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Abstract

:

This study aimed to evaluate the interrelation between team dynamics with motivation types and anxiety factors in university athletes, highlighting the role played by team members’ point of view and coach’s point of view. Participants were 674 university athletes, men (46.4%) and women (53.6%), from different sports, with an age range between 18 and 28 years (M = 21.06; SD = 2.07). Instruments used were Cooperation Workteam Questionnaire (CWQ), the Sports Motivation Scale (SMS-II), and the Sports Anxiety Scale (SAS-2). The model from the team member’s point of view presented adequate fit indices (χ2 (924) = 2690.17, χ2/df = 2.91, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05), same as the model from the coach’s point of view (χ2 (924) = 2692.82, χ2/df = 2.99, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05). The results obtained in both models show five indirect effects, two of them between team dynamics from both points of view with somatic anxiety and deconcentration, with autonomous motivation as a mediator, and the other three between the team dynamics from both perspectives with somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration, having controlled motivation as a mediator.
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1. Introduction


Group dynamics has been recognized as an important branch within sports psychology [1], because it has helped to describe “the influential actions, processes, and changes that occur within and between groups” [2] (p. 2) providing important information about your understanding. Dynamics between coaches and athletes is another way of understanding groups, which have been widely examined from a leadership perspective [3,4].



One of the theories used to demonstrate the influence on the effectiveness of leadership and the behavior of the members of the work team is Fit Theory [5,6,7]. This theory mentions that the person–environment fit originates from two basic assumptions: (1) that human behavior is a function of the person and the environment, and (2) that the person and the environment must be compatible [8].



However, research carried out through this theory has found some deficiencies on how to measure the fit between the person and the environment, and how to determine the optimal fit relationships between them, especially since individualistic approaches have been used [9].



To resolve these deficiencies, a new psychological approach has been created based on a general analysis of the personal relationship in a work team [10], which has expanded the Fit Theory from the organizational field to other areas of human performance. This approach uses a model that combines five conceptual frameworks related to the psychological dynamics of the cooperative team (coordination, cohesion, cooperation, integration, and identification), which are represented by a hierarchical pyramidal model in which each level generates greater personal involvement, a greater workload, and a more complex psychological process, which generate team dynamics [10]. In addition, knowledge has been obtained about the metadynamics of cooperation in teams, as well as about the fit between the beliefs of the team members from two different perspectives, team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view, in their performance and the teamwork they do [11].



These team dynamics have been preliminarily evaluated using an instrument that aims to evaluate two different points of view in the same individual, in this case evaluating the athlete from the team member’s point of view and from the coach’s point of view [11]. These points of view are supported by two theories, the first of which is the Fit Theory and its concept of congruence, which is the reciprocal relationship in which the personality of an individual and the work environment mutually respond with the individual meeting the requirements of the environment and the work environment. This “congruence” is a dynamic process between people and the conditions of their performance [12,13,14].



The second theory in which these two points of view are supported is the theory of cognitive dissonance, which proposes the generation of cognitive and emotional tension between the way a person performs and their beliefs about it. The existence of this tension (dissonance) is uncomfortable for individuals, which will motivate them to reduce it and try to achieve consonance [15].



There is research that has used this new psychological approach from the organizational level [16] and sports [17,18] in which it has been found that there are differences when the athlete is perceived from his role within the team (team member’s point of view) and when it is perceived from a different role (coach’s point of view).



On the other hand, one of the variables that have a great influence within sports teams and in addition to the most studied is sport motivation, which is seen as a complex phenomenon because there are multiple reasons why athletes perform their sport [19]. One of them can be because it is intrinsically interesting or pleasant, and on the other hand, as a means of social recognition or to obtain awards and compliments [20]. According to the SDT, there are different types of motivation that represent qualitatively different ways in which a behavior can be regulated [21,22,23].



Autonomous motivation comprises both intrinsic regulation and the types of extrinsic motivation in which people value activity (identified regulation) and will have integrated it into their sense of self (integrated regulation). Controlled motivation consists of both external regulation, in which one’s behavior is a function of external contingencies of reward or punishment, and introjected regulation, in which the regulation of action has been partially internalized and is energized by factors such as an approval motive, avoidance of shame, and ego-involvements [24]. Finally, there is amotivation, which refers to the lack of intention and sense to act [21].



On the other hand, one of the variables that has been related to motivation and one of the most studied in sport is anxiety [25,26]. Anxiety is defined as an emotional state characterized by apprehension and tension [27], associated with the activation of the organism that occurs in competitive situations [28,29]. Competitive anxiety, in addition to evaluating somatic elements, also does so with cognitive elements. The first of these is the worry, understood as worry regarding the consequences that the athlete perceives as potentially negative associated with poor performance. Whereas, the second cognitive element is deconcentration, associated with the difficulty that athletes experience in focusing on important aspects when performing a task, which prevents them from thinking clearly during a competition [30].



