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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 2
Abstract

Three studies were conducted to develop and vel@&rench questionnaire measuring
athletes' perceptions of significant others' tasid ego-involving roles. In Study 1, a
preliminary version was constructed by creatingadecting and adapting 30 items from
various existing questionnaires which refer toatiéht significant others. In Study 2,
exploratory factor analyses with 210 athlefdsage = 17.2) suggested the existence of six
scales (PLC: Promotion of Learning by the CoaclR:Hkromotion of Learning by Parents,
PLA: Pursuit of Learning by Athletes, PCC: Promaotaf Comparison by the Coach, PCP:
Promotion of Comparison by Parents, PCA: Pursu€aiparison by Athletes) with
satisfactory internal consistencies, except folR® scale. In Study 3, confirmatory factor
analyses with 285 athleteldl @ge = 16.9) supported the preliminary six-factarcture of the
instrument as well as a hierarchical structure lwctv the six factors were distributed into two
higher-order factors (TIR: Task-Involving Roles d&8R: Ego-Involving Roles). The
theoretical validity of the questionnaire was ewicked by positive correlations between
'learning’ scales (PLC, PLP, PLA) and task orieotatand between ‘comparison’ scales (PCC,
PCP, PCA) and ego orientation. The test-retestbiily was good over a three-week period

and was moderate over a three-month period.

Key words Achievement goals, motivation, socialization.
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 3
Development and Validation of the Significant O#i€oal-Involving Roles in Sport
Questionnaire
During the last two decades, research on motivati@port (e.g., Duda, 2001;
Roberts, 2001) has extensively borrowed the tesfdticholls’ (1984, 1989) achievement
goal theory. According to Nicholls (1989), goalesriations are individual tendencies to use
specific criteria to assess success. Task orientabrresponds to the tendency to use self-
referenced criteria such as mastering a task @ressing in it, whereas ego orientation
relates to the inclination towards norm-referenceigria such as demonstrating more
competence than others. A systematic review ottieelates of goal orientations in sport
reported by Biddle, Wang, Kavussanu, and Spray3pvealed that task and ego
orientations are respectively related to differetiievement patterns. On the one hand, task
orientation is associated with motives of skill dmpment and team membership, the belief
that effort leads to success, the beliefs thaptirposes of sport concern mastery, co-
operation, fitness, health, and development ofestifem, positive affects, adaptive
achievement strategies such as practice mastergeasitence in practice, and motivated-
related behaviors such as challenging task chojreater effort, and persistence. On the
other hand, ego orientation is linked to motivestatus/recognition and competition, the
beliefs that ability brings success and that thp@se of sport is to gain social status,
unsportspersonlike attitudes and aggressive betsavio
Individual differences in goal orientation are sesra result of socialization

experiences (Nicholls, 1989; Nicholls, Patashn&®olen, 1985). According to White and
Duda (1994, p. 13), "socialization or differengéxiperience with social environments which
reinforce the demonstration of superior abilityearning and personal mastery would impact
a person's degree of ego and task orientationectigply”. Environments with such
properties can be provided by social agents of mapee, such as teachers, coaches, parents,

or peers (Carr, Weigand, & Hussey, 1999; Carr, Wiy & Jones, 2000). Thus, individuals
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 4
are able to perceive task- or ego-involving motoadl contexts from their interactions with
these significant others.

Several instruments have been developed to metmperceptions of goal
perspectives of the context in sport and physicaidies (see Duda & Whitehead, 1998).
These instruments mainly originate from Ames' wamkmotivational climate in academics
(Ames, 1992b; Ames & Archer, 1988) and her suggaestfor the sport settings (Ames,
1992a). According to Ames and Archer (1988), a ergsbriented climate places most
importance on the process of learning and thenatiant of mastery through effort, whereas a
performance-oriented climate stresses the impogtahbeing judged able, evidencing
success, outperforming others, or achieving suce#bkdittle effort. Thus, Ames and Archer's
definitions of performance- and mastery-orienteéchates go beyond the criteria of success
which define task- and ego-involving environmengspectively. In other words, the tenets of
the motivational climate are broader than thosioholls' (1984, 1989) achievement goal
theory. Consequently, the questionnaires measthmgnotivational climate embrace more
than the sole self- or norm-referenced criteriauafcess.

The 'Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Quastiaire-2' (PMCSQ-2; Newton &
Duda, 1993; Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000) assessegtiad perspective that is emphasized by
coaches and athletes. The PMCSQ-2 includes thedessihat are assumed to depict some
task-involving properties of the practice contexdgch's focus on athletes’ efforts to progress,
important role of each athlete, cooperation amdhbp#es) and three other scales that are seen
as reflecting some ego-involving dimensions (ineam member rivalry, unequal recognition
of athletes, punishment for mistakes). Neverthelesan be argued that only half of these
scales unambiguously refer to the core of the aehient goal theory. The scale ‘focus on
progress' clearly meets the definition of a tasleining feature of the context (i.e., promoting
criteria of success based on progress or mastéoyever, it is less clear whether the scales

