidence of this in sports 

media as well as in applied sport psychology examples (e.g., Botterill, 2005). 

Understanding competition and its use within teams will be beneficial to coaches and 

researchers alike, as they support athletes in their pursuit of excellence.   

To conclude, I draw the reader’s attention to Dr. Chelladurai’s question that 

led to this dissertation work: How can coaches motivate all players on a team, 

including those who do not get to play regularly or at all? From my perspective, 

positional competition is an important component of the answer to this question. 

Competition with teammates in the same position provides athletes with challenges, a 

sense of progression, and enjoyment. Certainly, it is not the only process that affects 

players’ motivation. Yet, as this dissertation has suggested, it is a powerful tool that 

has constructive consequences for all players, starters and non-starters, on elite teams. 
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Appendix B. Consent form coaches (Study 1) 

 

 

Informed Consent Form: Collegiate Coaches' Perceptions of Intrateam 
Competition: A Conceptual Inquiry 

 

Name of Participant (please print): ___________________________________________ 

Signing this form indicates that you have read the following statements, are 
providing your consent, and are participating freely and willingly. 

• I understand that my participation in the study (titled “Collegiate Coaches' Perceptions of Intrateam 
Competition: A Conceptual Inquiry”) is voluntary and that I may withdraw from the study at any time for any 
reason and without penalty.  

• I understand that refusal to participate will not influence or jeopardize myself or the treatment of other 
participants. 

• I understand if I do agree to participate my participation will involve 1 interview session with a researcher. 
This session will last between 30 - 60 minutes. 

• I understand that my personal information will be kept strictly confidential. My comments will not be shared 
with other participants in the research project. The audiotapes and transcripts of these sessions will be 
secured in a locked office. Members of the research team (Sebastian Harenberg, Kyle McDonald, Dr. June 
LeDrew, and Dr. Kim Dorsch) are the only individuals who have access to the original data. 

• I understand that I will have the opportunity to review the transcripts from my interview. 
• I understand that my identity will be protected. My name will not be disclosed in any publications or 

presentations pertaining to this study. 
• I acknowledge that I have received a copy of the informed consent form. 
• I understand that this project was approved by the Research Ethics Board, University of Regina. If I have any 

questions or concerns about my rights or treatments as participants, I may contact the Chair of the Research 
Ethics Board at the University of Regina at (306) 585-4775 or by e-mail: research.ethics@uregina.ca 

• I understand that if I have any questions or concerns about the research project, I may contact Dr. June LeDrew 
in the Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies at the University of Regina at (306) 585-4842 or by email 
june.ledrew@uregina.ca 

 
 
Participant’s signature        
 Date 

 

Researcher’s signature        Date 

 

Please return the original, signed copy to Sebastian Harenberg and keep one copy for your own 
records. 

 

 

 

Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 
Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, Room 173 
3737 Wascana Pkwy, Regina, Saskatchewan   S4S 0A2 

mailto:june.ledrew@uregina.ca
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Appendix C. Consent form athletes (Study 2) 

 

 

 

Informed Consent Form: Collegiate Coaches' and Athletes’ Perceptions of Intrateam 
Competition: A Conceptual Inquiry 

 

Name of Participant (please print): ___________________________________________ 

Signing this form indicates that you have read the following statements, are providing your 
consent, and are participating freely and willingly. 

• I understand that my participation in the study (titled “Collegiate Coaches' and Athletes’ Perceptions of 
Intrateam Competition: A Conceptual Inquiry”) is voluntary and that I may withdraw from the study at any time 
for any reason and without penalty.  

• I understand that refusal to participate will not influence or jeopardize myself or the treatment of other 
participants. 

• I understand if I do agree to participate my participation will involve 1 interview session with a researcher. 
This session will last between 30 - 60 minutes. 

• I understand that my personal information will be kept strictly confidential. My comments will not be shared 
with other participants in the research project. The audiotapes and transcripts of these sessions will be 
secured in a locked office. Members of the research team (Sebastian Harenberg, Kyle McDonald, Dr. June 
LeDrew, and Dr. Kim Dorsch) are the only individuals who have access to the original data. 

• I understand that I will have the opportunity to review the transcripts from my interview. 
• I understand that my identity will be protected. My name will not be disclosed in any publications or 

presentations pertaining to this study. 
• I acknowledge that I have received a copy of the informed consent form. 
• I understand that this project was approved by the Research Ethics Board, University of Regina. If I have any 

questions or concerns about my rights or treatments as participants, I may contact the Chair of the Research 
Ethics Board at the University of Regina at (306) 585-4775 or by e-mail: research.ethics@uregina.ca 

 

• I understand that if I have any questions or concerns about the research project, I may contact Dr. Harold 
Riemer in the Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies at the University of Regina at (306) 585-4925 or by 
email harold.riemer@uregina.ca 

 
•  

 

Participant’s signature        
 Date 

 

Researcher’s signature        Date 

Please return the original, signed copy to Sebastian Harenberg and keep one copy for your own 
records. 

 

Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 
Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, Room 173 
3737 Wascana Pkwy, Regina, Saskatchewan   S4S 0A2 

mailto:harold.riemer@uregina.ca
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Appendix D. Sample item feedback form 

 
Dear __________: 
Thank you for participating in this study. The following page contains a variety of items 
intended to measure competition within teams (i.e., intrateam rivalry). Please rank the items in 
terms of readability, clarity, and applicability. You can also provide qualitative feedback for each 
item. Your feedback is vital for this project. 

Procedures: The participation includes your feedback on specific items. The expected duration of 
this 

activity is 2.5 hours (150 minutes). 
 
Potential risks: There are no known or anticipated risks to you by participating in this research. 

If 
you feel stressed or uneasy due to participating in the study, you may withdraw from the study 
without any consequences. 
 
Compensation: You will receive a Tim Hortons gift card as a token of appreciation.  
 
Confidentiality: Your personal information will be kept strictly confidential. Your feedback will 
only be treated for the creation of the questionnaire and will not be shared with anyone. The 
data will be stored in a locked office at the University of Regina. Only the main researcher, 
Sebastian Harenberg, and his supervisor, Dr. Harold Reimer, will have access to the data.  

Right to Withdraw: Your participation is voluntary and you can rank only those questions that 
you are comfortable with. You may withdraw from the research project for any reason, at any 
time without explanation or penalty of any sort. The deadline to withdraw after participation is 
April 1st, 2013. 

This project has been approved on ethical grounds by the UofR Research Ethics Board on 
December 4th, 2012.  Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may be addressed to 
the committee at (585-4775 or research.ethics@uregina.ca).  Furthermore, you may contact the 
supervisor of the main researcher Dr. Harold Riemer (585-4925 or Harold.Riemer@uregina.ca) 
with questions regarding this project. 

Implied consent is assumed, if you fill out the attached item feedback form.  

Thank you for your participation! 

Sincerely, 

Sebastian Harenberg, PhD (c)       

University of Regina, Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 
3737 Wascana Parkway, Regina, SK, S4S 0A2 
Phone: 306-585 4372   
email: harenbes@uregina.ca 

Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 
Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, Room 173 
3737 Wascana Pkwy, Regina, Saskatchewan   S4S 0A2 
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Instructions – This questionnaire is designed to measure intrateam rivalry, which is 
the competition for playing time between teammates who play in the same position. 
These teammates will be referred to as “competitors” in this questionnaire.  

The questionnaire consists of 13 facets and 108 items. These are listed on separate 
pages. On pages 2 and 3, you will find a list of all facets and the respective 
definitions. Please read the name and definition of each facet carefully. Afterwards 
rank each facet in terms of readability, clarity, and applicability.  

Readability refers to the easiness of reading the statement. You have the option to 
rank the facets from 1 (“very hard to read”) – 7 (“very easy to read”). 

Clarity refers to the notion that you understand what this question is asking for. You 
have the option to rank the facets from 1(“very hard to understand”) to 7 (“very 
easy to understand”).  

Applicability refers to your opinion if this facet is applicable to the competition 
within teams. You may rank each facet from 1 (“not at all applicable”) to 7 (“very 
applicable”). 

On page 4-18, you will find the items that are intended to measure each facet. Please 
rank the items in the same way, you have ranked the facets.  

For each facet and item, you can provide an explanation of the quantitative values in 
the comment box. This part is extremely important as this information provides me 
with a better understanding of why facets or items might or might not fit into the 
context.  

 

Your contribution is vital to the success for this project. Thank you for your 
participation! 
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Facet 

 

Definition Readability 

(1 “very hard to 
read” – 7 “very 
easy to read”) 

Clarity 
(1 “very hard to 
understand” –  

7 “very easy to 
understand”) 

Applicability 
(1 “not applicable 

at all” –  

7 “very 
applicable”) 

1. Improvement This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/she is developing and/or improving as a 
player in the competition for playing time with the other teammates in his/her position.  

 

   

Comments 

 

2. Push by 
Competitors 

This facet refers to athlete’s perception that he/she is challenged by his/her competitors to 
perform better in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

 

   

Comments 

 

    

3. Push Self This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/she challenges herself to perform better as a 
player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

 

   

Comments 

 

    

4. Push Others This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/she challenges competitors to perform better 
as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

 

   

Comments 
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5. Responsibility This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/ she is accountable to perform to the best of 
his/her abilities in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

 

   

Comments 

 

    

6. Social 
Comparison 

This facet refers to athlete’s perception that he/she is striving to perform better as a player than 
his/her competitors in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

 

   

Comments 

 

    

7. Feedback to 
Peers 

This facet refers to the amount of information the athlete shares with the competitors on possible 
improvements as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

   

Comments 

 

    

8. Social 
Awareness 

This facet refers to the athlete’s awareness on where he/she stands with regards to playing 
performance in relation to his/her competitors in the competition with the other teammates in 
his/her position.  

   

Comments 

 

    

9. Feedback from 
Peers 

This facet refers to the amount of information the competitors provide with regards to an 
athlete’s possible improvements of performance as a player in the competition with the other 
teammates in his/her position.  