On the other hand, it is important to mention that some of the conceptual frameworks that support team dynamics in the sports context have been associated with motivation, such as cohesion [31,32], cooperation [33], and identification [34]. Similarly, there are studies where anxiety with cohesion [35], and with cooperation [36] has been researched. However, most of these investigations have been carried out at the correlation level. Furthermore, there is no research that associates team dynamics through this model with other variables of great importance within sports.



It is for this reason and based on the previous arguments, the aim of this research is to analyze and deepen the understanding of sports teams by evaluating the team dynamics generated by the five conceptual frameworks and associating them with the motivation types and anxiety factors in university athletes, highlighting the role played by the two points of view: team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view, through a Structural Equation Model (SEM). The study of SEM has taken importance in sport field [26,37,38,39,40] three of these investigations highlighting the mediating role of motivation [26,37,39], and one of them having anxiety as an output variable [26] like this research.



For the above, and in order to fulfill the aim of this research, the following six hypotheses were raised: (1) when comparing the interrelationships of the different perspectives of the team dynamics from team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view with the motivation types and anxiety factors, the sense of the relationship is the same; (2) team dynamics from the team member’s point of view are positively related to autonomous motivation and this, in turn, negatively to somatic anxiety, worry and deconcentration; Likewise, team dynamics from the team member’s point of view are negatively related to controlled motivation and amotivation, and these, in turn, positively with somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration (see Figure 1); (3) team dynamics from the coach’s point of view are positively related to autonomous motivation and this, in turn, negatively to somatic anxiety, concern, and deconcentration; Likewise, team dynamics from the coach’s point of view are negatively related to controlled motivation and amotivation, and these, in turn, positively to somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration (See Figure 2); (4) Autonomous motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from the team member’s point of view and the coach’s point of view, and somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration; (5) controlled motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from the perspectives of team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view, and somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration; and (6) Amotivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from the perspectives of team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view, and somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants


The selection of the sample was non-probabilistic of the intentional type. The total sample consisted of 674 athletes representing different team sports from their educational institution (basketball, 11.7%; baseball, 17.4%; association football, 18%; fast soccer, 15.7%; handball, 10.4%; softball, 15%; and volleyball, 11.9%) participating in a national university sporting event. The participants were 313 men (46.4%) and 361 women (53.6%) with ages ranging between 18 and 28 years (M = 21.06; SD = 2.07) with a mean of 8.61 years of experience in their sport (SD = 5.15).




2.2. Instruments


To measure team dynamics, the Cooperative Workteam Questionnaire [11] was used, which consists of 12 items divided into four factors: global cooperation (6 items); personal growth (4 items); emotional cooperation (3 items) and conditional cooperation (2 items). To evaluate team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view, the same item was evaluated from each point of view related to team member’s point of view (Form A) and coach’s point of view (Form B). Below we show examples of items for each of the factors from the two points of view: global cooperation, “Communication between the members of my team is clear and fluid both in training and in the game” (Form A) versus “Communication between the team members are clear and fluent both in training and in the game”(Form B); personal growth, “Some of my best friends are on the team” (Form A) versus “Some of my best friends are members of the team” (Form B); emotional cooperation, “My team is spread by the mood of a key player or coach, both for better and for worse” (Form A) versus “The team is spread by my mood or from a key player, both for good and for the wrong” (Form B); and finally, conditional cooperation “My level of work and effort depends on others and how things are working” (Form A) versus “My level of work and effort depends on team members and how things are working” (Form B). The response scale is Likert-type, ranging from 1, “totally disagree” to 5, “totally agree”. To evaluate a single construct of team dynamics, the values of the four factors [11,18] were averaged, demonstrating adequate unifactorial internal consistency in both perspectives [18].



To evaluate the types of motivation, the Mexican Spanish version [41] of the Sport Motivation Scale (SMS-II, [42]) was used, which is composed of 18 items divided into six regulations: intrinsic (3 items); integrated (3 items); identified (3 items); introjected (3 items); external (3 items); and amotivation (3 items). Examples of items for regulations: intrinsic, “Because I’m excited to learn more about my sport”; integrated, “Because practicing sports I reflect the essence of who I am”; identified, “Because it is one of the best ways I have to develop other aspects of myself”; introjected, “Because I would feel bad if I didn’t take the time to do it”; external, “Because the people I care about would be upset with me if I don’t”; and for amotivation, “I am not sure, I really don’t think this is my sport.” The scale is evaluated by a Likert scale from 1 which means “never” to 7 which means “always.”



This instrument has shown adequate internal consistency in different investigations [26,39,43]. Likewise, the grouping of regulations in different types of motivation has been used. Autonomous motivation is composed by intrinsic regulation, integrated regulation, and identified regulation [26,39]; controlled motivation is composed by introjected and external regulation [26,41]. For this research, the three types of motivation (autonomous, controlled, and amotivation) have been considered, as they are used in several studies with sports teams [26,41].



