










 

 

Appendix P: Team Favorability I

note: Items (a) and (c) were used in the final paper

 

Team Favorability Items (Paper 4) 

(a) and (c) were used in the final paper. Item (b) was not used. 
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Appendix Q: Cohesion and Competitiveness I

note: All items on this page were used in the final paper, with the exclusion of the items 

second from the bottom. Namely, the fir

represented competitiveness. 

 

 

Cohesion and Competitiveness Items (Paper 4) 

note: All items on this page were used in the final paper, with the exclusion of the items 

second from the bottom. Namely, the first 6 items represented cohesion, and the final item 

represented competitiveness.  
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note: All items on this page were used in the final paper, with the exclusion of the items 

st 6 items represented cohesion, and the final item 



 

 

Appendix R: Manipulation Check I

 

 

 

Manipulation Check Items (Paper 4) 
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Table 1. Examples of team interdependence types with a comparison to previous typologies 

 

STIT
a
 type Example 

Classification in previous typologies 

Traditional 

dichotomy 

Carron & 

Chelladurai 

(1981) 

Cannon-Bowers 

& Bowers 

(2006) 

Integrated A soccer team, required to work together during 
competition with a clear group goal  

Team 
 

Interactive 
dependence 

Team 

 A rowing team of 8’s, required to work together to 
achieve a common goalb 

Team or 
Individual 

Coactive 
dependence 

Sequential 

Segregated A baseball team whose members compete together 
but aren’t always required to interact with one 
another on the task 

Team Reactive-proactive 
dependence 

Reciprocal 

Collective  A boys cross country running team, with members 
who all partake in the same race in competition 
with one another and to obtain a team ‘title’ 

Individual Independence Pooled 

Cooperative  A team of collegiate wrestlers who compete in 
different weight classes (e.g., are not individual 
outcome interdependent), but contribute to team 
titles 

Individual Independence Pooled 

Contrient A national team of trampolinists who compete 
individually, against one another, with no identified 
group goal  

Individual Independence Not applicable 

Independent A training team of triathletes with no identified 
group goal and who compete at different 
competitive levels 

Individual Independence Not applicable 

Solitary Cyclists who, at times, gather together for long 
distance rides but who wouldn’t identify as a group 

Individual Independence Not applicable 

Notes. a  Sport Team Interdependence Typology. bAlthough earlier typologies have distinguished sports such as rowing and relays as coactive or pooled, 
we consider these examples of integrated teams to the extent that all members must work together on a group task (e.g., rowing 8’s).  



              1 

 

Table 2. Participant Demographics 

 

Demographic 

Variable 
Study 1 Study 2 

Gender 103 female, 107 male 5 female, 12 male 

Level of competition  201 university and 9 college 

level  

All university level 

Primary Sport/Event 

(f) 

Swimming (41) 

Track and field (35) 

Wrestling (26) 

Rowing (25) 

Figure skating (21) 

Cross country skiing (19) 

Fencing (18) 

Badminton (16) 

Golf (9) 

Swimming (12) 

Cross country skiing (2) 

Rowing (2) 

Badminton (1) 

Team tenure (years) M = 2.13 (SD = 1.41)  M = 2.64 (SD = 1.32) 

Team Size M = 35.15 (SD = 18.76) Not recorded 

Interdependence 

structure 

All reported collective 

outcome interdependence 

128 reported task 

interdependence 

82 reported individual outcome 

interdependence 

All reported collective 

outcome interdependence 
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Table 3. Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive Statistics from Study 1 

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Interdependence perceptions 
(Task) 

3.73 .90 –        

2. Interdependence perceptions 
(Collective Outcome) 

3.92 .76 .62** –       

3. Cohesion – ATGS 
(Attraction to group-social) 

7.29 1.46 .32** .36** –      

4. Cohesion – GIT 
(Group integration-task) 

6.53 1.31 .48** .60** .48** –     

5. Cohesion – GIS 
(Group integration-social) 

6.76 1.45 .30** .29** .60** .56** –    

6. Competitiveness 1.73 .67 -.24** -.31** -.25** -.28** -.26** –   

7. Satisfaction 4.30 .82 .38** .35** .36** .40** .36** -.35** –  

8. Interdependence structure 
(Task) 

– – .29** .20** .11 .27** .19* -.14* .05 – 

9. Interdependence structure 
(Individual Outcome) 

– – -.10 .03 .01 .11 .04 .01 .12 .18* 

**  p < .001, * p <.05 
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Table 4. Mediation Results Task Interdependence Structure (IV) and Perceptions of Task and Collective Outcome 

Interdependence (Mediators) 

DV Model 

Overall Model  Indirect Effect  Indirect Effect 95% CI 

R
2
 F

ab
  B Z SE B  Task Inter. Outcome 

Inter. 

Model 1: ATGS .13 11.83  .33 3.14** .11  [-.06, .39] [.04, .38]* 

Model 2: GIS .10 9.10  .27 2.87* .09  [-.03, .39] [.01, .33] 

Model 3: GIT .39 43.43  .42 3.52** .12   [-.03, .34] [.12, .50]* 

Model 4: 

Competitiveness 

.09 8.20  -.10 -2.23* .05  [-.11, .06] [-.16, -.03]* 

Model 5:  

Team Satisfaction 

.16 14.32  .25 4.00** .06  [.08, .33]* [.01, .17]  

Note. CI = confidence interval. ATGS = Attraction to group-social. GIS = Group integration-social. GIT = Group integration-
social.  a df = (3, 206), with the exception of the team satisfaction model, which was df = (2, 200). b All overall regression 
model F-values were p < .001 
** p < .001, * p < .05
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Table 5. Pooled Time Series Regression Results
 a 