‘important role of each athlete' and 'cooperatimorag athletes' do so. The fact that each
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 5
athlete has an important role in the team coul@cetequal considerations from the coach,
and in a pinch, an absence of social comparisontHiiabsence does not mean that such an
induced climate is task-involving. Because a nooHegolving climate is not necessarily a
task-involving climate, the scale 'important rofeeach athlete' can hardly be considered as
reflecting the latter. Cooperation was sometimesfoto be a correlate of task involvement
(e.g., Duda & Nicholls, 1992). However, cooperati@ms are most often double-stem,
constructed with the first stem tapping cooperatiense and the second stem indicating the
aim of the cooperation, namely learning, workinginaproving (e.g., "On this team, players
help each other learn™). It can be argued thatable involvement dimension lies more on the
latter of the two stems and it is unlikely that pemation items without the specified goals
would unambiguously promote criteria of succes®tam progress or mastery. The scales
'intra-team rivalry’ and ‘unequal recognition' betloke social comparison emphases that are
typical of an ego-involving climate. However, altigh ‘punishment for mistakes' items
appeared to statistically belong to the earliessives of the PMCSQ (Seifriz, Duda, & Chi,
1992, Walling, Duda, & Chi, 1993), the questionndifether these items directly reflect a
social comparison dimension has never been thotpegamined. We agree with Newton et
al.'s (2000) contention that "We can understand fawfeeling the looming threat of
punishment for undesirable performance (...) mayttessful for high- and low-ability
athletes” (p. 279), but we are not inclined to égustress with social comparison.

In order to specifically measure youngsters' pdraep of the motivational climate
that is initiated by peer groups in organized spdtbumanis and Vazou (2005) developed the
Peer Motivational Climate in Youth Sport QuestionadPeerMCYSQ). Based on a prior
qualitative investigation (Vazou, Ntoumanis, & Du@805) and on factor analyses,
Ntoumanis and Vazou identified three scales rafatintask involvement (improvement,
relatedness support, effort) and two scales addgesgo involvement (intra-team

competition/normative ability, intra-team conflicBgain, it can be argued that these scales
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 6
lie within a broad definition of the peers-indugedtivational climate that goes beyond the
strict notion of self- or norm-referenced critesfacompetence. The scale 'improvement’
reflects the fact that athletes help each otherongand thus clearly taps the task-involving
behavior of peers. However, the scales ‘relatedsggsort’ and 'effort’ are less clearly focused
on self-referenced achievement goals such as nmageegiven task or progressing in it.
Rather, the scale 'relatedness support' reflects sarial affiliation because of its reference to
peer acceptance and peer consideration. Althougltilglesm has sometimes been found
between some motivational correlates of specif@agoals and of specific achievement
goals (e.g., Ryan, Hicks, & Midgley, 1997), so@#illiation cannot be theoretically equated
with achievement motivation. The scale 'effort' r@ddes encouragements from teammates to
try hard. According to achievement goal theoristg.( Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 1999; Nicholls,
1984, 1989) striving is one of the most importasthponents of adaptive achievement
patterns. However, such adaptive patterns cantbated either by aims of mastery or
improvement (task-involvement) or by the desiredtperform others (ego involvement),
when individuals are confident in their capacity¢ach that latter goal. Therefore, teammates
can be encouraged to strive to achieve either otieemther goal. Items of the scale 'effort’
lack specification about the purpose of effort #mgs do not guarantee the reflection of peers'
task-involving influence. On the contrary, by foitigson both encouragements to outplay
one's teammates and credit given to the most eatarates, the scale 'intra-team
competition/normative ability' clearly reflects thecial comparison (ego involvement) that is
emphasized by peers. The scale 'intra-team cdrgtiesents behaviors such as blaming and
laughing at failing teammates. According to Vazbale(2005), these negative behaviors
undermine interpersonal relationships and can seceésted with athletes' perceptions of an
ego-involving climate. However, though the quatifypeer relationships and the motivational
climate could have links, intra-team conflicts aa¢ necessary related to outperforming others

and must be distinguished from ego-involving sosialations.
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 7

The instruments that most distinguish the respectiles of different agents in setting
up specific motivational climates have been devedoip physical education settings. Most of
these instruments originate from the 'Learning Badormance Orientation in Physical
Education Classes Questionnaire' (LAPOPECQ); Papamma 1994) which includes five
scales. Two of the scales (class learning oriemtateacher's promotion of learning
orientation) that Papaioannou found are clearly-tatated and focus on pupils and teacher,
respectively. The remaining three scales (clasgetitive orientation, credit given to success
without effort, worries about mistakes) were folnycthe author to reflect the ego orientation
of PE classes. But how these three scales rel&gotanvolving dimensions of the
environment also needs to be further scrutinizeggard to achievement goal theory. The
‘class competitive orientation' scale does depetsbcial comparative nature of the
relationships between pupils and can thus be gledehtified as reflecting ego involvement.
The 'success without effort' scale refers to aedhffitiated conception of ability. According to
Nicholls (1984, 1989), when a differentiated conmepof ability is activated (i.e.,
distinguishing ability from effort), people feelropetent when they outperform others while
expending equal or less effort, or when they perfas well as others while expending less
effort. Thus, the differentiated conception of apifavors ego involvement by sharpening
social comparison processes. On the other hand) amendifferentiated conception of
ability is adopted (i.e., equating ability and effpability is associated with achieving through
effort and is thus deemed to be using self-refezemriteria. According to Nicholls, this
reflects task involvement. However, whether théedéntiated conception of ability is
inevitably linked to ego involvement has recenteb a subject of debate (Harwood & Hardy,
2001; Harwood, Hardy, & Swain, 2000; Treasure €t24l01). According to Harwood and his
colleagues, the differentiated conception of apistjust a capability to discriminate the
effects of ability from those of effort. This cajilél, which is developmentally acquired, does

not compel a person to appraise his or her abiiityugh social comparison processes. Thus,
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 8
it can be argued that the 'success without effodfe is not in fact a systematic reflection of
ego orientation. Papaioannou (1994) found the le®about mistakes' scale to be a
dimension of the ego orientation of PE classess $bale includes some items addressing the
fear of being disapproved of by other studenthertéacher because of mistakes. However,
the perspective of being judged by others doesi@otssarily imply success being assessed
through norms-referenced criteria. In other wopdgils can be afraid of being seen as failing
in the mastery of a task, regardless of any corapario others. Other items from the 'worries
about mistakes' scale address worry about pragtsiills one is not good at, or fear of trying
new skills. Again, nothing indicates what critesi@ used to consider oneself as potentially
not good at a known or unknown task. Thus, it cacdncluded that the relation between the
‘worries about mistakes' scale to ego involvememiains questionable.