Finally, to evaluate the anxiety factors, the Spanish version was used [44] of the Sport Anxiety Scale in (SAS-2, [45]) which consists of 15 items divided into three subscales, somatic anxiety (5 items), worry (5 items), and deconcentration (5 items). Examples of items for each subscale are somatic anxiety, “I feel like my body is tense”; worry, “I am worried about not playing or competing well”; and deconcentration, “It is difficult for me to concentrate on the game or the competition.” Each item is answered using a 4-point Likert scale that ranges from 1 which means “nothing” to 4 which means “much.” This instrument has been used in various studies demonstrating the reliability of the instrument in its three factors [46,47].




2.3. Procedures


The present study was carried out in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The data collection was carried out during the 15 days of the National Universiade in Mexico. Contact with the teams was made directly with the coaches with whom the opportune moment was agreed for the application of the questionnaires to their athletes. The inclusion criteria to participate in the study required players who participated in team sports and the exclusion criteria required the removal of those athletes who represented two sports or who participated in individual sports. The questionnaires were applied in different places depending on the availability of the teams; some preferred to answer them in the dining room set up for the event and others in the sports facilities. The responses to these questionnaires were anonymous and voluntary, with an average duration of 15 min.




2.4. Data Analysis


Descriptive analysis of each of the study variables (mean, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis) and the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test were performed to evaluate the normality of the data. The Spearman correlation was used to analyze the interrelationships between the model variables and establish the degree of association between them. Descriptive and correlational analyses were performed using the SPSS 24.0 statistical software.



Subsequently, to test the SEM, the AMOS 24.0 software was used, in which the goodness of fit indices were taken into account, such as chi-square divided by degrees of freedom (χ2/df), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) [48,49,50,51,52]. The following criteria were used to assess the fit of the models: a ratio χ2/df less than 3 [53]; for CFI, values greater than 0.90 [50]; in the RMSEA case, values lower than 0.08 [54]. Likewise, the Mardia kurtosis coefficient [55] and the bootstrap method were used. On the other hand, to know the mediation and indirect effects, the Mackinnon coefficient was used [56]. Finally, to compare the models the following criteria were considered: values close to 0 for the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC); for the Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI), minimum differences of 0.06 and 0.09; and for the Parsimonious Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI), values close to 1 [57].





3. Results


First, the descriptive analysis, internal consistency, and correlations of the variables (hypothesis 1) are presented; second, two models of structural equations are tested, from team member’s point of view (hypothesis 2) and from coach’s point of view (hypothesis 3). Finally, the mediations of autonomous motivation (hypothesis 4), controlled (hypothesis 5), and amotivation (hypothesis 6) are presented.



3.1. Descriptives, Reliability, and Correlations


Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the study variables. The skewness and kurtosis data show that the data are within the range −2 to 2 [58], except for autonomous motivation, whose values were 2.38 and 7.38. However, the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test shows that the study variables are distributed in a non-parametric way (p < 0.05).



Table 2 shows correlations and reliability of the variables considered in the study. Cronbach’s alpha values were above 0.76, this reliability level of the whole scales is to be considered satisfactory. The results correlation analysis revealed a significant positive relationship of team dynamics from two points of view: team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view with autonomous motivation (rs = 0.42, and 0.42, p < 0.01) and controlled motivation (rs = 0.23, and 0.14, p < 0.01). While team dynamics from coach’s point of view was positively and significantly related to amotivation (rs = −0.09 p < 0.05), however, team member’s point of view was also positively associated, but it was not significant (rs = −0.07 p < 0.05). On the other hand, team dynamics from its two points of view team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view is negatively and significantly correlated with somatic anxiety (rs = −0.17, and −0.18, p < 0.01), worry (rs = −0.16, and −0.17, p < 0.01), and deconcentration (rs = −0.22, and −0.25, p < 0.01).




3.2. Structural Equation Models


For both models of team dynamics regarding team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view, given that the univariate distribution was non-normal, the Mardia kurtosis coefficient [55] was used to determine the multivariate distribution. This coefficient had values of 497.55 and 496.09, respectively, which indicates a non-normal multivariate distribution of the data, so it was necessary to use the bootstrap method. Some authors have verified that robust measures, which are generally used for non-normal multivariate distributions, exhibit ranges from −2 to 2 in skewness and kurtosis [59,60]. When evaluating the range (−2 to 2) of skewness and kurtosis of all the items that make up each of the questionnaires, we found that of the 12 items of the Cooperative Workteam Questionnaire from team member’s point of view, only items 7 and 8 were out of range; for coach’s point of view the items were normal, except for item 7.; of the 18 items on the Sports Motivation Scale, 10 items (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11) were out of range. These results were in contrast to the Sports Anxiety Scale where all the items were within the range.



The hypothetical model of team dynamics from team member’s point of view (see Figure 3) presented adequate fit indices (χ2 (924) = 2690.17, χ2/df = 2.91, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05). This confirms from team member’s point of view that team dynamics are positively related to autonomous motivation (β = 0.41, p < 0.001) and with controlled motivation (β = 0.10, p < 0.001). Whereas, autonomous motivation is negatively related to somatic anxiety (β = −0.11, p < 0.01) and deconcentration (β = −0.17, p < 0.001). On the other hand, controlled motivation is positively related to somatic anxiety (β = 0.19, p < 0.001) and deconcentration (β = 0.17, p < 0.001) and negatively with worry (β = −0.12, p < 0.01).