DV Model Predictor B SE B β 

Model 1: Collective Outcome Interdependence 
R

2 = .95, F (19b, 111) = 130.43** 

 Time of season .08 .03* .12 

 Proximity to team 
competition 

.65 .12** .34 

Model 2: Task Interdependence 
R

2 = .91, F (19b, 111) = 69.92** 

 Time of season .10 .03* .22 

 Proximity to team 
competition 

.32 .12* .23 

a n = 17, with 130 cases once pooled.  
b each regression was run with 16 participant dummy codes, one constant (i.e., intercept), 
and two predictor variables. 
* p < .05, ** p < .001 
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables across Experimental Conditions 

Dependent 

Variable 

Collective Outcome 

Interdependent  

Non-collective Outcome 

Interdependent 

IOI   

‘Collective’ 

M (SD) 

Non-IOI 

‘Cooperative’ 

M (SD) 

 
IOI               

‘Contrient’ 

M (SD) 

Non-IOI     

‘Independent’ 

M (SD) 

 

  

Social Cohesion 6.86 (1.36)  7.22 (1.36)  5.92 (1.92)  6.02 (1.85) 

        

Task Cohesion 7.05 (1.15)  7.05 (1.50)  6.32 (1.43)  6.30 (1.49) 

        

Competitiveness 4.95 (2.17)  4.86 (2.92)  6.23 (2.11)  4.05 (2.27) 

        

Group 
Favorability 

6.80 (1.29)  6.19 (1.91)  6.36 (1.57)  5.68 (1.49) 

Notes. IOI refers to individual outcome interdependence or, in other words, whether all 

members compete in the same event. All scales were rated on Likert-type scales ranging 

from 1 to 9. 
  



170 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURES 

  



171 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Framework of interpersonal influence in individual sport. This model includes each key concept, accompanied by both the 

number of athletes reporting that concepta, as well as the total number of times it was referencedb, in parentheses. Key concepts are 

also presented with subthemes, in italics.   

 

• Group as the reason to compete (13, 58) 

general group importance, group influence 

during development 

• Motivational influences (13, 41) 

social facilitation, self regulatory conservation, 

accountability, confidence 

• Social comparison (10, 28) 

benchmarks for success and competence 

• Teamwork (7, 15) 

collective racing strategy 

• Support and Encouragement (14, 80) 

social support, encouragement, stress, recovery  

 Team Interpersonal Influences 
 

 

• Groupness (7
a
, 15

b
) 

variance in the degree of groupness 
 

• Intra-team competitiveness (14, 107)  
healthy competition, consequences of negative 

competitive environments, the dynamic nature 

of competitiveness 
 

 

• Friendships and shared experiences (14, 43) 
shared positive and negative experiences, 

lifetime friendships, challenges finding friends 

outside  sport 
 

• Group structure (13, 54) 
 goal structure, logistical interdependence, 

structure of training and competition 
 

• Group composition (13, 63) 
 athletes‘ beliefs about groups and values, 

commitment, status, ability, leadership, roles 

 

The Group Environment 

• Efforts to manage the group environment (7, 16) 

(e.g., team building) 
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Structural Interdependence 
 

Interdependence 
Type Group 

I.D.a 
Taskb 

Type of 
Taskc 

Group 
Outcomed 

Individual 
Outcomee 
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Independent 

No Team 

(Solitary) 

 

Figure 2. Decision tree for determining team interdependence types.  aTo be considered 
in the typology, members must consider themselves to be a group. bTask interdependence 
refers to whether teammates must interact during the competitive task. cTypes of task 
interdependence include integrated, segregated, and none. dGroup outcome 
interdependence refers to whether group-level outcomes are applicable during 
competition. eIndividual outcome interdependence refers to whether group members 
directly compete against one another during competition.   
 

Segregated 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Integrated 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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Figure 3. Conceptual framework of individual sport team types. The team types in the 

figure are based on conceptual work by Evans et al. (2012) and include individual sport 

contexts that are distinguished according to the presence of a collective outcome and 

whether all members compete in the same event. 
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Dear Athlete,   

    

My name is Caleb, and I am a coach (and former member) of the Huntington Flyers Track Club. 

We have noticed that you are the type of athlete that we would like to have compete with us and I 

am writing this letter to ask whether you might consider joining us. As a member, you will work 

with our coaching staff, attend our training sessions, and represent us at local and national 

competitions. Our strong coaching staff provides excellent guidance to athletes who aspire to be 

their best – and our members range from University-level athletes to Olympic hopefuls. As a 

group of about 20 athletes, we meet regularly as a group. 
 

     (i) You will benefit from specialized 

training because each and every athlete on 

our team competes in your distance. Thus, 

you will compete in the same events alongside 

other teammates when we attend 

competitions. 

     (ii) You will benefit from specialized 

training because our club is very diverse with 

athletes from several events/distances (e.g., 

sprint, middle distance, hurdles, etc.). Thus, 

you will compete in different events from most 

other club members at competitions. 
  

     (iii) Our members also attend a range of 

different meets, in which each member works 

to achieve the highest individual performance 

that they can attain – we don’t compete in 

events with team standings. 

     (iv) Our members also attend meets as a 

team and work to achieve the highest team 

standing that we can attain, with individual 

performances contributing to the group 

standing. 

       

As a whole, we are sure that our club is the right place for you and I encourage you to contact me 

at any time if you would like more information about us. Otherwise, I wish you all the best as you 

finish-up your current season. 

 

 

Figure 4. Content included within hypothetical recruitment passages. Italicized content 

indicates that which varied across conditions whereby only one message from each row 

was included in each letter, creating descriptions of a team that was either collective (i 

and iv), contrient (i and iii), cooperative (ii and iv), or independent (ii and iii). 

 