In an attempt to improve the theoretical validitytee LAPOPECQ, Goudas and
Biddle (1994) created the Physical Education Czlsrate Scale (PECCS) by discarding the
'success without effort' scale and adding two neales that address students' perception of
teachers' support and students' perception of ehdithough these new scales were both
designed to reflect some task-oriented featuréotlasses, none of them specifically taps
the self-referenced criteria of competence thapasenoted in task-involving climates. The
‘perceived teacher's support' scale addressestsasteer-pupils interactions and the 'students'
perception of choice' scale measures the pupilsepgon of autonomy that is allowed by
teachers, thus clearly referring to Deci and Rygli985) self-determination theory. Both the
LAPOPECQ and the PECCS include a 'teacher's promofilearning orientation’ scale, but
no counterpart scale of ‘teacher's promotion ofseomparison orientation'. However, Ames
(1992b) underlines that there are numerous exarsplgsas public announcement of scores
and ranking, display of selected achievementsitylgilouping, etc., in which social
comparison is imposed by the teacher. Given the@itapce of this possible ego-involving

role of the teacher, a 'teacher's promotion ofad@amparison orientation' scale has been
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 9
added in a French version of the PECCS that wasloleed by Biddle et al. (1995) and Cury
et al. (1996).

While the LAPOPECQ and the PECCS both addressoths of significant others
such as teachers and students, these questiondaineg account for the important
socializing role of parents. To overcome this deficy, White, Duda, and Hart (1992)
adapted the LAPOPECQ to create the Parent-Initistetivational Climate Questionnaire
(PIMCQ) which is assumed to measure the task- ofimgplving influences of young
athletes' fathers and mothers. The PIMCQ includiesetscales relating to children's
perceptions of their fathers' and mothers' (seppmbmotion of a learning-oriented climate,
credit given to success without effort, and reandito failing and mistakes. Again, the
'learning-oriented climate' scale clearly refldetsk orientation, whereas the 'success without
effort’ and the 'worry conducive climate' scales subject to the criticisms that have
previously been expressed for the LAPOPECQ andatdhnos be considered as a direct
reflection of ego orientation.

To date, it can be argued that there exists nouim&nt grounded in achievement goal
theory by specifically assessing the task- andiegolving roles of significant others, such as
coaches, parents, and peers. Moreover, concelimeleasexpressed by Duda (Duda, 2001,
Duda & Whitehead, 1998) about the proliferatiortiohate questionnaires that precludes any
comparison of results across studies. Indeed,sbeftidifferent instruments makes it difficult
to distinguish the effects of these instrumentsftbe effects of the goal structure promoted
by significant others. As a result, research inrsipbo task- or ego-involving roles of
different significant others is in need of a singistrument which clearly taps the goal
perspective that these socializing agents promote.

The purpose of the present three studies was ®a®gand validate a French
guestionnaire measuring how coaches, parents,eard pre perceived by athletes to

emphasize task or ego goal perspectives in spbet:Significant Others' Goal-Involving
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 10
Roles in Sport Questionnaire (SOGIRSQ). Becauseatential influence of athletes' parents
was of interest, this questionnaire was intendeatitiress populations who are likely to still
be sensitive to this influence, namely adolescantsyoung adults. The first study was
devoted to the construction of a preliminary vansib the instrument. The second study
aimed to explore the factorial structure of the IREX) and to test the internal consistencies
of its scales. The purposes of the third study wenfirm this factorial structure on a new
population and to test the theoretical validityltd SOGIRSQ by examining the relationships
between the perceived task- and ego-involving rofesgnificant others and participants' goal
orientations. The stability of the questionnaireoperiods of different length was also tested
in studies 2 and 3.
Study 1

A preliminary version of the SOGIRSQ was constrddig adapting items from
various existing questionnaires referring to défarsignificant others, or by creating new
items when necessary. The clarity of the resulteigs was then assessed.
Item Construction

Eighteen items explicitly referring to teacherd atudents' goal-involving roles were
developed out from Cury et al.'s (1996) Frenchiversf the PECCS (Goudas & Biddle,
1994). These items were adapted by changing thdstescherandstudentdo the words
coachandathletes respectively, or by changing the wdedcherto the wordoarents Two
items were selected from White et al.'s (1992) PQcause of their reference to parents'
goal-involving roles. Seven items that directly skded the goal-involving roles of the coach
or athletes were borrowed to Newton et al.'s (2B SQ-2. Additionally, some of these
items were modified by changing the waahchto the wordparents Items in English (i.e.,
stemming from the PIMCQ and the PMCSQ-2) undenadmdck-translation procedure
(Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973) which consigtef first translating the items from

English to French by a bilingual researcher, aea tinanslating the French back to English by
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 11
an independent bilingual translator. The Englistsiom thus obtained was then submitted to
an English sport psychologist who acknowledgedatgformity to the original. Three items
were created based on interviews with athletes. dWbese items concerned the goal-
involving roles of parents: "My parents follow cédg my technical and tactical improvement”
and "My parents often praise my most gifted teanesiafThe third item concerned the roles
of peers: "The athletes try everything to avoidveing they are weaker than their training
partners”.