   

Comments 

 

    

10. Peer This facet refers to the amount of acknowledgement competitors provide with regards to an 
athlete’s performance as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her 
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Recognition position.  

 

Comments 

 

    

11. Coach 
Feedback 

This facet refers to the amount of information the coaching staff provides with regards to an 
athlete’s possible performance improvements as a player in the competition with the other 
teammates in his/her position. 

   

Comments 

 

    

12. Coach 
Recognition 

This facet refers to the amount of acknowledgement the coaching staff provides with regards to 
an athlete’s performance as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her 
position. 

   

Comments 

 

    

13. Coach 
Selection 

This facet refers to the amount of information the coaching staff provides with regards to where 
an athlete ranks in the distribution of playing time in the competition with the other teammates 
in his/her position 

   

Comments 
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Facet Title: Improvement  

Facet definition: This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/she is developing and/or improving as 
a player in the competition for playing time with the other teammates in his/her position.  

Item stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition… 

Items 

 

Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 
(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

1. … I see that I am improving over time. 
 

   

Comments: 

 

2. … I am learning from my mistakes. 
 

   

Comments: 

 

3. … I am improving as a player. 
  

   

Comments: 

 

4. … I am learning how to make better 
decisions as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

5. … I am developing my game-related 
skills. 

   

Comments: 

 

6. … I am learning how to perform better in 
the game. 

   

Comments: 

 

7. … I can see that I am progressing as a 
player.  
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Comments: 

 

8. … I am taking the right steps to improve 
as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

9. … I am growing as a player. 
 

   

Comments: 

 

10. … I am not making any progress as a 
player. (R = Reversed) 

   

Comments: 

  

11. … I am not getting better as a player. 
(R)  

   

Comments: 

 

 

 

Facet Title: Push by competitors  

Facet Definition: This facet refers to athlete’s perception that he/she is challenged by his/her competitors 
to perform better in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

12. … my competitors push me to improve.
   

   

Comments: 

 

13. … I am pushed to increase my 
performance as a player. 
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Comments: 

 

14. … I feel challenged by my competitors. 
 

   

Comments: 

 

   

15. … I am pushed to reach beyond my 
expected performance.  

   

Comments: 

 

16. … the improvement of others forces me 
to improve as well. 

   

Comments: 

 

17. … my competitors push me to work 
hard every day. 

   

Comments: 

 

18. … I am not challenged by my 
competitors. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

19. … I am not getting pushed to improve as 
a player. (R) 

   

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 171 

Facet title: Push self  

Facet definition: This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/she challenges herself to perform 
better as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

20. … I am pushing myself to be a better 
player. 

   

Comments: 

 

21. … I am pushing myself to work on my 
weaknesses.  

   

Comments: 

 

22. … I challenge myself to be a better 
player.  

   

Comments: 

 

23. … I do more additional workouts than 
my competitors. 

   

Comments: 

 

24. … I am pushing myself to perform to 
the best of my abilities. 

   

Comments: 

 

25. … I force myself to work hard every 
day. 

   

Comments: 

 

26. … I am not forcing myself to work hard. 
(R)  

   

Comments: 
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27. … I am not pushing myself to improve 
as a player. (R) 

   

Comments: 

 

    

 

 

Facet Title: Push others  

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/she challenges competitors to perform 
better as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position.  

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

28. … I push my competitors to be the best 
they can be.  

   

Comments: 

 

29. … I push my competitors to improve. 
  

   

Comments: 

 

30. … I push my competitors to perform 
well. 

   

Comments: 

 

31. … I push my competitors to reach 
beyond their expected performance.  

   

Comments: 

 

32. … I push my competitors to work hard 
every day.  
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Comments: 

 

33. … I am not pushing my competitors to 
improve. (R) 

   

Comments: 

 

34. … I am not forcing my competitors to 
perform well. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

Facet Title: Responsibility  

Facet Dimension: This facet refers to the athlete’s perception that he/ she is accountable to perform to the 
best of his/her abilities in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

35. … I set expectations for myself. 
 

   

Comments: 

 

36. … I am responsible for my own 
progress. 

   

Comments: 

 

37. … it is my responsibility to perform 
well. 

   

Comments: 

 

38. … it is my responsibility to work hard.
  

   

Comments: 
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39. … I hold myself accountable to put my 
maximum effort in every day.  

   

Comments: 

 

40. … I don’t care if I perform well. (R)
    

   

Comments: 

 

41. … I don’t think I am accountable for my 
performance. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

 

Facet Title: Social Comparison  

Facet Definition: This facet refers to athlete’s perception that he/she is striving to perform better as a 
player than his/her competitors in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

42. … I am constantly trying to be ahead of 
my competitors. 

   

Comments: 

 

43. … I try to outperform my competitors. 
 

   

Comments: 

 

44. … I am striving to be a better player 
than my competitors. 

   

Comments: 

 

45. … I am working hard to be better than 
my competitors.  
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Comments: 

 

46. … I strive to show that I am better than 
my competitors.  

   

Comments: 

 

47. … I try hard to perform better than my 
competitors.    

   

Comments: 

 

48. … I do not compare myself to my 
competitors. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

49. … I am not striving to be a better player 
than my competitors. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

 

 

Facet Title: Feedback to Peers  

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the amount of information the athlete shares with the competitors on 
possible improvements as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

50. … I am open to providing feedback to 
my competitors. 

   

Comments: 

 

51. … I provide guidance for competitors in 
my position. 

   



 

 176 

Comments: 

 

52. … I provide my competitors with 
information on how they can improve. 

   

Comments: 

 

53. … I tell my competitors how they can 
perform better as a player.   

   

Comments: 

 

54. … I share my knowledge about my 
position with my competitors. 

   

Comments: 

 

55. … I talk to my competitors about how 
they can do better in our position.   

   

Comments: 

 

56. … I give my competitors tips on how to 
improve in our position.   

   

Comments: 

 

57. … I tell my competitors when they are 
doing things well.  

   

Comments: 

 

58. … I do not tell my competitors how they 
can improve. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

59. … I do not share any information with 
my competitors. (R)  

   

Comments: 
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Facet Title: Social Awareness  

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the athlete’s awareness on where he/she stands with regards to 
playing performance in relation to his/her competitors in the competition with the other teammates in 
his/her position.  

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

60. … I know which competitors are ahead 
of me in playing performance. 

   

Comments: 

 

61. … I know which competitors are behind 
me in playing performance.  

   

Comments: 

 

62. … I know how well I perform compared 
to my competitors.  

   

Comments: 

 

63. … I know where I stand in relation to 
my competitors.  

   

Comments: 

 

64. … I know what I am capable of in 
relation to my competitors. 

   

Comments: 

 

65. … I know where my performance ranks 
in comparison to my competitors.   

   

Comments: 
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66. … I do not know where I stand in 
relation to my competitors. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

67. … I am unaware how well I perform 
compared to my competitors. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

 

 

Facet Title: Feedback from Peers 

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the amount of information the competitors provide with regards to an 
athlete’s possible improvements of performance as a player in the competition with the other teammates in 
his/her position.  

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

68. … my competitors give me tips about 
how to perform better as a player.  

   

Comments: 

 

69. … I get feedback from my competitors 
as to how to improve as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

70. … I get guidance from my competitors 
for how I can play better.    

   

Comments: 

 

71. … I talk to my competitors how we can 
improve as a unit.   

   

Comments: 
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72. … my competitors point out aspects of 
my performance that I can improve upon. 

   

Comments: 

 

73. … my competitors tell me what I can do 
better as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

74. … my competitors do not give me any 
feedback. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

75. … my competitors never give me any 
tips as to how I can perform better. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

 

Facet Title: Peer Recognition 

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the amount of acknowledgement competitors provide with regards to 
an athlete’s performance as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her position.  

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

76. … my competitors acknowledge when I 
am playing well.   

   

Comments: 

 

77. … my competitors tell me when I played 
well.   

   

Comments: 

 

78. … my competitors encourage me when I 
am making progress as a player.  
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Comments: 

 

79. … my competitors tell me if I am 
performing well in our positio  

   

Comments: 

 

80. … my competitors tell me if I am 
performing to the best of my potential. 

   

Comments: 

 

81. … my competitors never acknowledge 
when I am performing well as a player. (R) 

   

Comments: 

 

82. … my competitors never give me any 
recognition if I am playing well. (R) 

   

Comments: 

 

  

 

 

Facet Title: Coach Feedback  

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the amount of information the coaching staff provides with regards to 
an athlete’s possible performance improvements as a player in the competition with the other teammates in 
his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

83. … I receive feedback from my coach to help 
me become a better player.  

   

Comments: 
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84. … the coach tells me how I can improve as a 
player. 

   

Comments: 

 

85. … the coach provides me with information 
about my level of performance as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

86. … the coach tells me where I am at in relation 
to my competitors.   

   

Comments: 

 

87. … the coach tells me what his/her 
expectations for me are.  

   

Comments: 

 

88. … I receive information from the coach about 
what I need to do to be better as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

89. … my coach tells me how I can avoid making 
mistakes as a player.   

   

Comments: 

 

90. … my coach tells me how I am doing as a 
player. 

   

Comments: 

 

91. … my coach holds me accountable for my 
performance as a player.   

   

Comments: 

 

92. … my coach never tells me how to get better    
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as a player. (R)  

Comments: 

  

93. … my coach does not give me feedback. (R)     

Comments: 

 

 

 

Facet Title: Coach Recognition  

 

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the amount of acknoledgement the coaching staff provides with 
regards to an athlete’s performance as a player in the competition with the other teammates in his/her 
position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

94. … I get recognition for my effort by the 
coach.  

   

Comments: 

 

95. … my coach encourages me to keep 
working hard.    

   

Comments: 

 

96. … my coach acknowledges when I am 
performing well in my position.  

   

Comments: 

 

97. … my coach tells me if I am doing well 
as a player.   

   

Comments: 
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98. … my coach acknowledges me when I 
compete hard as a player. 