According to the results obtained in the model, we can observe that there are five indirect effects according to the MacKinnon coefficients [56]. The first of them shows that autonomous motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from team member’s point of view with somatic anxiety and deconcentration (B1 ∗ B4 = −0.05, p < 0.001; B1 ∗ B6 = −0.08, p < 0.001). On the other hand, we observe that controlled motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from team member’s point of view with somatic anxiety (B2 ∗ B7 = 0.02, p < 0.001), worry (B1 ∗ B8 = −0.02, p < 0.001), and deconcentration (B1 ∗ B9 = 0.02, p < 0.001).



The team dynamics model from coach’s point of view (see Figure 4) presented adequate fit indices (χ2 (924) = 2692.82, χ2/df = 2.99, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05). This confirms from coach’s point of view that team dynamics are positively related to autonomous motivation (β = 0.42, p < 0.001) and with controlled motivation (β = 0.07, p < 0.05). While autonomous motivation is negatively related to somatic anxiety (β = −0.11, p < 0.01) and deconcentration (β = −0.16, p < 0.001). On the other hand, controlled motivation is positively related to somatic anxiety (β = 0.19, p < 0.001) and deconcentration (β = 0.17, p < 0.001), and negatively with worry (β = −0.11, p < 0.01).



According to the results obtained in the model, we can observe that there are five indirect effects according to the MacKinnon coefficients [56]. The first of them shows that autonomous motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from coach’s point of view with somatic anxiety and deconcentration (B1 ∗ B4 = −0.04, p < 0.001; B1 ∗ B6 = −0.07, p < 0.001). On the other hand, we observe that controlled motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics from the perspective of coach’s point of view with somatic anxiety (B2 ∗ B7 = −0.01, p < 0.001), worry (B2 ∗ B8 = 0.01, p < 0.001) and deconcentration (B2 ∗ B9 = −0.01, p < 0.001).



Finally, regarding the comparison of the models, we can observe similar values in the parsimony fit index from both points of view, team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view (AIC = 2912 and 2986; PNFI = 0.801 and 0.800; PGFI = 0.756 and 0.759).





4. Discussion


The study aimed to compare two models of interrelations between the perception of team dynamics from two points of view, team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view, motivation types, and the anxiety factors in university athletes.



For this, six hypotheses were raised to test the proposed model. In the first place, it was suggested that the interrelationships both from team member’s point of view and from coach’s point of view would go in the same direction [18], which is consistent with the results obtained, where we found that team dynamics from both points of view were positively related to autonomous and controlled motivation and negatively to amotivation, somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration, that is, that the relationships coincided in the direction they took in both points of view, which shows that there is an adjustment in congruence [12,13,14] and a dissonance [15] on the part of the team members through this double perception of their point of view.



Subsequently, in the second and third hypotheses, it was stipulated that team dynamics from team member’s point of view and from coach’s point of view were positively related with autonomous motivation and thus, in turn, negatively with somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration; likewise, team dynamics from both points of view were negatively related to controlled motivation, and amotivation, and these, in turn, were positively related to somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration. The results confirm the positive relationship between the perception of team dynamics from team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view with autonomous motivation, and the negative relationship (not significant) with amotivation [61], which shows that no matter from which point of view they perceive themselves, athletes will be willing to cooperate within their teams [17,18], in addition to being motivated to participate in activities that challenge their skills [21]. However, controlled motivation (as well as autonomous motivation) presented positive relationships with team dynamics, contrary to what we had established in the hypothesis. These results suggest that team members feel completely involved in the tasks to be carried out and that their behavior is not only directly motivated by themselves but it is also regulated by external agents [62,63].



Likewise, and following the sequence proposed by the previous hypotheses, autonomous motivation was negatively related with somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration, which suggests that internally motivated athletes could have less predisposition to present any of the anxiety factors, results similar to other studies where self-determined motivation does not influence the probability of presenting anxiety [25,26,64]. On the other hand, controlled motivation was positively related to somatic anxiety and deconcentration, but not with worry (contrary to what was established in the hypothesis). These results suggest that athletes motivated by an external agent could present some physiological symptoms before the competition, contrary to other studies where controlled regulations do not have any correlation with somatic anxiety [65,66] and it could lead to a loss of focus on competition, contrary to what was found in other studies [25]. Regarding the negative relationship of controlled motivation with worry, it is worth noting as student athletes, many of them are concerned about their academic training [67,68], which is often found “conditioned” by some incentives such as some financial reward or a scholarship [18,26]. Amotivation, as established in the hypothesis, was positively related to somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration, although in no case significantly so.