The resulting pool of 30 items was retained to@sent the following six scales:
Promotion of Learning by the Coach (PLC), Promotéhearning by Parents (PLP), Pursuit
of Learning by Athletes (PLA), Promotion of Comam by the Coach (PCC), Promotion of
Comparison by Parents (PCP), and Pursuit of Cosgatly Athletes (PCA). The first three
scales reflect the perceived task-involving behavad coaches, parents, and peers, while the
last three reflect the perceived ego-involving véra of these significant others. Below are
examples of items of these scales:

PLC: "The coach encourages the athletes to wotkeinweak areas."

PLP: "My parents are very satisfied when my slalisny tactics improve."

PLA: "Athletes feel very satisfied when they leaew technical or tactical solutions.”

PCC: "The coach only looks after those who obtaodgresults in competition.”

PCP: "My parents attach great importance to holadgin competition.”

PCA: "Athletes are very satisfied when they dodgdttan their training partners.”

Item Clarity Check

Twenty-three athletes specialists of judo (18 mddemales) whose average age was
15.5 years$D= 1.5) voluntarily participated in the proceduseassess the clarity of the
items. These judokas were competitors who were tespdrticipate in regional
championships. They were asked to indicate whetheln item was clear and easily

understandable at the first reading on a specifioift Likert-type scale (1 = not at all, 4 =
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 12
fairly, 7 = perfectly). The degrees of clarity betitems ranged from 5.13 to 6.83 € 6.28,
SD= 0.65), thus revealing that all the items of piheliminary version of the questionnaire
were comprehensible.

All 30 items were retained for the next stage didadion. Therefore, any redundancy
among these items still needs to be eliminatedebgrchining the factorial structure of the
SOGIRSQ.

Study 2

The purpose of this second study was to exploréaitterial structure of the
preliminary version of the SOGIRSQ. The internaisistencies of the scales as well as the
test-retest reliability over a three-week periodenalso tested.

Method

Participants.A sample of 210 national level athletes (113 m&@&gemales) whose
average age was 17.2 yed®®E 1.9) voluntarily participated in this study. heere
predominantly Caucasian. These athletes were digéxiaf various dual or team sports such
as badmintonn(= 29), table tennis(= 26), judo { = 58), basketballn(= 32), handballr{ =
36), or volleyball f = 29). Such activities have been chosen becaeyettiensively require
technical and tactical skills and thus fit well lvgome task involvement items which
explicitly refer to these kinds of skills. The atds had been practicing in their respective
teams for 6 to 11 year®(= 8.7;SD=1.9).

Procedure.The participants were solicited on site, in thelaie of the sport season
and just before training sessions. They were inéartiat they were free to participate or not,
and that they could end their participation at g, if they wished. They were also assured
of the confidentiality of their responses. Aftegring an informed consent form, each
participant had to fill in the preliminary versiofthe SOGIRSQ. Each item was answered on
a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongigatjree (1) to strongly agree (5). The score

of each of the scales was the mean of the scoiés @ajrresponding items. A randomly
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 13
selected sample of participants (60 males, 43 feshalompleted the questionnaire three
weeks after the initial data collection.

Results

Exploratory Factor Analysidvlaximum likelihood exploratory factor analysis kit
varimax rotation was employed in order to deterntieemost parsimonious conceptual
understanding of the 30-item set. Exploratory faatmalysis was chosen because, unlike
principal components analysis, it enables the ifieation of a set of latent constructs
underlying a battery of measured variables, ancebethe distinction between common and
error variance in the items (Fabrigar, Wegener, G&dlcm, & Strahan, 1999). The Kayser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy trelBartlett Test of Sphericity were
conducted on the data prior to factor extractioartsure that the characteristics of the data
were suitable for the exploratory factor analysibé conducted. The results from these
preliminary analyses were highly satisfactory amdldated that the Maximum Likelihood
extraction factor analyses could be performed. &tmoratory factor analysis revealed six
factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Itentls mo loading greater than .35 on particular
factors or with several loadings greater than .8%evdeleted (Gorsuch, 1983). The
subsequent iterations of the analysis that weregssed on the remaining items revealed a
six-factor solution that accounted for 48.7% of viagance. The first factor included five
items reflecting the PLP scale. The second fackduded four items corresponding to the
PCC scale. Each of the third, fourth, and fifthtéas included three items that were initially
devoted to the PLC, PCA, and PLA scales, respdygtiV@e last factor included only two
items that reflected the PCP scale. For each sktkeales, the coefficients alpha were .80
(PLP), .79 (PCC), .77 (PLC), .64 (PCA), .61 (PLA)d .43 (PCP). Thus, the internal
consistencies of the scales were good for PLP, RE6E€CPLC. They were deemed acceptable
for PCA and PLA since each of these scales incltiteg items only. According to Nunnally

and Bernstein (1994), coefficients alpha can becsffl by underestimates of scale item
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Validation of the SOGIRSQ 14
intercorrelations due to a small number of itemsggale. So, marginally acceptable internal
consistencies with coefficients alpha exceedingc&®be tolerated for questionnaires with a
limited number of items per scale. On the otherdh#me low internal consistency of the PCP
scale was unacceptable. The items of the six saadedisplayed in the Appendix.