   

Comments: 

 

99. … my coach never gives me praise 
when I perform well as a player.(R)  

   

Comments: 

 

100. … my coach does not tell me when I 
am doing well. (R)    

   

Comments: 

 

 

 

Facet Title: Coach Selection 

 

Facet Definition: This facet refers to the amount of information the coaching staff provides with regards to 
where an athlete ranks in the distribution of playing time in the competition with the other teammates in 
his/her position. 

Item Stem: Think about the competition for playing time that you have with your teammates who play in 
the same position. In this competition, 

Items Readability 

(1-7) 

Clarity 

(1-7) 

Applicability 

(1-7) 

101. … the coach lets me know if I will be a 
starter, a substitute, or not play at all. 

   

Comments: 

 

102. … the coach selects me to play if I am 
the better player compared to my 
competitors.  

   

Comments: 

 

103. … the coach gives playing time to the 
players who perform the best.   
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Comments: 

 

104. … the most consistent players get 
playing time.    

   

Comments: 

 

105. … the best performing players get to 
playing time.  

   

Comments: 

 

106. … the coach selects the starting lineup 
based on prior performance. 

   

Comments: 

 

107. … the coach does not select the 
athletes to play that perform the most 
consistently. (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

108. … the coach does not select the players 
for games based on performance (R)  

   

Comments: 

 

 

 

General comments (e.g., additions): ________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix E. Guiding questions (Study 1) 
 
Guiding Interview Questions: 
 
1. Can you tell me about your history and experience as a coach? 

2. How did you get into coaching? 

3. Which sports did/do you coach? 

4. What do you enjoy about being a coach? 
a. What don’t you enjoy? 

5. Are you satisfied with your achievements (the achievements of your team(s)) of your 
coaching career so far? 
a. What are your future goals? 

6. How do you define competition? 
a. Where can it occur? 

7. Thinking about working with athletes every day, what role does competition play in an 
athletic context? 

8. Does competition ever occur amongst players on your own team? If so, can you 
provide examples? 

9. Competition between athletes on the same team can be referred to as intrateam 
competition. Have you heard this term before? What context? 

10. Have you observed this type of competition amongst the team you are coaching now? 
Can you provide a few examples? 

11. Do you purposely induce situations of intrateam competition? If so, can you provide 
examples? 
a. If you do not induce such situations what is the reason for that? 

12. How do you create an environment that leads to competition among your athletes? 

13. How do competitive situations during practice influence your decision concerning 
who will be a starter or substitute? 

14. Do you think that competitive behaviour among and between your athletes 
contributes to the performance of the team? If so, why? Can you provide examples? If 
not, why not? 

15. You want your team to function as a group and cooperate as much as possible. Do 
competitive situations within your team contribute to this aspect? Can you provide 
examples? 

16. Do you think that intrateam competition differs between male and female athletes? 

a. Are there differences between sports? 

17. Is there anything else you would like to share with us about intrateam competition? 

18. Do you have any questions regarding this project? 
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Appendix F. Guiding questions (Study 2) 

Guiding Interview Questions: 

1. Can you tell me about your history as an athlete? 

2. Why did you want to become a university athlete? 

3. What do you enjoy about being a university athlete? 

 a. What don’t you enjoy? 

4. Are you satisfied with your career as a university athlete so far? 

 a. What are your future goals? 

5. How do you define competition? 

 a. Where does it occur? 

6. Thinking about your life as an athlete, what role does competition play in an 
athletic context? In which situations does it occur?  

7. Do you enjoy competition? If so, why? 

8. Does competition ever occur among players on your team? If so, can you provide 
examples? 

9. What are the differences between competition with athletes from your own team 
and athletes from other teams? 

10. What role does the coach play in the competition within the team?  

11. Does the notion of competition within the team change from team to team? If so, 
can you provide examples? 

12. How are competitive situations within the team evaluated? Is your personal 
effort in competitive situations valued? If so, how? 

13. Do you think that the competition within the team helps you to become a better 
athlete? If so, can you provide examples? If not, why not? 

14. You want to function as a team and a cohesive group of players. Do you think 
that competition within the team contributes to this aspect? Can you provide 
examples? 

15. Is there anything else you would like to share with us about competition within 
your team? 

16. Do you have any questions regarding this project? 
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Appendix G. Initial item pool 
 
Dimension 1 
... I see that I am improving over time. 
... I am learning from my mistakes 
... I am not making any progress as a player. 
... I am improving as a player. 
... I am learning how to make better decisions as a player 
... I am developing my game-related skills. 
... I am learning how to perform better in the game. 
... I can see that I am progressing as a player. 
... I am taking the right steps to improve as a player. 
... I am not getting better as a player. 
... I am growing as a player. 
... I am improving my mental preparation for practices and games. 
... I am developing a better tactical understanding of my position. 
... I am getting better at fulfilling my responsibilities as a player in my position. 
 
Dimension 2 
... my teammates in my position push me to improve. 
... I am not challenged by my teammates in my position. 
... I am pushed by my teammates in my position to increase my performance as a player. 
... I feel challenged by my teammates in my position. 
... I am pushed by teammates in my position to reach beyond my expected performance. 
... I am not getting pushed by my teammates in my position to improve as a player. 
... my teammates in my position push me to work hard every day. 
... my teammates in my position push me to keep my effort as a player up. 
... my teammates in my position push me to not slack off as a player. 
... my teammates in my position push me to work on my weaknesses as a player. 
 
Dimension 3 
... I am pushing myself to be a better player.  
... I am pushing myself to work on my weaknesses. 
... I challenge myself to be a better player. 
... I am not forcing myself to work hard. 
... I do more additional workouts than my competitors.  
... I am pushing myself to perform to the best of my abilities.  
... I am not pushing myself to improve as a player.  
... I force myself to work hard every day.  
... I am pushing myself to improve the skills required in my position.  
... I am pushing myself to improve upon my weaknesses as a player.  
... I am pushing myself to mentally prepare for practices and games. 
 
Dimension 4 
... I am pushing my teammates in my position to be the best they can be.  
... I am pushing my teammates in my position to improve.  
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... I am pushing my teammates in my position to perform well.  

... I am pushing my teammates in my position to reach beyond their expected 
performance level.  
... I am not pushing my teammates in my position to improve.  
... I am pushing my teammates in my position to work hard every day.  
... I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their weaknesses as players.  
... I am not forcing my teammates in my position to perform well.  
... I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their game-related skills.  
... I am pushing my teammates in my position to keep their effort in practices and games 
up. 
Dimension 5 
... I set expectations for myself.  
... I am responsible for my own progress.  
... it is my responsibility to perform well.  
... I do not care if I perform well.  
... it is my responsibility to work hard.  
... I do not think that I am accountable for my performance.  
... I hold myself accountable to put my maximum effort in every day.  
... I am responsible for performing well so others will perform to the same standard.  
... I am responsible for fulfilling my position-related duties as a player. 
 
Dimension 6 
... I am constantly trying to be ahead of my teammates in my position.  
... I try to outperform my teammates in my position.  
... I am striving to be a better player than my teammates in my position.  
... I am working hard to be better than my teammates in my position.  
... I do not compare myself to my teammates in my position.  
... I strive to show that I am better than my teammates in my position.  
... I try hard to perform better than my teammates in my position.  
... I am not striving to be a better player than my teammates in my position. 
 
Dimension 7 
... I am open to providing feedback to my teammates in my position.  
... I do not tell my teammates in my position how they can improve.  
... I provide guidance for my teammates in my position.  
... I provide my teammates in my position with information on how they can improve.  
... I tell my teammates in my position how they can perform better as players.  
... I share my knowledge about my position with my teammates in my position.  
... I talk to my teammates in my position about how they can do better in our position.  
... I give my teammates in my position tips on how to improve in our position.  
... I do not share any information with my teammates in my position. 
... I tell my teammates in my position when they are doing things well. 
 
Dimension 8 
... I know which of my teammates in my position are ahead of me in playing 
performance.  
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... I know which of my teammates in my position are behind me in playing performance.  

... I do not know where I stand in relation to my teammates in my position.  

... I know how well I perform compared to my teammates in my position.  

... I know where I stand in relation to my teammates in my position.  

... I know what I am capable of in relation to my teammates in my position.  

... I know where my performance ranks in comparison to my teammates in my position.  

... I am not aware how well I perform compared to my teammates in my position. 
 
Dimension 9 
... my teammates in my position give me tips about how to perform better as a player.  
... I get feedback from my teammates in my position as to how to improve as a player.  
... I get guidance from my teammates in my position for how I can play better.  
... my teammates in my position do not give me any feedback.  
... I talk to my teammates in my position how we can improve as a team.  
... my teammates in my position point out aspects of my performance that I can improve 
upon.  
... my teammates in my position tell me what I can do better as a player.  
... my teammates in my position never give me any tips as to how I can perform better. 
 
Dimension 10 
... my teammates in my position acknowledge when I am playing well.  
... my teammates in my position tell me when I played well.  
... my teammates in my position encourage me when I am making progress as a player. 
 ... my teammates in my position tell me if I am performing well in our position.  
... my teammates in my position never acknowledge when I am performing well as a 
player.  
... my teammates in my position tell me if I am performing to the best of my potential.  
... my teammates in my position never give me any recognition if I am playing well.  
... my teammates in my position point out aspects I am doing well in our position.  
... my teammates in my position compliment me on good plays during practices and 
games. 
 
Dimension 11 
... my coach tells me how I can improve as a player.  
... my coach provides me with information about my level of performance as a player.  
... my coach tells me where I am at in relation to my teammates in my position.  
... my coach tells me what his/her expectations for me are.  
... my coach never tells me how to get better as a player.  
... I receive information from my coach about what I need to do to be better as a player. 
... my coach tells me how I can avoid making mistakes as a player. 
... my coach tells me how I am doing as a player.  
... my coach holds me accountable for my performance as a player.  
... my coach does not give me feedback.  
... my coach points out how I can improve upon my weaknesses. 
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Dimension 12 
... my coach recognizes me for my effort.  
... my coach encourages me to keep working hard.  
... my coach never gives me praise when I perform well as a player.  
... my coach acknowledges when I am performing well in my position.  
... my coach tells me if I am doing well as a player.  
... my coach acknowledges me when I compete hard as a player.  
... my coach compliments me on good plays that I make in my position.  
... my coach does not tell me when I am doing well.  
... my coach acknowledges me if I fulfill the position-related responsibilities as a player 
well. 
 