On the other hand, in the fourth, fifth, and sixth hypotheses, it was established that autonomous motivation, controlled motivation, and amotivation mediate the relationship between team dynamics (team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view), with somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration. The results show that autonomous motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics and somatic anxiety and worry, while controlled motivation mediates the relationship between team dynamics and anxiety factors (somatic anxiety, worry, and deconcentration), these results differ from those found in other studies where autonomous motivation does not play a mediating role with somatic anxiety and where controlled motivation does not play a mediating role with any of the anxiety factors [26,64], likewise, in another study, amotivation does not exert any influence on any of the anxiety factors [25]. Meanwhile, in this research, amotivation did not have any mediating role contrary to what was found in other studies where a mediation role with somatic anxiety was found [26,64], which goes against the theoretical assumptions of the SDT where negative emotions are expected to be associated with less self-determined forms of motivation [69].



The results of this study provide empirical evidence that helps to confirm the sequence of the relationship between these variables since this relationship had not been tested. It is explored in the two points of view (team member’s point of view/coach’s point of view), the motivation types, and the anxiety factors, showing that the team members have similar points of view when they look at themselves as players or coaches.



The results of the present study suggest that it is important to emphasize the need to continue promoting cooperation within teams, which could result in an increase in player motivation and a decrease in anxiety. On the other hand, an intervention on Team Building, as has been recommended [10,16] and applied [17], could help promote the improvement of team dynamics (mainly) and the other variables in this study.



Finally, the main limitations of this study concern how the data were collected since they were collected during a national competition and at different times depending on the availability of the equipment. Another limitation is that transversality that only allows the adjustment of the model in a single time, while a longitudinal design would give us more accurate results about the causal relationships that we intend to demonstrate, and that would help us to deepen our understanding of sports teams. Furthermore, these results should be viewed with caution since the sample consisted of team sports and the results could vary in individual sports with and without contact. Another important factor to consider in future studies is the type of university; in this case, they were public universities, and the support with respect to private universities could have some influence on the results of the study. On the other hand, we believe that it would be interesting to expand this research towards the coaches to find out their opinion when it is perceived from both points of view and to analyze it with the opinions of the players on their team.




5. Conclusions


In conclusion, we can observe that team dynamics play an important role in the commitment that members acquire, in both perspectives, team member’s point of view and coach’s point of view, to fulfill their roles within the team and that, in turn, these dynamics are capable to foster some kind of motivation. On the one hand, team dynamics (regardless of perspective) lead to autonomous motivation and this in turn reduces the possibility of presenting precompetitive anxiety and, on the other hand, when there are motivated in a controlled way, they tend to perceive somatic anxiety and deconcentration prior to competition.







Author Contributions


O.R.-H. and J.T. designed the study. A.G.-M. introduced the concepts of FIT theory and Congruence (Cognitive Dissonance). O.R.-H. and J.M.L.-W. carried out the data collection. O.R.-H. and J.M.L.-W. supervised the statistical analyses. O.R.-H., J.T., J.M.L.-W., and A.G.-M. prepared the discussion, conclusions, and the final version of the manuscript. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded in part thanks the CONACYT and PAICYT.




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Acknowledgments


The authors express their gratitude to the athletes that have contributed to the data collection.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Carron, A.V.; Brawley, L.R. Group dynamics in sport and physical activity. In Advances in Sport Psychology, 3rd ed.; Human Kinetics: Champaign, IL, USA, 2008; pp. 213–237; 452–455. [Google Scholar]

	



Forsyth, D.R. Introduction to group dynamics. In Group Dynamics, 6th ed.; Wadsworth Cengage Learning: Boston, MA, USA, 2014; pp. 1–34. [Google Scholar]

	



Chelladurai, P. Leadership in sports: A review. Int. J. Sport Psychol. 1990, 21, 328–354. [Google Scholar]

	



Riemer, H.A.; Chelladurai, P. Development of the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ). J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 1998, 20, 127–156. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gilbert, G.R.; Myrtle, R.C.; Sohi, R.S. Relational Behavior of Leaders. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud. 2015, 22, 149–160. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ling, Y.; Simsek, Z.; Lubatkin, M.H.; Veiga, J.F. The impact of transformational CEOs on the performance of small- to medium-sized firms: Does organizational context matter? J. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 93, 923–934. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rounds, J.; Dawis, R.; Lofquist, L. Measurement of person-environment fit and prediction of satisfaction in the theory of work adjustment. J. Vocat. Behav. 1987, 31, 297–318. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kristof, A. Person-organization Fit: A integrative review of its conceptualizations, measurement, and implications. Pers. Psychol. 1996, 49, 1–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Z.F. Mutual Monitoring and Agency Problems. SSRN Electron. J. 2019, 1–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Olmedilla, A.; Garcia-Mas, A.; Luo, Y.; Llaneras, C.; Ruiz-Barquín, R.; Fuster-Parra, P. Multilevel psychological analysis for cooperative work teams. In Cooperative Design, Visualization, and Engineering; Luo, Y., Ed.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 322–331. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ruiz-Barquín, R.; Olmedilla, A.; Fuster-Parra, P.; Ponseti, F.X.; Luo, Y.; Garcia-Mas, A. Team cooperation and its factors: A confirmatory analysis. In Cooperative Design, Visualization, and Engineering; Luo, Y., Ed.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2017; pp. 278–289. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dawis, R.; England, G.; Lofquist, L. A theory of work adjustment. Minn. Stud. Vocat. Rehabil. 1964, 15, 1–27. [Google Scholar]