Correlational AnalysesSignificant moderate positive correlations wenenit
between the scales PLC and PLP, PLC and PLA, PURP&A, and PCC and PCA.
Moreover, PLC and PCC scales showed a significamterate negative correlation. All the
other correlations were close to zero and/or ngnifscant. The test-retest correlations that
were processed on the selected sample were samiifior all the scales. All the Pearson's
correlation coefficients are displayed Table 1.
Discussion

The exploratory factor analysis of the preliminaeysion of the SOGIRSQ yielded a
factorial structure that fits the expected six esaif the questionnaire well. The resulting
questionnaire includes 20 items which are distetwdcross six scales that are assumed to
measure coaches', parents’, and peers' task-ingalvies (i.e., PLC, PLP, and PLA scales,
respectively), and coaches', parents', and pegrshgolving roles (i.e., PCC, PCP, and PCA
scales, respectively). However, the PCP scaledecwnly two items and displayed a low
internal consistency. Although scales most oftetuite at least three items, several authors
have shown that two variables per factor can leaddre appropriate models than three or
more variables per factor do (e.g., Anderson & @erb1984; Ding, Velicer, & Harlow,
1995; Kenny & McCoach, 2003). Nevertheless, hatingitems in a scale severely affects
the internal consistency of the scale in questiothe present study, this could have been the
case for the PCP scale. Another reason could behtad@ CP items addressed parents' roles
without specifying whether they concern the fatbrethe mother. This lack of precision,
which did not exist in White et al.'s (1992) PIMC&uld have affected the homogeneity of

the participants' responses to these items.
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The positive correlation that was found between Rbh@ PLA might suggest that the
task-involving role of the coach could have favosethe task-involving behaviors among the
athletes or vice versa. On the contrary, regarthiegpositive relationships that were found
between PLP and PLC, and between PLP and PLAnitatebe argued that the task-involving
behaviors of parents could have fostered — or bestared by — the task-involving behaviors
of coaches and peers. Indeed, parents and peevs]las parents and coaches, belong to
different environments so that it is unlikely tlaaty influence can be exerted between each
participant's parents and his or her peers, ordmtvparents and coaches. More likely, it can
be speculated that the set of correlations betwé#h PLC, and PLA could be interpreted in
terms of participant's proneness to perceive the@@mment according to his or her own goal
orientation. Such an argument has already beeressg@d by Ntoumanis and Biddle (1998)
and supported by previous correlational studies,(€reasure & Standage, 1999).

Like the PLC — PLA relationship, the positive loarelation that was found between
PCC and PCA might be explained either by the imibeeof the ego-involving role of the
coach on the ego-involving behaviors of the atlsl¢te vice versa) or by a possible proneness
(i.e., ego-orientation) to perceive all environnseas ego-involving.

Specifically regarding the goal orientation thapiemoted by coaches, the negative
low correlation that was found between PLC and BG@yests that the perceptions of task-
versus ego-involving climates are weakly oppoditereover, no significant correlations
between task- and ego-related scales were fourhfents- or peers-induced climates. These
findings suggest that task- and ego-involving disiens of the context are not incompatible.
This conclusion is consistent with previous findirigpm Goudas and Biddle (1994) who
found that children perceiving PE classes to bl mghoth task- and ego-involving climates
were those who reported the most enjoyment anceat competence.

The positive test-retest correlations that weraébwere almost all above the value of

.60 advocated by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) rdfoee, except the PLC scale whose test-
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retest correlation was just below .60, the scalésedSOGIRSQ have a good stability over a
three-week period. The scarcely sufficient stapditthe PLC scale could be due to the
variations of coaches' behaviors according torrainence, or not, of a competition. For
instance, the fact that Williams (1998) found atdegoal involvement to vary according to
time (pre-practice vs. pre-game) could supportlgothesis.
Study 3

The purposes of the third study were to test theléty of the structure of the
SOGIRSQ through confirmatory factorial analysesdtmted on a new population and to
examine its concurrent validity based on its relaghips with goal orientation measures. The
test-retest reliability of the questionnaire wasoadxamined over a three-month period.

The six-factor structure that was revealed in ttewipus study served as the
hypothetical model to be supported. However, gttt some motivational climate
questionnaires were sometimes found to be hier@althiorganized (Newton et al., 2000;
Ntoumanis & Vazou, 2005), a second model was afpothesized. This model included two
higher-order scales which were each underpinnetireg lower-order scales. The higher-
order scales were Task-Involving Roles (TIR) and-wolving Roles (EIR). Their
respective lower-order scales were the scalesed$itifactor model (TIR: PLC, PLP, PLA,
EIR: PCC, PCP, PCA).

Concerning the examination of the concurrent vglidf the questionnaire, previous
research has shown links between task orientatidritee perception of a task-involving
climate, and between ego orientation and the pearepf an ego-involving climate,
respectively (e.g., Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1998; Seiét al., 1992; Treasure & Standage,
1999). Three interpretations have been put fori@ekplain the relationships found between
the perceived motivational climate and goal origate. First, according to Ames’ (1992a)
suggestions, a specific motivational climate wquidmote the corresponding goal orientation

for individuals who are immersed in this contex¢c@&nd, Treasure and Standage (1999)
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suggested that the perception of a given motivatiolimate could also be influenced by
individuals’ goal orientations. Those who are tasiented would be prone to perceiving the
climate as task-involving, whereas those who aceagented would more likely perceive the
climate as ego-involving. A third hypothesis istththletes would persist in belonging to
teams (Ntoumanis & Biddle,1998) or in practicingem sport activities (Gernigon & Le Bars,
2000) if the perspective that is emphasized byetleams or activities is compatible with
their own goal orientation. Conversely, athlete®\glrceive an environment as being
discordant with their goal orientation would dragt.0As a result, researchers who conduct
investigations among populations of athletes setkat such would have a greater chance of
observing person-environment consistencies regaugtial perspectives.