Dimension 13 
... my coach lets me know if I will be a starter, a substitute, or not play at all.  
... my coach selects me to play if I am the better player compared to my teammates in my 
position.  
... my coach gives playing time to the players who perform the best.  
... my coach does not select the athletes to play that perform the most consistently.  
... the most consistent players get playing time.  
... my coach does not select the players for games based on performance.  
... the best performing players get playing time.  
... my coach selects the starting lineup based on prior performance.  
... my coach gives playing time to those players that work the best as a unit. 
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Appendix H. Second stage items 

 

Dimension 1 – Effort to Improve (10 Items) 
…I am developing my game-related skills 
…I am growing as a player.  
…I am developing a better tactical understanding of my position.  
… I am getting better at fulfilling my responsibilities as a player in my position.  
… I challenge myself to be a better player. 
… I am pushing myself to improve the skills required in my position.  
… I am pushing myself to improve upon my weaknesses as a player. 
… It is my responsibility to perform well. 
… it is my responsibility to work hard.  
… I am responsible for fulfilling my position-related duties as a player. 
 
Dimension 2 - Push by Teammates (6 items) 
… I am pushed by my teammates in my position to increase my performance as a player.  
… I am pushed by my teammates in my position to reach beyond my expected 
performance. 
… the improvements of my teammates in my position force me to improve as well. 
… my teammates in my position push me to work hard every day. 
… my teammates in my position push me to keep my effort as a player up. 
… my teammates in my position push me to work on my weaknesses as a player.  
 
Dimension 3 – Pushing Teammates (6 items) 
… I am pushing my teammates to improve. 
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to perform well.  
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to reach beyond their expected level of 
performance.  
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to work hard every day.  
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their weaknesses as players. 
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their game-related skills. 
 
Dimension 4 – Social Comparison (6 items) 
… I am constantly trying to be ahead of my teammates in my position. 
… I try to outperform my teammates in my position. 
… I am striving to be a better player than my teammates in my position.  
… I am working hard to be better than my teammates in my position. 
… I strive to show that I am better than my teammates in my position.  
… I try hard to perform better than my teammates in my position.  
 
Dimension 5 – Feedback to teammates (6 items) 
… I do not tell my teammates in my position how they can improve. 
… I provide guidance for my teammates in my position.  
… I provide teammates in my position with information how they can improve.  
… I share my knowledge about my position with my teammates in my position. 
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… I talk to my teammates about how they can do better in our position.  
… I tell my teammates in my position when they are doing things well 
 
Dimension 6 – Social Awareness (4 items) 
… I know which of my teammates in my position are behind me in playing performance.  
… I know how well I perform compared to my teammates in my position. 
… I know where I stand in relation to my teammates.  
… I know what I am capable of in relation to my teammates in my position. 
… I know where my performance ranks in comparison to my teammates in my position.  
 
Dimension 7 – Team Communication (6 Items) 
… I get guidance from my teammates in my position as to how I can play better. 
… my teammates in my position point out aspects of my performance that I can improve 
upon. 
… my teammates in position tell me when I played well 
…  my teammates in my position encourage me when I am making progress as a player. 
… my teammates in my position point out aspects I am doing well in our position.  
… my teammates in my position compliment me on good plays during practices and 
games.  
 
Dimension 8 Coach Communication (8 Items) 
… my coach tells me what his/her expectations for me are. 
… my coach tells me how I am doing as a player, 
… my coach does not give me any feedback. 
… my coach points out how I can improve upon my weaknesses.  
… my coach acknowledges when I am performing well in my position 
… my coach tells me if I am doing well as a player. 
… my coach acknowledges when I compete hard as a player.  
… my coach compliments me on good plays that I make in my position. 
 
Dimension 9 – Selection (5 items) 
… my coach gives playing time to the players who perform the best. 
… my coach does not select the athletes to play that perform the most consistent.  
… the most consistent players get playing time.  
… the best performing players get playing time.  
… my coach selects the starting lineup based on prior performance. 
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Appendix I. Final Version of the Positional Competition in Team Sport 
Questionnaire 

Positional Competition in Team Sports Questionnaire (PCTSQ) 

Dimension 1 – Improvement 
… I am getting better at fulfilling my responsibilities as a player in my position. 
… I challenge myself to be a better player. 
… I am pushing myself to improve the skills required in my position. 
… I am pushing myself to improve upon my weaknesses as a player. 
 
Dimension 2 – Push by teammates  
… my teammates in my position encourage me when I am making progress as a player. 
… my teammates in my position point out aspects I am doing well in our position. 
… my teammates in my position push me to work hard every day. 
… my teammates in my position push me to work on my weaknesses as a player. 
 
Dimension 3 – Pushing teammates  
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to reach beyond their expected level of 
performance.  
… I provide guidance for my teammates in my position. 
… I talk to my teammates about how they can do better in our position. 
… I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their weaknesses as players. 
 
Dimension 4 – Comparison  
… I am constantly trying to be ahead of my teammates in my position 
… I try to outperform my teammates in my position. 
… I strive to show that I am better than my teammates in my position. 
… I try hard to perform better than my teammates in my position. 
 
Dimension 5 – Self-Awareness  
… I know how well I perform compared to my teammates in my position. 
… I know what I am capable of in relation to my teammates in my position. 
… I know where my performance ranks in comparison to my teammates in my position. 
 
Dimension 6 – Coach Recognition  
… my coach acknowledges when I am performing well in my position. 
… my coach acknowledges when I compete hard as a player. 
… my coach compliments me on good plays that I make in my position. 
 
Dimension 7 – Selection  
… my coach does not select the athletes to play that perform the most consistent. 
… the best performing players get playing time. 
… my coach selects the starting lineup based on prior performance. 
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Appendix J. Results of PCTSQ final version CFA 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 
ITC39 
ITC31 
ITC24 
ITC22 
ITC48 
ITC44 
ITC37 
ITC32 
ITC51 
ITC41 
ITC23 
ITC15 
ITC50 
ITC42 
ITC14 
ITC4 
ITC53 
ITC36 
ITC16 
ITC58 
ITC56 
ITC38 
ITC57 
ITC46 
ITC19 
Unobserved, exogenous variables 
IMP 
e4 
e3 
e2 
e1 
PBT 
e8 
e7 
e6 
e5 
PTM 
e12 
e11 
e10 
e9 
COM 
e16 
e15 
e14 
e13 
SAW 
e19 
e18 
e17 
CRE 
e22 
e21 
e20 
CSE 
e25 
e24 
e23 
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Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 57 
Number of observed variables: 25 
Number of unobserved variables: 32 
Number of exogenous variables: 32 
Number of endogenous variables: 25 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 350 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 96 

Degrees of freedom (350 - 96): 254 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 873.612 
Degrees of freedom = 254 
Probability level = .000 
 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
ITC39 <--- IMP 1.000     
ITC31 <--- IMP .995 .043 23.120 *** par_1 
ITC24 <--- IMP .925 .044 21.158 *** par_2 
ITC22 <--- IMP .977 .048 20.371 *** par_3 
ITC48 <--- PBT 1.000     
ITC44 <--- PBT .923 .048 19.307 *** par_4 
ITC37 <--- PBT .898 .045 19.788 *** par_5 
ITC32 <--- PBT .961 .049 19.714 *** par_6 
ITC51 <--- PTM 1.000     
ITC41 <--- PTM .968 .047 20.655 *** par_7 
ITC23 <--- PTM .898 .045 19.923 *** par_8 
ITC15 <--- PTM .885 .047 18.685 *** par_9 
ITC50 <--- COM 1.000     
ITC42 <--- COM 1.084 .043 25.220 *** par_10 
ITC14 <--- COM .937 .039 23.990 *** par_11 
ITC4 <--- COM .879 .043 20.626 *** par_12 
ITC53 <--- SAW 1.000     
ITC36 <--- SAW .905 .048 18.731 *** par_13 
ITC16 <--- SAW .951 .053 18.102 *** par_14 
ITC58 <--- CRE 1.000     
ITC56 <--- CRE .945 .030 31.217 *** par_15 
ITC38 <--- CRE .923 .031 29.954 *** par_16 
ITC57 <--- CSE 1.000     
ITC46 <--- CSE 1.339 .096 13.961 *** par_17 
ITC19 <--- CSE 1.082 .084 12.816 *** par_18 
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Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 
ITC39 <--- IMP .795 
ITC31 <--- IMP .813 
ITC24 <--- IMP .753 
ITC22 <--- IMP .729 
ITC48 <--- PBT .772 
ITC44 <--- PBT .730 
ITC37 <--- PBT .748 
ITC32 <--- PBT .745 
ITC51 <--- PTM .757 
ITC41 <--- PTM .790 
ITC23 <--- PTM .761 
ITC15 <--- PTM .715 
ITC50 <--- COM .853 
ITC42 <--- COM .812 
ITC14 <--- COM .782 
ITC4 <--- COM .698 
ITC53 <--- SAW .741 
ITC36 <--- SAW .796 
ITC16 <--- SAW .752 
ITC58 <--- CRE .892 
ITC56 <--- CRE .869 
ITC38 <--- CRE .846 
ITC57 <--- CSE .586 
ITC46 <--- CSE .875 
ITC19 <--- CSE .615 