	



Dawis, R.; Lofquist, L.; Weiss, D. A theory of work adjustment: A revision. Minn. Stud. Vocat. Rehabil. 1968, 23, 15. [Google Scholar]

	



Lofquist, L.; Dawis, R. Adjustment to Work: A Psychological View of Man’s Problems in a Work-Oriented Society; Appleton-Century-Crofts: East Norwalk, CT, USA, 1969; 189p. [Google Scholar]

	



Festinger, L. Cognitive Dissonance. Sci. Am. 1962, 207, 93–106. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



García-Mas, A.; Núñez Prats, A.; Olmedilla, A.; Ruiz-Barquín, R.; Cantón, E. Levels of Cognitive Congruence between Managers and Team Members’ Perceptions of Cooperation at Work. Sustainability 2019, 11, 6111. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lázaro, P. Eficacia de una Intervención en Teambuilding en un Equipo de Fútbol Base de la Comunidad de Madrid; Universidad Autónoma de Madrid: Madrid, Spain, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Reyes-Hernández, O. Dinámicas de Equipo, Motivación y Ansiedad en Deportistas Universitarios; Universidad Autónoma de Nuevo León: San Nicolás de los Garza, Mexico, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Ryan, R.; Deci, E. Active human nature: Self-determination theory and the promotion and maintenance of sport, exercise, and health. In Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in exercise and sport; Hagger, M.S., Chatzisarantis, N.L.D., Eds.; Human. Kinetics: Champaign, IL, USA, 2007; pp. 1–19. [Google Scholar]

	



Deci, E.; Ryan, R. The “What” and “Why” of Goal Pursuits: Human Needs and the Self-Determination of Behavior. Psychol. Inq. 2000, 11, 227–268. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Deci, E.; Ryan, R. The general causality orientations scale: Self-determination in personality. J. Res. Pers. 1985, 19, 109–134. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ryan, R.; Deci, E. Self-Determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. Am. Psychol. 2002, 55, 68–78. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ryan, R.; Deci, E. Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivations: Classic Definitions and New Directions. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 2000, 25, 54–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Deci, E.; Ryan, R. Self-determination theory: A macrotheory of human motivation, development, and health. Can. Psychol. Can. 2008, 49, 182–185. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Garcia-Mas, A.; Fuster-Parra, P.; Ponseti, F.J.; Palou, P.; Olmedilla, A.; Cruz, J. Análisis de las relaciones entre la motivación, el clima motivacional y la ansiedad competitiva en jóvenes jugadores de equipo mediante una red Bayesiana. An. Psicol. 2015, 31, 355–366. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pineda-Espejel, H.A.; Morquecho-Sánchez, R.; Alarcón, E. Estilos interpersonales, factores disposicionales, autoconfianza y ansiedad precompetitiva en deportistas de alto rendimiento. Cuad. Psicol. Deport. 2019, 20, 10–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spielberger, C.D. Theory and research on anxiety. In Anxiety and Behavior; Academic Press: New York, NY, USA, 1966; pp. 3–20. [Google Scholar]

	



Martens, R. Sport Competition anxiety test. In Sport Competition Anxiety Test; Human Kinetics Publishers: Champaign, IL, USA, 1977. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Patel, D.R.; Omar, H.; Terry, M. Sport-related performance anxiety in young female athletes. J. Pediatr. Adolesc. Gynecol. 2010, 23, 325–335. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grossbard, J.R.; Smith, R.E.; Smoll, F.L.; Cumming, S.P. Competitive anxiety in young athletes: Differentiating somatic anxiety, worry, and concentration disruption. Anxiety Stress Coping 2009, 22, 153–166. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Conde, V.; Díaz, V.; Martins, A. Influencia de la Motivación, las Lesiones, el Sexo, y la Cohesión, sobre el Compromiso de Futbolistas Universitarios; Universidad Católica Andrés Bello: Caracas, Venezuela, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Leo, F.M.; Sánchez-Miguel, P.A.; Sáchez-Oliva, D.; Amado, D.; García-Calvo, T. Incidencia de la cooperación, la cohesión y la eficacia colectiva en el rendimiento en equipos de fútbol. RICYDE Rev. Int. Cienc. Deport. 2011, 7, 341–354. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ponseti, F.; Garcia-Mas, A.; Palou, P.; Cantallops, J.; Fuster-Parra, P. Self-determined motivation and types of sportive cooperation among players on competitive teams A Bayesian network analysis. Int. J. Sport Psychol. 2016, 47, 428–442. [Google Scholar]

	