Each of these hypotheses may be correct and we agfte Duda (2001) and
Ntoumanis and Biddle (1998) when they state thardtationship between goal orientations
and perceived motivational climate is probably dgitaand reciprocal. This suggests that this
relationship at least exists, regardless of iteddion. Therefore, in the present study, positive
correlations were expected between the perceiwtd éand ego-involving roles of significant
others concerned by the SOGIRSQ (i.e., coachesn{sampeers) and participants' task and ego
orientations, respectively.

Method

Participants.A sample of 285 regional and national level attd€tl72 males, 113
females) whose average age was 16.9 y&ids(1.8) voluntarily participated in this study.
They were predominantly Caucasian. These athletes specialists of judpa dual combat
sport that extensively requests technical anddalcskills. Although the time athletes had
been doing judo ranged from 6 to 10 years, theydegh practicing in selective regional or
national training centers for about one y@dr{1.08;SD= 0.34).

Procedure.The participants were solicited in their traincenters, in the middle of the

sport season and just before training sessionsdateecollection procedures and instructions
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for completing the questionnaires were similatiose used in the previous study. The
participants were asked to complete the SOGIRSQten&rench version (Durand, Cury,
Sarrazin, & Famose, 1996) of Roberts and Balagi€81) Perception of Success
Questionnaire (POSQ). The POSQ measures goal atimms (task and ego) in sports. It
contains 12 items, half of which deal with taskeatation, while half correspond to ego
orientation. After reading the phrase: "l feel m&stcessful in sport when ...", the participants
responded to situations characterized by one oottier of the two orientations. They rated
each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale (from sgly disagree to strongly agree). Each goal
orientation was measured by calculating the medheo$cores of its corresponding items.

A majority of the participants (155 males, 101 fé&asfacompleted the questionnaire
three months after the initial data collection.
Results

Confirmatory Factor Analyse&oth the six-factor model and the hierarchical plas
six-factor model were tested by structural equatmueling analyses using AMOS 4
program (Arbuckle, 1999). Given that the data eitbibsubstantial multivariate kurtosis for
the two models (Mardia’s normalized estimate > #%g,analyses were conducted using the
bootstrap maximum likelihood estimates of AMOS dgvam. This procedure efficiently
manages the multivariate nonnormality by compuéirai-square statistix¥) and standard
errors scaled to approximate the referengedistribution (e.g., Curran, West, & Finch, 1996;
Fouladi, 2000). The bootstrapped fit indexes ferttho models were thef statistic, theq?/df
ratio, the Comparative Fit Index (CFl), the Tuckewis Index (TLI), and the Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). These oviiiindexes are presented in Table 2.

The six-factor model was tested using the 20 itdraswere retained from the

previous study. The analysis revealed a signifigarstatistic. However, such a finding does

not indicate that the null hypothesis should beesyatically rejected, since tiyé statistic is
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highly sensitive to sample size (Loehlin, 1992)e%Rdf ratio, which neutralizes the
influence of the sample size, was below 2, thugatohg that the data fit the model well
(Byrne, 2001). The CFl and the TLI were above ttieigon of acceptability of .90 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999), whereas the RMSEA just reachedtiterion .05 below which the fit of the
data is deemed very good (Steiger, 1990).

The examination of fits for individual variablese(i, items) revealed that only item 26
had an insufficient factor loading (.29), the othems having loadings above .35. Moreover,
some large modification indices (MI) indicated ttie¢ measurement error for item 26 should
be allowed to covary with PCA factor (MI = 16.4)dawith the measurement error for item 25
(MI = 23.0). Other large Mls also suggested togrsgem 26 to the PCA scale (Ml = 15), to
allow item 25 to predict item 26 (Ml = 31.3) andeiversa (Ml = 19.9), and to allow item 10
to predict item 26 (Ml = 12.4).

Given that all the inadequacies that were foundlveritem 26, the six-factor
confirmatory analysis was recomputed without tkerni Thex? statistic was significant, but
the x?/df ratio still was good (< 2). The CFI became goodd). The TLI improved but did
not switch from acceptable to good (>.90 and < &%) the RMSEA became very good (<
.05). All the factor loadings were satisfactory.88) and no large Mis were found. The
hierarchical factor model was tested using theeb®aining items (i.e., item 26 dropped).
Again, thex? statistic was significant, but th@/df ratio was good (< 2). The CFl and the TLI
were acceptable (> .90) whereas the RMSEA was ¢od@b). All the factor loadings were
satisfactory (> .35) and no large MlIs were fouraktbrs loadings for these two 19-item
models are presented in Table 3.

Correlational AnalysesA significant negative correlation was found betwéhe two
higher-order scales of the hierarchical mod@84) = -.53p < .001]. The test-retest

correlations that were processed on the selectaglsavere significant for all the scales. The
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correlational analyses that were processed bettireeRrench version of the POSQ and the
SOGIRSQ revealed that task orientation was posjtretated to TIR, PLC, PLP, and PLA.
Very low negative relationships were also foundugetn task orientation and EIR, and
between task orientation and PCP. Ego orientatias positively related to EIR, PCC, PCP,
and PCA. All the other correlations were non sigaifit. The Pearson's correlation
coefficients are displayed Table 4.

Discussion

The confirmatory factor analyses revealed that1&atem models of the SOGIRSQ
showed acceptable or good fit indexes. The firstl@havas comprised of the six factors that
emerged from the exploratory analyses of Studye2, °’LC, PLP, PLA, PCC, PCP, and
PCA). The second model was comprised of eight factdich were hierarchically organized.
In this latter model, the first half of the prevsosix factors (i.e., PLC, PLP, and PLA)
belonged to a higher-order factor (TIR) and thesddalf (i.e., PCC, PCP, and PCA)
belonged to a different higher-order factor (EIR)e interest of a hierarchical model lies in
the possibility of collecting either data specificthe task- or ego- involving roles of different
significant others or data on the goal-involvinggerties of the athletes' general environment.
The collection of both types of data allows for garisons between the specific influences of
different significant others on athletes' percamtiof the general environment.