Intercepts: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
ITC39   6.184 .034 180.951 *** par_40 
ITC31   6.195 .033 186.468 *** par_41 
ITC24   6.342 .033 189.894 *** par_42 
ITC22   5.917 .036 162.415 *** par_43 
ITC48   5.371 .047 115.346 *** par_44 
ITC44   5.313 .045 116.982 *** par_45 
ITC37   5.468 .043 126.816 *** par_46 
ITC32   5.544 .046 119.628 *** par_47 
ITC51   5.221 .049 106.478 *** par_48 
ITC41   5.338 .045 117.411 *** par_49 
ITC23   5.329 .044 121.732 *** par_50 
ITC15   5.334 .046 116.142 *** par_51 
ITC50   6.092 .040 152.028 *** par_52 
ITC42   5.806 .046 127.376 *** par_53 
ITC14   6.119 .041 149.512 *** par_54 
ITC4   6.119 .043 142.226 *** par_55 
ITC53   5.612 .043 129.916 *** par_56 
ITC36   5.811 .036 159.535 *** par_57 
ITC16   5.355 .041 132.170 *** par_58 
ITC58   5.359 .052 103.006 *** par_59 
ITC56   5.507 .050 109.143 *** par_60 
ITC38   5.318 .051 105.027 *** par_61 
ITC57   5.265 .054 97.209 *** par_62 
ITC46   5.698 .049 117.360 *** par_63 
ITC19   5.317 .056 95.230 *** par_64 
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Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IMP <--> PBT .426 .039 10.975 *** par_19 
PBT <--> PTM .682 .058 11.826 *** par_20 
PTM <--> COM .412 .045 9.066 *** par_21 
COM <--> SAW .454 .043 10.572 *** par_22 
SAW <--> CRE .393 .052 7.627 *** par_23 
CSE <--> CRE .653 .066 9.844 *** par_24 
IMP <--> PTM .449 .041 11.070 *** par_25 
IMP <--> COM .425 .036 11.829 *** par_26 
IMP <--> SAW .337 .034 9.865 *** par_27 
IMP <--> CRE .443 .044 9.984 *** par_28 
CSE <--> IMP .253 .034 7.467 *** par_29 
PBT <--> COM .277 .041 6.684 *** par_30 
PBT <--> SAW .330 .043 7.771 *** par_31 
PBT <--> CRE .615 .060 10.183 *** par_32 
CSE <--> PBT .339 .046 7.447 *** par_33 
PTM <--> SAW .447 .047 9.499 *** par_34 
PTM <--> CRE .485 .059 8.225 *** par_35 
CSE <--> PTM .245 .043 5.701 *** par_36 
COM <--> CRE .213 .049 4.323 *** par_37 
CSE <--> COM .152 .037 4.157 *** par_38 
CSE <--> SAW .192 .037 5.180 *** par_39 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 
IMP <--> PBT .591 
PBT <--> PTM .694 
PTM <--> COM .440 
COM <--> SAW .563 
SAW <--> CRE .358 
CSE <--> CRE .601 
IMP <--> PTM .603 
IMP <--> COM .621 
IMP <--> SAW .525 
IMP <--> CRE .476 
CSE <--> IMP .397 
PBT <--> COM .306 
PBT <--> SAW .389 
PBT <--> CRE .499 
CSE <--> PBT .403 
PTM <--> SAW .510 
PTM <--> CRE .381 
CSE <--> PTM .282 
COM <--> CRE .182 
CSE <--> COM .190 
CSE <--> SAW .257 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IMP   .545 .044 12.379 *** par_65 
PBT   .953 .082 11.685 *** par_66 
PTM   1.016 .089 11.417 *** par_67 
COM   .861 .063 13.765 *** par_68 
SAW   .756 .071 10.726 *** par_69 
CRE   1.590 .106 15.017 *** par_70 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
CSE   .743 .095 7.828 *** par_71 
e4   .317 .022 14.656 *** par_72 
e3   .276 .020 14.020 *** par_73 
e2   .357 .023 15.767 *** par_74 
e1   .460 .028 16.237 *** par_75 
e8   .647 .045 14.544 *** par_76 
e7   .710 .046 15.599 *** par_77 
e6   .604 .040 15.190 *** par_78 
e5   .704 .046 15.257 *** par_79 
e12   .758 .050 15.144 *** par_80 
e11   .573 .040 14.156 *** par_81 
e10   .595 .040 15.028 *** par_82 
e9   .762 .047 16.060 *** par_83 
e16   .324 .026 12.431 *** par_84 
e15   .522 .037 14.245 *** par_85 
e14   .481 .032 15.221 *** par_86 
e13   .701 .042 16.839 *** par_87 
e19   .621 .044 14.154 *** par_88 
e18   .359 .030 12.041 *** par_89 
e17   .527 .038 13.797 *** par_90 
e22   .407 .036 11.289 *** par_91 
e21   .460 .036 12.887 *** par_92 
e20   .538 .038 14.143 *** par_93 
e25   1.422 .085 16.687 *** par_94 
e24   .407 .069 5.904 *** par_95 
e23   1.431 .088 16.175 *** par_96 

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 
ITC19   .378 
ITC46   .766 
ITC57   .343 
ITC38   .715 
ITC56   .755 
ITC58   .796 
ITC16   .565 
ITC36   .633 
ITC53   .549 
ITC4   .487 
ITC14   .611 
ITC42   .660 
ITC50   .727 
ITC15   .511 
ITC23   .579 
ITC41   .624 
ITC51   .573 
ITC32   .556 
ITC37   .560 
ITC44   .534 
ITC48   .595 
ITC22   .531 
ITC24   .566 
ITC31   .662 
ITC39   .632 

Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model)
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Residual Covariances (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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Standardized Residual Means (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 CRE SAW COM PTM PBT IMP CSE 
ITC19 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.082 
ITC46 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.339 
ITC57 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 
ITC38 .923 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC56 .945 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC58 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC16 .000 .951 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC36 .000 .905 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC53 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC4 .000 .000 .879 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC14 .000 .000 .937 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC42 .000 .000 1.084 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC50 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC15 .000 .000 .000 .885 .000 .000 .000 
ITC23 .000 .000 .000 .898 .000 .000 .000 
ITC41 .000 .000 .000 .968 .000 .000 .000 
ITC51 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC32 .000 .000 .000 .000 .961 .000 .000 
ITC37 .000 .000 .000 .000 .898 .000 .000 
ITC44 .000 .000 .000 .000 .923 .000 .000 
ITC48 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 
ITC22 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .977 .000 
ITC24 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .925 .000 
ITC31 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .995 .000 
ITC39 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 

Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 CRE SAW COM PTM PBT IMP CSE 
ITC19 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .615 
ITC46 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .875 
ITC57 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .586 
ITC38 .846 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC56 .869 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC58 .892 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC16 .000 .752 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC36 .000 .796 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC53 .000 .741 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC4 .000 .000 .698 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC14 .000 .000 .782 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC42 .000 .000 .812 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC50 .000 .000 .853 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC15 .000 .000 .000 .715 .000 .000 .000 
ITC23 .000 .000 .000 .761 .000 .000 .000 
ITC41 .000 .000 .000 .790 .000 .000 .000 
ITC51 .000 .000 .000 .757 .000 .000 .000 
ITC32 .000 .000 .000 .000 .745 .000 .000 
ITC37 .000 .000 .000 .000 .748 .000 .000 
ITC44 .000 .000 .000 .000 .730 .000 .000 
ITC48 .000 .000 .000 .000 .772 .000 .000 
ITC22 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .729 .000 
ITC24 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .753 .000 
ITC31 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .813 .000 
ITC39 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .795 .000 
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Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 CRE SAW COM PTM PBT IMP CSE 
ITC19 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.082 
ITC46 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.339 
ITC57 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 
ITC38 .923 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC56 .945 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC58 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC16 .000 .951 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC36 .000 .905 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC53 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC4 .000 .000 .879 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC14 .000 .000 .937 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC42 .000 .000 1.084 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC50 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC15 .000 .000 .000 .885 .000 .000 .000 
ITC23 .000 .000 .000 .898 .000 .000 .000 
ITC41 .000 .000 .000 .968 .000 .000 .000 
ITC51 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC32 .000 .000 .000 .000 .961 .000 .000 
ITC37 .000 .000 .000 .000 .898 .000 .000 
ITC44 .000 .000 .000 .000 .923 .000 .000 
ITC48 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 
ITC22 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .977 .000 
ITC24 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .925 .000 
ITC31 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .995 .000 
ITC39 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 

Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 CRE SAW COM PTM PBT IMP CSE 
ITC19 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .615 
ITC46 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .875 
ITC57 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .586 
ITC38 .846 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC56 .869 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC58 .892 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC16 .000 .752 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC36 .000 .796 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC53 .000 .741 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC4 .000 .000 .698 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC14 .000 .000 .782 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC42 .000 .000 .812 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC50 .000 .000 .853 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC15 .000 .000 .000 .715 .000 .000 .000 
ITC23 .000 .000 .000 .761 .000 .000 .000 
ITC41 .000 .000 .000 .790 .000 .000 .000 
ITC51 .000 .000 .000 .757 .000 .000 .000 
ITC32 .000 .000 .000 .000 .745 .000 .000 
ITC37 .000 .000 .000 .000 .748 .000 .000 
ITC44 .000 .000 .000 .000 .730 .000 .000 
ITC48 .000 .000 .000 .000 .772 .000 .000 
ITC22 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .729 .000 
ITC24 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .753 .000 
ITC31 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .813 .000 
ITC39 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .795 .000 
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Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 CRE SAW COM PTM PBT IMP CSE 
ITC19 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC46 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC57 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC38 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC56 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC58 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC16 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC36 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC53 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC14 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC42 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC50 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC15 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC23 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC41 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC51 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC32 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC37 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC44 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC48 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC22 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC24 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC31 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC39 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 CRE SAW COM PTM PBT IMP CSE 
ITC19 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC46 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC57 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC38 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC56 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC58 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC16 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC36 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC53 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC14 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC42 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC50 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC15 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC23 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC41 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC51 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC32 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC37 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC44 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC48 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC22 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC24 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC31 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
ITC39 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 
e20 <--> PTM 6.597 .065 
e20 <--> e25 7.594 -.105 
e21 <--> PTM 4.410 -.050 
e22 <--> SAW 4.420 -.048 
e22 <--> e25 15.816 .144 
e17 <--> PBT 4.657 -.052 
e18 <--> CRE 4.125 -.055 
e18 <--> SAW 5.832 -.047 
e18 <--> PBT 8.357 .061 
e18 <--> IMP 9.381 .045 
e19 <--> CRE 5.563 .080 
e19 <--> PTM 5.901 -.065 
e19 <--> IMP 5.145 -.042 
e19 <--> CSE 7.027 .069 
e19 <--> e24 7.726 .086 
e19 <--> e17 9.432 .079 
e13 <--> SAW 8.053 -.073 
e13 <--> PTM 13.570 .098 
e13 <--> IMP 7.241 .049 
e13 <--> CSE 5.274 -.060 
e13 <--> e23 6.901 -.108 
e13 <--> e19 4.848 -.063 
e14 <--> e19 5.846 -.060 
e14 <--> e13 25.697 .125 
e15 <--> e13 8.794 -.078 
e16 <--> PTM 4.476 -.043 
e16 <--> e19 4.945 .049 
e16 <--> e13 6.923 -.057 
e16 <--> e14 5.119 -.041 
e16 <--> e15 11.938 .067 
e9 <--> CRE 4.044 .072 
e9 <--> PTM 6.012 .068 
e9 <--> PBT 21.923 -.129 
e9 <--> e17 16.173 .114 
e9 <--> e14 5.891 .064 
e10 <--> IMP 11.688 .061 
e10 <--> e19 7.998 -.079 
e10 <--> e13 6.701 .072 
e10 <--> e16 8.550 -.062 
e11 <--> PBT 16.320 .101 
e11 <--> e9 8.421 -.084 
e12 <--> IMP 9.859 -.063 
e12 <--> e21 10.632 -.092 
e12 <--> e14 4.995 -.060 
e12 <--> e9 27.197 .170 
e12 <--> e10 8.586 -.086 
e5 <--> CRE 4.066 -.071 
e5 <--> SAW 13.515 -.099 
e5 <--> IMP 35.945 .115 
e5 <--> e19 9.880 -.094 
e5 <--> e9 15.398 -.125 
e5 <--> e10 12.168 .101 
e5 <--> e11 16.587 .119 
e5 <--> e12 32.852 -.187 
e6 <--> SAW 17.252 .104 
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   M.I. Par Change 
e6 <--> COM 4.008 -.049 
e6 <--> e23 10.114 .127 
e6 <--> e25 4.386 -.082 
e6 <--> e18 5.560 .053 
e6 <--> e5 9.797 -.089 
e7 <--> CRE 9.526 .108 
e7 <--> SAW 4.517 .057 
e7 <--> IMP 14.964 -.074 
e7 <--> e23 7.795 -.119 
e7 <--> e24 5.506 .075 
e7 <--> e19 8.617 .088 
e7 <--> e10 9.567 -.089 
e7 <--> e11 4.471 -.061 
e7 <--> e12 16.087 .130 
e7 <--> e5 20.205 -.138 
e7 <--> e6 34.761 .167 
e8 <--> SAW 5.761 -.063 
e8 <--> e23 5.105 -.095 
e8 <--> e9 14.235 -.118 
e8 <--> e11 11.630 .097 
e8 <--> e5 34.653 .176 
e8 <--> e6 12.159 -.096 
e1 <--> PTM 8.652 .065 
e1 <--> IMP 7.564 -.040 
e1 <--> e20 6.218 .056 
e1 <--> e13 12.141 .083 
e1 <--> e15 4.999 -.049 
e1 <--> e10 23.459 .111 
e2 <--> e22 5.073 -.043 
e2 <--> e13 6.541 .054 
e2 <--> e10 10.645 .067 
e2 <--> e5 6.646 .057 
e2 <--> e7 6.050 -.054 
e3 <--> CRE 4.357 -.048 
e3 <--> PTM 6.537 -.046 
e3 <--> CSE 14.658 .068 
e3 <--> e24 4.650 .045 
e3 <--> e20 15.796 -.073 
e3 <--> e22 5.311 .040 
e3 <--> e10 10.035 -.060 
e3 <--> e11 10.630 .062 
e3 <--> e12 7.538 -.058 
e3 <--> e5 25.619 .103 
e3 <--> e8 6.124 -.049 
e4 <--> CSE 7.120 -.050 
e4 <--> e20 6.090 .048 
e4 <--> e15 5.547 .045 
e4 <--> e1 15.015 -.064 
e4 <--> e3 9.460 .041 
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Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 
ITC38 <--- PTM 7.202 .088 
ITC16 <--- PBT 6.435 -.085 
ITC16 <--- IMP 4.129 -.089 
ITC16 <--- CSE 4.140 -.078 
ITC36 <--- PTM 12.258 .098 
ITC36 <--- PBT 16.331 .117 
ITC36 <--- IMP 14.377 .143 
ITC53 <--- CRE 4.565 .058 
ITC53 <--- PTM 9.219 -.105 
ITC53 <--- IMP 4.759 -.102 
ITC53 <--- CSE 7.518 .114 
ITC4 <--- PTM 8.661 .102 
ITC4 <--- IMP 4.428 .099 
ITC42 <--- CRE 5.476 -.058 
ITC42 <--- IMP 5.211 -.099 
ITC50 <--- CRE 4.427 .044 
ITC50 <--- CSE 6.130 .079 
ITC15 <--- PBT 7.933 -.108 
ITC23 <--- IMP 6.057 .112 
ITC41 <--- PBT 7.176 .093 
ITC51 <--- IMP 5.238 -.117 
ITC32 <--- IMP 14.295 .185 
ITC37 <--- SAW 9.830 .125 
ITC44 <--- CRE 6.597 .072 
ITC44 <--- IMP 5.725 -.117 
ITC48 <--- CRE 5.348 -.064 
ITC48 <--- SAW 4.464 -.088 
ITC22 <--- PTM 7.510 .078 
ITC24 <--- CSE 5.414 -.071 
ITC31 <--- PTM 4.311 -.049 
ITC31 <--- CSE 7.306 .076 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 96 873.612 254 .000 3.439 
Saturated model 350 .000 0   
Independence model 50 10012.656 300 .000 33.376 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 CFI 

Default model .913 .897 .937 .925 .936 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .847 .773 .793 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
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NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 619.612 533.480 713.328 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 9712.656 9389.132 10042.522 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 1.184 .840 .723 .967 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 13.567 13.161 12.722 13.608 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .057 .053 .062 .002 
Independence model .209 .206 .213 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 1065.612 1072.623   
Saturated model 700.000 725.562   
Independence model 10112.656 10116.308   

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model 1.444 1.327 1.571 1.453 
Saturated model .949 .949 .949 .983 
Independence model 13.703 13.264 14.150 13.708 

HOELTER 

Model HOELTER 
.05 

HOELTER 
.01 

Default model 247 262 
Independence model 26 27 
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Appendix K. Descriptives, internal consistency, inter-item, item-to-scale, and inter-
scale correlations 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

ITC22 739 6 1 7 5.92 .990 
ITC24 739 6 1 7 6.34 .908 
ITC31 739 6 1 7 6.19 .903 
ITC39 739 6 1 7 6.18 .929 
ITC37 739 6 1 7 5.47 1.172 
ITC44 739 6 1 7 5.31 1.235 
ITC32 739 6 1 7 5.54 1.260 
ITC48 739 6 1 7 5.37 1.266 
ITC23 739 6 1 7 5.33 1.190 
ITC15 739 6 1 7 5.33 1.249 
ITC51 739 6 1 7 5.22 1.333 
ITC41 739 6 1 7 5.34 1.236 
ITC4 739 6 1 7 6.12 1.170 

ITC14 739 6 1 7 6.12 1.113 
ITC42 739 6 1 7 5.81 1.239 
ITC50 739 6 1 7 6.09 1.089 
ITC16 739 6 1 7 5.35 1.101 
ITC36 739 6 1 7 5.81 .990 
ITC53 739 6 1 7 5.61 1.174 
ITC38 739 6 1 7 5.32 1.376 
ITC56 739 6 1 7 5.51 1.372 
ITC58 739 6 1 7 5.36 1.414 
ITC19 739 6 1 7 5.32 1.518 
ITC46 739 6 1 7 5.70 1.320 
ITC57 739 6 1 7 5.27 1.472 

XITCEFF 739 6.00 1.00 7.00 6.1597 .77731 
XITCPBT 739 5.00 2.00 7.00 5.4239 1.00971 
XITCPTM 739 5.75 1.25 7.00 5.3055 1.03257 
XITCSCM 739 6.00 1.00 7.00 6.0342 .97318 
XITCSAW 739 5.67 1.33 7.00 5.5922 .92639 
XITCCCO 739 6.00 1.00 7.00 5.3446 1.28129 
XITCSEL 739 5.67 1.33 7.00 5.3360 1.16055 
Valid N 

(listwise) 
739      

 

 
Dimension 1 
 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.853 .854 4 

 
 
 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC22 18.72 5.646 .646 .426 .835 
ITC24 18.30 5.838 .685 .472 .817 
ITC31 18.44 5.678 .737 .556 .795 
ITC39 18.45 5.657 .712 .536 .805 
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Dimension 2 
Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.836 .836 4 

 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 ITC32 ITC48 ITC37 ITC44 

ITC32 1.000 .652 .515 .480 
ITC48 .652 1.000 .532 .554 
ITC37 .515 .532 1.000 .630 
ITC44 .480 .554 .630 1.000 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC32 16.15 9.633 .651 .467 .799 
ITC48 16.32 9.323 .697 .511 .778 
ITC37 16.23 10.016 .663 .467 .794 
ITC44 16.38 9.741 .655 .467 .797 

 
Dimension 3 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.843 .843 4 

 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 ITC15 ITC23 ITC41 ITC51 

ITC15 1.000 .556 .526 .616 
ITC23 .556 1.000 .613 .538 
ITC41 .526 .613 1.000 .590 
ITC51 .616 .538 .590 1.000 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC15 15.89 10.173 .669 .460 .804 
ITC23 15.89 10.480 .670 .463 .804 
ITC41 15.88 10.160 .682 .480 .798 
ITC51 16.00 9.584 .691 .488 .795 