Cassidy, T.; Cummins, P.; Breslin, G.; Stringer, M. Perceptions of Coach Social Identity and Team Confidence, Motivation and Self-Esteem. Psychology 2014, 5, 1175–1184. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eys, M.A.; Hardy, J.; Carron, A.V.; Beauchamp, M.R. The Relationship between Task Cohesion and Competitive State Anxiety. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2003, 25, 66–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pons, J.; Ramis, Y.; Garcia-Mas, A.; López de la Llave, A.; Pérez-Llantada, M.C. Percepción de la ansiedad competitiva en relación al nivel de cooperación y compromiso deportivo en jugadores de baloncesto de formación. Cuad. Psicol. Deport. 2016, 16, 45–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Francisco, C.; Arce, C.; Sánchez-Romero, E.I.; Vílchez, M.D.P. The mediating role of sport self-motivation between basic psychological needs satisfaction and athlete engagement. Psicothema 2018, 30, 421–426. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gjesdal, S.; Wold, B.; Ommundsen, Y. Promoting additional activity in youth soccer: A half-longitudinal study on the influence of autonomy-supportive coaching and basic psychological need satisfaction. J. Sports Sci. 2019, 37, 268–276. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gutiérrez-García, P.; López-Walle, J.; Tomás, I.; Tristán, J.; Balaguer, I. Relación entre clima empowering y diversión en pitchers de béisbol: El papel moderador de la motivación autónoma. Cuad. Psicol. Deport. 2019, 19, 166–177. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chacón-Cuberos, R.; Olmedo-Moreno, E.M.; Lara-Sánchez, A.J.; Zurita-Ortega, F.; Castro-Sánchez, M. Basic psychological needs, emotional regulation and academic stress in university students: A structural model according to branch of knowledge. Stud. High Educ. 2019, 1–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pineda-Espejel, H.A.; Alarcón, E.; López-Ruiz, Z.; Trejo, M.; Chávez, C. Propiedades psicométricas de la Escala de Motivación en el Deporte revisada (SMS-II) adaptada al español hablado en México. Rev. Int. Cienc. Deporte 2016, 12, 107–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pelletier, L.; Rocchi, M.; Vallerand, R.; Deci, E.L.; Ryan, R. Validation of the revised sport motivation scale (SMS-II). Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2013, 14, 329–341. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barbosa-Luna, A.E.; Tristán, J.L.; Tomás, I.; González, A.; López-Walle, J.M. Climas motivacionales, motivación autodeterminada, afectos y burnout en deportistas: Enfoque multinivel. Acción Psicológica 2017, 14, 105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ramis, Y.; Torregrosa, M.; Viladrich, C.; Cruz, J. Adaptación y validación de la versión española de la escala de ansiedad competitiva SAS-2 para deportistas de iniciación. Psicothema 2010, 22, 1004–1009. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Smith, R.E.; Smoll, F.L.; Schutz, R.W. Measurement and correlates of sport-specific cognitive and somatic trait anxiety: The sport anxiety scale. Anxiety Res. 1990, 2, 263–280. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liberal, R.; Escudero, J.; Cantallops, J.; Ponseti, J. Impacto psicológico de las lesiones deportivas en relación al bienestar psicológico y la ansiedad asociada a deportes de competición. Rev. Psicolopía Deport. 2014, 23, 451–456. [Google Scholar]

	



Ponseti, F.; Garcia-Mas, A.; Cantallops, J.; Vidal, J. Diferencias de sexo respecto de la ansiedad asociada a la competición deportiva. Retos nuevas tendencias en Educ física. Deport Recreación 2017, 31, 193–196. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bentler, P.M. Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol. Bull. 1990, 107, 238–246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bentler, P.M.; Bonett, D.G. Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of covariance structures. Psychol. Bull. 1980, 88, 588–606. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hu, L.-T.; Bentler, P.M. Evaluating model fit. In Structural Equation Modeling: Concepts, Issues, and Applications; Sage Publications, Inc.: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1995; pp. 76–99. [Google Scholar]

	



Steiger, H.J.; Lind, J.M. Statistically based tests for the number of common factors. In Proceedings of the annual meeting of the Psychometric Society, Iowa City, IA, USA; 1980. [Google Scholar]

	