As hypothesized, positive relationships were fobetiveen the scales tapping the
perceived task-involving roles of significant othére., PLC, PLA, and PLP) and
participants’ task orientation measures, and baiwee scales tapping the perceived ego-
involving roles of significant others (i.e., PCCJaRACA) and participants’ ego orientation
measures. These findings are consistent with thioseprevious research that showed
positive links between goal orientations and theesponding perceived motivational
climates (e.g., Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1998; Seifriak, 1992; Treasure & Standage, 1999).

This consistency offers a primary support to treotbtical validity of the SOGIRSQ.
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The test-retest correlations that were found wirggnificant with only four (TIR,
PLP, EIR and PCC) reaching the advocated valueélofThese findings are to be considered
in regard to the theoretical construct that is mes The SOGIRSQ taps how significant
others' behaviors are perceived as task- or eguvimg by athletes. Thus, the SOGIRSQ is a
context-sensitive questionnaire. The fact thawvarmgicontext can change over time (e.g., from
the beginning to the end of the sport season) xplai@ changes in individuals’ time-lagged
perceptions of that context. The longer the petinder consideration, the greater the chances
of observing changes in the goal-involving progsriof the context, thus diminishing the
chance of maintaining high test-retest correlatidwssa result, the SOGIRSQ can be
considered stable over short periods only, andigqularly suited to longitudinal studies
aimed at tracking changes over time in the peroepif significant others' goal-involving
roles.

General Discussion

Three stages have been followed to develop andatalthe SOGIRSQ, a French
questionnaire measuring how significant others siscboaches, parents, and peers are
perceived by athletes to emphasize task or egopgwapectives. The whole procedure led to
a theoretically valid six-scale structure of thetinment, but only five scales appeared to be
reliable. Three scales measure the athletes' gesmf promotion or pursuit of learning by
coaches, parents, and peers, whereas the rem#ingegscales tap the perceptions of
promotion or pursuit of comparison by coaches, mareind peers. The unreliable scale,
which only contains two items and has a low inteceasistency, concerns the promotion of
comparison by parents.

For all the significant others, task- and ego-inigd roles appeared to be independent
or weakly linked. This finding supports the ideattthe two kinds of goal-involving roles are
not incompatible. In line with Goudas and Bidd{@'994) research which suggested that the

perception of an ego-involving climate may not batirationally detrimental, as long as it is
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accompanied by the perception of a task-involviigate, future investigations should
precise the motivational impact of each combinatibthe task- and ego-involving
dimensions of the climate.

The present state of development of the SOGIRS&epts a number of limitations.
First, the questionnaire addressed a limited agger@opulation. On the top of the range, it
was not possible to include adult athletes whacamepletely independent of their parents
because of the purpose of tapping parental infleenat the bottom of the range, avoiding
ages too close to 12 years guaranteed that thieiparnts had reached the stage of a
differentiated conception of ability which enabéeperson to appraise his or her ability
through sharp social comparison processes invos@épgrate evaluations of ability and effort
(Nicholls, 1984, 1989). As a result, it can be adjthat the generalizability of the instrument
has the same limits as its theoretical purposeirButsearch that would extend the use of the
SOGIRSQ to older or younger samples should enbatestudying parental influences on
adults is of interest or that children have actessdifferentiated conception of ability.
Second, the scale addressing the perception ofgiremof comparison by parents could not
be retained due to its number of items that wagdnirito two, and consequently to its
insufficient internal consistency. To improve tmadequacy, future refinements of the
questionnaire should yield a greater number ofsterhose meanings would be univocally
directed toward the ego-involving roles of pareAtsother perspective might be to make
these items more precise by separately addressngther's and the mother's roles.
However, this would present a drawback by credtimdistinct scales for parents, thus
unbalancing the respective weights of the diffesgnificant others within the questionnaire.
Third, the theoretical validity of the SOGIRSQ luedy been asserted through its congruence
with measures of goal orientations. Future thecaesupport for this questionnaire should be

provided, particularly by examining its sensitivityexperimental conditions.



Validation of the SOGIRSQ 23
In spite of these limitations, the relative roléshe various agents likely to promote
particular types of goal perspectives in sportlwastudied by using the SOGIRSQ. Although
the measures provided by this instrument appedabtesover short periods of three weeks,
their decreasing stability over longer periods.(d¢lgee months) attests to the sensitivity of
the questionnaire to contextual variations. Thions,3OGIRSQ is appropriate to longitudinal
studies intended to track changes over time irp#reeption of significant others' goal

involving roles.
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Footnotes
! Judo was chosen because this research belongeskties of studies that were ordered by

the Judo French Federation.
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Appendix
Items of the Significant Others' Goal-Involving Bslin Sport Questionnaire
(English translations are in italics)
Promotion of Learning by the Coach
1. L'entraineur est content quand chacun progeasgéan technique ou tactique.
The coach is satisfied when everybody improvesitealy or tactically.

14. L'entraineur est content quand tout le moradediore.

The coach is satisfied when everybody improves.

31

22. L'entraineur est tres satisfait quand touatleletes progressent, suite a leurs efforts.

The coach is very satisfied when all the athlatgzrove after putting in some effort.

Promotion of Learning by Parents

4.  Mes parents sont tres satisfaits quand j'apprgudique chose de nouveau.
My parents are very satisfied when | learn somegtimew.