 
Dimension 4 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.865 .866 4 

 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 ITC4 ITC14 ITC42 ITC50 

ITC4 1.000 .618 .528 .566 
ITC14 .618 1.000 .627 .645 
ITC42 .528 .627 1.000 .723 
ITC50 .566 .645 .723 1.000 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC4 18.02 9.204 .646 .435 .855 
ITC14 18.02 9.015 .734 .540 .819 
ITC42 18.33 8.406 .725 .571 .823 
ITC50 18.04 9.010 .758 .598 .811 
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Dimension 5 
 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.806 .809 3 

 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 ITC16 ITC36 ITC53 

ITC16 1.000 .581 .598 
ITC36 .581 1.000 .575 
ITC53 .598 .575 1.000 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC16 11.42 3.697 .664 .442 .724 
ITC36 10.97 4.138 .647 .418 .748 
ITC53 11.17 3.461 .660 .436 .732 

 
Dimension 6  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.902 .902 3 

 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 ITC38 ITC56 ITC58 

ITC38 1.000 .727 .753 
ITC56 .727 1.000 .783 
ITC58 .753 .783 1.000 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC38 10.87 6.918 .784 .616 .878 
ITC56 10.68 6.826 .807 .656 .859 
ITC58 10.83 6.521 .826 .684 .842 

 
Dimension 7  
 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.710 .713 3 

 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 ITC19 ITC30 ITC57 

ITC19 1.000 .558 .343 
ITC30 .558 1.000 .459 
ITC57 .343 .459 1.000 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 
Deleted 

Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared Multiple 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

ITC19 10.69 5.945 .523 .321 .629 
ITC30 10.58 6.002 .622 .393 .510 
ITC57 10.74 6.554 .451 .222 .715 
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 ITC 
22 

ITC 
24 

ITC 
31 

ITC 
39 

ITC 
37 

ITC 
44 

ITC 
32 

ITC 
48 

ITC 
23 

ITC 
15 

ITC 
51 

ITC 
41 

ITC 
4 

ITC 
14 

ITC 
42 

ITC 
50 

ITC 
16 

ITC 
36 

ITC 
53 

ITC 
38 

ITC 
56 

ITC 
58 

ITC 
19 

ITC 
46 

ITC 
57 

ITC22 1                         
ITC24 .557 1                        
ITC31 .595 .591 1                       
ITC39 .529 .613 .679 1                      
ITC37 .340 .337 .349 .349 1                     
ITC44 .308 .248 .280 .289 .630 1                    
ITC32 .398 .422 .472 .401 .515 .480 1                   
ITC48 .349 .310 .312 .337 .532 .554 .652 1                  
ITC23 .483 .435 .351 .396 .388 .331 .438 .410 1                 
ITC15 .358 .304 .298 .307 .358 .316 .264 .284 .556 1                
ITC51 .335 .313 .275 .318 .422 .418 .307 .412 .538 .616 1               
ITC41 .381 .365 .402 .374 .452 .396 .493 .501 .613 .526 .590 1              
ITC4 .419 .420 .374 .350 .151 .128 .220 .195 .342 .292 .293 .279 1             
ITC14 .377 .387 .360 .348 .194 .142 .210 .165 .308 .282 .228 .258 .618 1            
ITC42 .325 .354 .347 .384 .153 .114 .190 .186 .264 .208 .239 .251 .528 .627 1           
ITC50 .405 .434 .434 .428 .184 .178 .244 .223 .275 .245 .280 .287 .566 .645 .723 1          
ITC16 .296 .242 .293 .253 .242 .169 .151 .136 .275 .337 .271 .261 .263 .334 .332 .348 1         
ITC36 .385 .381 .390 .389 .361 .301 .250 .269 .375 .331 .378 .345 .313 .375 .399 .419 .581 1        
ITC53 .253 .243 .268 .267 .246 .234 .118 .140 .204 .244 .270 .221 .220 .267 .332 .360 .598 .575 1       
ITC38 .365 .298 .308 .368 .369 .373 .305 .288 .298 .294 .266 .284 .108 .118 .088 .157 .210 .263 .295 1      
ITC56 .324 .290 .325 .324 .347 .379 .318 .291 .249 .227 .185 .269 .113 .118 .087 .159 .212 .238 .291 .727 1     
ITC58 .319 .262 .348 .336 .329 .374 .284 .295 .236 .252 .231 .259 .135 .119 .093 .176 .196 .222 .252 .753 .783 1    
ITC19 .201 .128 .227 .145 .218 .136 .191 .124 .131 .141 .107 .112 .015 .112 .064 .143 .096 .110 .146 .320 .280 .299 1   
ITC46 .273 .215 .335 .237 .246 .301 .256 .253 .196 .165 .170 .221 .084 .128 .095 .172 .125 .170 .236 .465 .445 .457 .549 1  
ITC57 .195 .146 .256 .189 .161 .207 .234 .223 .162 .103 .092 .153 .074 .101 .117 .128 .105 .089 .129 .305 .335 .392 .343 .505 .1 

 
 ITC 

22 
ITC 
24 

ITC 
31 

ITC 
39 

ITC 
37 

ITC 
44 

ITC 
32 

ITC 
48 

ITC 
23 

ITC 
15 

ITC 
51 

ITC 
41 

ITC 
4 

ITC 
14 

ITC 
42 

ITC 
50 

ITC 
16 

ITC 
36 

ITC 
53 

ITC 
38 

ITC 
56 

ITC 
58 

ITC 
19 

ITC 
46 

ITC 
57 

EFF .812 .824 . 856 .843 .412 .338 .507 .393 .501 .381 .973 .457 .469 .442 .422 .510 .326 .463 .309 .403 .379 .380 .211 .318 .236 
PBT .426 .402 .432 .420 .810 .812 .812 .840 .479 .372 .475 .563 .213 .217 .197 .254 .211 .359 .224 .407 .407 .391 .203 .322 .253 
PTM .470 .427 .400 .422 .491 .445 .453 .487 .813 .819 .840 .825 .365 .325 .291 .329 .347 .433 .283 .346 .280 .296 .151 .225 .153 
SCM .450 .471 .447 .447 .201 .165 .255 .227 .352 .303 .308 .318 .804 .852 .859 .864 .377 .445 .349 .138 .140 .153 .097 .140 .124 
SAW .362 .334 .368 .351 .328 .273 .199 .209 .329 .355 .356 .316 .309 .378 .414 .439 .856 .830 .864 .302 .292 .263 .139 .210 .128 
CCO .383 .312 .348 .373 .388 .426 .341 .323 .293 .291 .260 .290 .117 .119 .080 .166 .236 .272 .321 .919 .901 .831 .326 .505 .342 
SEL .267 .183 .345 .229 .259 .260 .308 .252 .195 .163 .144 .209 .074 .127 .093 .167 .124 .136 .191 .420 .414 .457 .802 .717 .754 

 
 EFF PBT PTM SCM SAW CCO 

EFF 1      
PBT .504 1     
PTM .517 .572 1    
SCM .544 .259 .387 1   
SAW .425 .306 .411 .456 1  
CCO .426 .451 .343 .141 .326 1 
SEL .307 .330 .215 .135 .178 .454 
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Appendix L. Questionnaire (Study 3) 

 

Dear Participant: 

Thank you for participating in this study. The attached questionnaire contains a variety 
questions regarding competition within teams (i.e., intrateam competition). Try to 
answer the questions quickly and do not dwell over individual items. The indicated 
answer should reflect your personal opinion. Please answer only those questions that you 
are comfortable answering. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Procedures: The participation includes filling out the attached questionnaire. The 
expected duration of this activity is 20 minutes. 

Potential risks: There are no known or anticipated risks to you by participating in this 
research. If you feel stressed or uneasy due to participating in the study, you may 
withdraw from the study without any consequences. 

Confidentiality: Your personal information will be kept strictly confidential. The data 
will only be treated for research purposes and will not be shared with anyone. The data 
will be stored in a locked office at the University of Regina. Only the main researcher, 
Sebastian Harenberg, and his supervisor, Dr. Harold Riemer, will have access to the data. 

Right to Withdraw: Your participation is voluntary and you can rank only those questions 
that you are comfortable with. You may withdraw from the research project for any 
reason, at any time without explanation or penalty of any sort. After you have filled out 
the questionnaire, you cannot withdraw from the study as the data will be collected 
anonymously. The questionnaire cannot be tracked back to your identity. 

This project has been approved on ethical grounds by the UofR Research Ethics Board on 
December 4, 2012. Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may be addressed 
to the committee at (585-4775 or research.ethics@uregina.ca). Furthermore, you may 
contact the supervisor of the main researcher Dr. Harold Riemer (585-4925 or 
Harold.Riemer@uregina.ca) with questions regarding this project. 

Implied consent is assumed, if you fill out the attached questionnaire. Thank you! 

 

Sebastian Harenberg, PhD (c) 

Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 
University of Regina 

Contact: Phone 306-5854372 
email: harenbes@uregina.ca 

Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 
Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport 
3737 Wascana Pkwy, Regina, Saskatchewan   S4S 0A2 
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Part I 

Please indicate your sex:   □ Male   □ Female 

Indicate your age: _______________________ 

Indicate the sport you play at the university level: ______________________ 

Indicate the team you played for in the last competitive season: _________________ 

Which year are you in: □ 1st year  □ 2nd  year  □ 3rd  year  □ 4th  year  □ 5th  year 

Are you a starter on your team: □ Yes  □ No 

Part II 
This section deals with the competition for playing time that you have experienced with 
teammates that play in the same position during the last competitive season (it may have 
been with a different team). For each of the following statements, please circle one 
answer.  
For example,  

   
   
                                                                     NEVER            SOMETIMES        ALWAYS 

I thought very highly of my abilities.                                                   1      2      3      4      5      6      7 

In this example, during the last season, the athlete always thought very highly of his/ her abilities during games. 