Wheaton, B.; Muthen, B.; Alwin, D.F.; Summers, G.F. Assessing Reliability and Stability in Panel Models. Sociol Methodol. 1977, 8, 84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schreiber, J.B.; Nora, A.; Stage, F.K.; Barlow, E.A.; King, J. Reporting Structural Equation Modeling and Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results: A Review. J. Educ. Res. 2006, 99, 323–338. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Browne, M.W.; Cudeck, R. Alternative Ways of Assessing Model Fit. Sociol. Methods Res. 1992, 21, 230–258. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mardia, K. The effect of nonnormality on some multivariate tests and robustness to nonnormality in the linear model. Biometrika 1971, 58, 105–121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Williams, J.; MacKinnon, D.P. Resampling and distribution of the product methods for testing indirect effects in complex models. Struct. Equ. Modeling 2008, 15, 23–51. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Levy, J.-P.; Martin, M.T.; Roman, M.V. Optimizacion segun estructuras de covarianzas. In Modelizacion con Estructuras de Covarianzas en Ciencias Sociales Temas Esenciales, Avanzados y Aportaciones Especiales; Netbiblo: A Coruña, Spain, 2006; pp. 9–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reed, A.H.; Wu, G.T. Evaluation of a Transformation Method for Estimation of Normal Range. Clin. Chem. 1974, 20, 576–581. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ecob, R.; Cuttance, P. An overview of structural equation modeling. In Structural Modeling by Example; Cuttance, P., Ecob, P., Eds. Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1988; pp. 9–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muthén, B.; Kaplan, D. A comparison of some methodologies for the factor analysis of non-normal Likert variables. Br. J. Math. Stat. Psychol. 1985, 38, 171–189. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ramis, Y.; Torregrosa, M.; Viladrich, C.; Cruz, J. El apoyo a la autonomía generado por entrenadores, compañeros y padres y su efecto sobre la motivación autodeterminada de deportistas de iniciación. Psicología del Deporte y de la Actividad Física 2013, 29, 243–248. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ryan, R.; Deci, E. Overview of self-determination theory: An organismic dialectical perspective. In Handbook of Self-Determination; The University of Rochester Press: Rochester, NY, USA, 2014; pp. 3–33. [Google Scholar]

	



Ryan, R.; Connell, J. Perceived locus of causality and internalization: Examining reasons for acting in two domains. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1989, 57, 749–761. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pineda-Espejel, A.; López-Walle, J.; Tomás, I. Factores situacionales y disposicionales como predictores de la ansiedad y autoconfianza precompetitiva en deportistas universitarios. Cuad. Psicol. Deport 2015, 15, 55–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guillén, F.; Álvarez-Malé, M.L. Relación entre los motivos de la práctica deportiva y la ansiedad en jóvenes nadadores de competición. Rev. Iberoam. Psicol. Ejerc. Deport 2010, 5, 233–252. [Google Scholar]

	



Quinlan, M. Perceived Motivational Climate, Need Satisfaction, Motivational Regulation and Psychological Well-Being in Elite Hurlers; University of Jyväskylä: Jyväskylä, Finland, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Aquilina, D. A Study of the Relationship Between Elite Athletes’ Educational Development and Sporting Performance. Int. J. Hist. Sport 2013, 30, 374–392. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vilanova, A.; Puig, N. Personal strategies for managing a second career: The experiences of Spanish Olympians. Int. Rev. Sociol. Sport 2016, 51, 529–546. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vallerand, R.J.; Losier, G.F. An integrative analysis of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in sport. J. Appl. Sport Psychol. 1999, 11, 142–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 13 00648 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Representation of Structural Model of team dynamics from the team member’s point of view. 
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Figure 2. Representation of Structural Model of team dynamics from coach’s point of view. 
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Figure 3. Structural equations model of team dynamics from team member’s point of view. 
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Figure 4. Structural equations model of team dynamics from coach’s point of view. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables.
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	Variable
	Rank
	M
	DT
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	K-S





	Team dynamics, team member’s point of view
	1–5
	4.00
	0.61
	−0.87
	1.70
	0.07



	Team dynamics, coach’s point of view
	1–5
	4.00
	0.68
	−0.94
	1.63
	0.09



	Autonomous motivation
	1–7
	6.17
	1.03
	2.38
	7.38
	0.21



	Controlled motivation
	1–7
	3.93
	1.44
	0.68
	−0.55
	0.18



	Amotivation
	1–7
	2.59
	1.98
	1.08
	−0.18
	0.21



	Somatic anxiety
	1–4
	1.71
	0.62
	0.99
	0.68
	0.15



	Worry
	1–4
	2.75
	0.85
	−0.23
	−0.87
	0.09



	Deconcentration
	1–4
	1.73
	0.63
	0.88
	0.50
	0.12
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Table 2. Correlations and reliability of the variables.
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	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8





	
	1.

	
Team dynamics, team member’s point of view






	(0.83)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	2.

	
Team dynamics, coach’s point of view






	0.72 **
	(0.87)
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	3.

	
Autonomous motivation






	0.42 **
	0.42 **
	(0.94)
	
	
	
	
	



	
	4.

	
Controlled motivation






	0.23 **
	0.14 **
	0.23 **
	(0.76)
	
	
	
	



	
	5.

	
Amotivation






	−0.07
	−0.09 *
	−0.20 **
	0.48 **
	(0.87)
	
	
	



	
	6.

	
Somatic anxiety






	−0.17 **
	−0.18 **
	−0.17 **
	0.10 *
	0.15 **
	(0.83)
	
	



	
	7.

	
Worry






	−0.16 **
	−0.17 **
	−0.03
	−0.05
	−0.10
	0.41 **
	(0.88)
	



	
	8.

	
Deconcentration






	−0.22 **
	−0.25 **
	−0.24 **
	0.07
	0.22 **
	0.61 **
	0.47 **
	(0.84)







Note. The number in parentheses represent the reliability coefficient. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
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