9. Mes parents sont tres satisfaits quand je psegrsuite a mes efforts.
My parents are very satisfied when | am improviftgrany effort.

19. Mes parents sont trés satisfaits quand j'aneétiees techniques ou ma tactique.
My parents are very satisfied when my skills ortaeyics improve

23. Mes parents m’encouragent a travailler mestpdaibles.
My parents encourage me to work on my weak areas.

27. Mes parents suivent de prés mes progres tagmgf tactiques.
My parents follow closely my technical and tacticaprovement.

Pursuit of Learning by Athletes

3. Ce que les athlétes apprennent leur donne dew&ntrainer davantage.

What athletes learn, motivates them to train everanm
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12. Les athletes sont tres contents quand ils appré de nouvelles solutions techniques ou
tactiques.
Athletes feel very satisfied when they learn nehrtieal or tactical solutions.
24. Les athlétes sont tres satisfaits quand ils€onsacré beaucoup d’efforts au travail
technique ou tactique.
Athletes are very satisfied when they have spéoita effort on technical or tactical
work.
Promotion of Comparison by the Coach
5. L'entraineur apprécie plus particulierement cguipgagnent.
The coach prefers those who win.
20. L'entraineur ne s'occupe que de ceux qui obbds résultats en compétition.
The coach only looks after those who obtain goasdlte in competition.
26*. L'entraineur fait I'éloge des athletes lorgsjge montrent meilleurs que leurs
partenaires.
The coach praises athletes when they outperformtdgmmates.
30. L'entraineur encourage surtout les plus doués.
The coach encourages, above all, the most skillful.
Promotion of Comparison by Parents
16. Mes parents accordent énormément d'importateelace que j'obtiens en compétition.
My parents attach great importance to how | plateampetition.
21. Mes parents s’intéressent davantage a moi glaarad de bons résultats en compétition.
My parents are more interested in me when | havggod results in competition.

Pursuit of Comparison by Athletes
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10. Les athletes sont tres satisfaits quand ilssiésent mieux que leurs partenaires
d’entrainement.
Athletes are very satisfied when they do bettem thair training partners.
13. C'est quand ils font mieux que tout le monde lgs athletes sont le plus content.
It's when the athletes do better than everybody, éhat they are most happy.
25. Les athlétes font tout pour éviter de se mompites faibles que leurs partenaires
d’entrainement.
The athletes try everything to avoid showing threyveeaker than their training

partners

* [tem 26 was dropped in the final model.
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Table 1
Correlations Between the Scales of the SOGIRSQ210F and Test-Retest Correlations over

a Three-Week Period (n = 103)

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Promotion of Learning by the Coach

2. Promotion of Learning by Parents 26%**

3. Pursuit of Learning by Athletes L29%K*k - ZQkrk

4. Promotion of Comparison by the Coach -.32799. -.13

5. Promotion of Comparison by Parents -.09 .01 .05.15*

6. Pursuit of Comparison by Athletes -.07 .01 -.04.23** 07
Test-retest correlations (3 weeks) Ho1S SuialalE o 1< Seiate o1 Wbl S VAl ¢ VAl 7t

Note.* = p< .05, * =p < .01, ** = p< .00L1.
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Table 2

Bootstrapped Fit Indexes for the Confirmatory Fadkoalyses Models (n = 285)

Models NG df X?ldf  CFI TLI RMSEA
6-factor model (20 items) 171.62 155 1.11 .92 91 .05
6-factor model (19 items) 150.53 137 1.10 .96 94 .04
Hierarchical 8-factor model 158.69 145 1.09 .94 .93 .05
(19 items)

Note.CFl = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewisdex; RMSEA = Root Mean Square

Error of Approximation.

For allx® valuesp < .05
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Table 3
Factor Loadings Yielded by the Final Confirmatorgdkor Analyses: Factors of the 6-Factor

Model/Lower-Order factors of the Hierarchical Model= 285)

Scales

PLC PLP PLA PCC PCP PCA

Item 1

Item 14

Item 22

Item 4

Item 9

Item 19

Item 23

Item 27

Item 3

Item 12

Item 24

Item 5

Item 20

Item 30

Item 16

Item 21

Item 10

Item 13

Item 25

.56/.56

721.73

.751.74

.69/.68

.64/.65

741.75

.69/.68

.66/.66

.55/.54

.62/.64

.53/.52

.751.74

.85/.85

.84/.85

.36/.33

.61/.67

.63/.62

.781.79

.40/.39

Note.PLC = Promotion of Learning by the Coach; PLP erfwtion of Learning by Parents;
PLA = Pursuit of Learning by Athletes; PCC = Proiantof Comparison by the Coach; PCP

= Promotion of Comparison by Parents; PCA = PuiguZomparison by Athletes.
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Table 4

Correlations Between the Scales of the POSQ an8¢htes of the SOGIRSQ (n = 285) and

Test-Retest Correlations over a Three-Month Pe(iod 256)

Scales TIR PLC  PLP PLA EIR PCC PCP PCA
Task orientation AQrek s 2k 33 400 - 13 -11 -14* .02
Ego orientation .02 .07 .02 .06 AQx* 267 20% 437

Test-retest correlations ~ .62***  31*** [ 71%**  44*** GE¥**  G3*** AQrrx  Ggrrx

(3 months)

Note.TIR = Task-Involving Roles; PLC = Promotion of keang by the Coach; PLP =
Promotion of Learning by Parents; PLA = PursuiLeérning by Athletes; EIR = Ego-
Involving Roles; PCC = Promotion of Comparison g Coach; PCP = Promotion of
Comparison by Parents; PCA = Pursuit of ComparigoAthletes.

*=p< .05, * =p< .01, ** =p<.001.