 

Think about the competition for playing time that you have 
with your teammates who play in the same position during 
the last season. In this competition... 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

     
           Strongly  
                 Agree 

...I am developing my game-related skills. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushed by my teammates in my position to increase my 
performance as a player.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing my teammates to improve. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am constantly trying to be ahead of my teammates in my 
position. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I avoid telling my teammates in my position how they can 
improve. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I know which of my teammates in my position are behind me in 
playing performance.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I get guidance from my teammates in my position as to how I 
can play better. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach tells me what his/her expectations for me are. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach tells me how I am doing as a player. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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...my coach gives playing time to the players who perform the 
best. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Think about the competition for playing time that you have 
with your teammates who play in the same position during 
the last season. In this competition, 

    
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
Strongly  

 Agree 

...I am growing as a player.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
...I am pushed by my teammates in my position to reach beyond 
my expected performance. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing my teammates in my position to perform well.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I try to outperform my teammates in my position. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I provide guidance for my teammates in my position.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I know how well I perform compared to my teammates in my 
position. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position point out aspects of my 
performance that I can improve upon. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach provides me with very little feedback. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach does not select the athletes to play that perform the 
most consistent.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am developing a better tactical understanding of my position.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the improvements of my teammates in my position force me to 
improve as well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am getting better at fulfilling my responsibilities as a player in 
my position. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing my teammates in my position to reach beyond 
their expected level of performance.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I challenge myself to be a better player. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am striving to be a better player than my teammates in my 
position.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I provide teammates in my position with information how they 
can improve.  
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I know where I stand in relation to my teammates. 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in position tell me when I played well. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach points out how I can improve upon my weaknesses.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the most consistent players get playing time.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing myself to improve the skills required in my 
position.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position push me to work hard every day. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing my teammates in my position to work hard every 
day.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Think about the competition for playing time that you have 
with your teammates who play in the same position during 
the last season. In this competition, 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

     
Strongly  

        Agree 

...I am working hard to be better than my teammates in my 
position. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I share my knowledge about my position with my teammates in 
my position. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I know what I am capable of in relation to my teammates in my 
position. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position encourage me when I am making 
progress as a player. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach acknowledges when I am performing well in my 
position. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing myself to improve upon my weaknesses as a 
player. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position push me to keep my effort as a 
player up. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their 
weaknesses as players. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I strive to show that I am better than my teammates in my 
position.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...It is my responsibility to perform well. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position point out aspects I am doing well 
in our position.  
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach tells me if I am doing well as a player. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
...the best performing players get playing time.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
...it is my responsibility to work hard.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position push me to work on my 
weaknesses as a player.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am pushing my teammates in my position to work on their 
game-related skills. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I try hard to perform better than my teammates in my position.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I talk to my teammates about how they can do better in our 
position. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I tell my teammates in my position when they are doing things 
well. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I know where my performance ranks in comparison to my 
teammates in my position.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am responsible for fulfilling my position-related duties as a 
player. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my teammates in my position compliment me on good plays 
during practices and games.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach acknowledges when I compete hard as a player.  
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach selects the starting lineup based on prior 
performance. 
  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my coach compliments me on good plays that I make in my 
position. 
  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part II 
Think about the performance that you have had in games 
during the last season. Over the past season… 

 
Never 

 
Sometimes 

 
Always 

...the execution of necessary motor skills was well developed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I was able to successfully execute the game plan. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I did the best I could during games. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I had problems being focused during a game. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I motivated my teammates when I thought it was necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I worked well together with my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I was able to effectively execute all the motor skills that the 
game requires. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...while playing, I made the correct decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I played to the best of my abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my mind wandered during play. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...during a game, my teammates and I discussed how we could 
play better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I played better when I involved my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the execution of important motor skills was getting better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...after unexpected developments during games, I was able to 
make the correct tactical adjustments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I always played hard no matter the team we played. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...it was hard for me to concentrate during important game 
situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I talked to my teammates about the mistakes we made. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I brought out the best in other players. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my execution of motor skills allowed me to effectively play the 
game. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...during games, I could perform practiced game situations well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I worked hard during games. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I communicated effectively with my teammates in stressful 
game situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...what I did during a game was in coordination with what the rest 
of the team was doing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the level at which I was able to execute my motor skills allowed 
my team to win. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I had a good understanding of my role in the team’s strategic 
game plan. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...The combined efforts of my teammates and I have been 
effective. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...When I wasn’t playing well, I still found a way to contribute to 
the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part IV 

The following questions are designed to assess your feelings 
about your personal involvement on the team during the last 
season.  

 
 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

Neutral 

      
 

 Strongly  
        Agree 

...I do not enjoy being a part of the social activities of this team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I wasn't happy with the amount of playing time I got. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I am not going to miss the members of this team when the 
season ends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I was unhappy with my team’s level of desire to win. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Some of my best friends are on this team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...This team did not give me enough opportunities to improve 
personal performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I enjoyed other parties more than team parties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...I did not like the style of play on this team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...For me this team is one of the most important social groups  
to which I belong. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

The following questions are designed to assess your 
perception of your team as a whole during the last season.  

 
 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

Neutral 

       
 

Strongly  
        Agree 

...Our team was united in trying to reach its goals for 
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Members of our team would rather go out on their own than get 
together as a team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...We all took responsibility for any loss or poor performance by 
our team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Our team members rarely partied together. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Our team members had conflicting aspirations for the team's 
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Our team would like to spend time together in the off season. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...If members of our team had problems in practice, everyone 
wanted to help them so we could get back together again. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Members of our team did not stick together outside of practices 
and games. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Our team members did not communicate freely about each 
athlete's responsibilities during competition or practice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part V 

Each of the following statements describes a specific 
behaviour that a coach may exhibit. Please answer the 
questions with regards to your head coach.  
During the last season my coach… 

    
 
 
Never 

 
 
 

Sometimes 

       
 
 

Always 

...Explained how each athlete’s contribution fits into the total 
picture. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Told an athlete when he/she did a particularly good job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Looked out for the personal welfare of the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Made sure that his/ her part in team was understood by all the 
athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Helped the athletes with their personal problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Figure/figured ahead on what should be done. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Did personal favours for the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Expressed appreciation when an athlete performed well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Gave specific instructions to each athlete as to what he/ she 
should do in every situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Let the athletes try their own way even if they made mistakes. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Saw to it that the athletes’ efforts were coordinated. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Encouraged close and informal relations with athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Specified in detail what was expected of each athlete. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Ask(ed) for the opinion of the athletes on important coaching 
matters. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Let athletes work at their own speed. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Instructed every athlete individually in the skills of the sport. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Got group approval on important matters before going ahead. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Saw to it that every athlete was working to his/ her capacity. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Invited athletes to his/ her home. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Asked for the opinion of the athletes on strategies for specific 
competitions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Helped members of the group settle their conflicts. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Pointed out each athlete‘s strengths and weaknesses. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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During the last season my coach… 
Never Sometimes Always 

...Let his/ her athletes share in decision-making. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Encouraged the athletes to confide in him/ her. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Gave credit when credit is/was due. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Paid special attention to correcting athlete’s mistakes. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Complemented an athlete for his/ her performance in front of 
others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Saw that an athlete is/was rewarded for a good performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Encouraged athletes to make suggestions for ways of 
conducting practices. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Explained to each athlete the techniques and tactics of the sport. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Expressed affection he/ she felt for his/ her athletes. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Explained to every athlete what he/ she should and what he/ she 
should not do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Let the athletes decide on the plays to be used in a game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Expect(ed) every athlete to carry out his/ her assignment to the 
last detail. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...Let the group set its own goals. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Part VI 
When you read the following statements, think about your 
satisfaction with each of them. During the last season, I was 
satisfied with… 

 
 
Not at all 
satisfied 

 
 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

       
 

Strongly  
        Satisfied 

...the degree to which I have reached (reached) my performance  
goals during the season. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the degree to which my abilities are (were) used. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the training I receive (received) from the coach during the season. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the degree to which I do (did) my best for the team. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the level to which my talents are (were) employed. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the improvement in my performance over the previous season. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my commitment to the team. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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During the last season I was satisfied with... Not at all 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

Strongly       
Satisfied 

...the instruction I have received from the coach this season. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my dedication during practices. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the extent to which my role matches (matched) my potential. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the improvement in my skill level. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the amount of time I play (played) during competitions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the coach's teaching of the tactics and techniques of my position. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...my enthusiasm during competitions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...the degree to which my role on the team matches (matched)  
my preferred role. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

Thank You For Your Participation! 

 

 
 

When finished, place the questionnaire in the provided 
envelope,  

seal it and return it to the person designated to collect it. 
 

 


	Abstract
	The purpose of this thesis was the exploration, definition, conceptualization, and measurement of competition within elite sport teams (i.e., intrateam competition) by using an exploratory sequential mixed-methods design (Creswell, 2006). In Study 1,...
	In Study 2, athletes’ perspectives of positional competition were explored. The results showed that positional competition is an ongoing group process with inputs, processes, and outcomes. Next, a definition and conceptual model of positional competit...
	In Study 3, a questionnaire to measure the processes of positional competition was developed. The development of the scale included four phases. In phase one, an initial pool of 108 items and 13 dimensions were generated and administered to an expert ...
	In conclusion, this thesis uncovered two different competitive processes within elite sport teams (i.e., situational and positional competition). It focused on the definition, conceptualization, and measurement of positional competition, which is a un...
	Table of Contents
	Variable Summary (Group number 1)
	Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1)
	Variable counts (Group number 1)
	Notes for Model (Default model)
	Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model)
	Result (Default model)
	Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Maximum Likelihood Estimates
	Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Intercepts: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Residual Covariances (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Residual Means (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Standardized Residual Covariances (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Standardized Residual Means (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Factor Score Weights (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	Model Fit Summary
	CMIN
	Baseline Comparisons
	Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
	NCP
	FMIN
	RMSEA
	AIC
	ECVI
	HOELTER

	Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies
	Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, Room 173
	Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies
	Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, Room 173
	Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies
	Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, Room 173
	Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies
	Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport
	Harenberg_Sebastian_04-jul-2014.pdf
	UNIVERSITY OF REGINA
	FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
	SUPERVISORY AND EXAMINING COMMITTEE


