
Florida State University Libraries

Electronic Theses, Treatises and Dissertations  The Graduate School

2015

The Relatonship Between Sport
Perffectionism, Self-Efficacy and Perceived
Performance
Kevin C. Dahl

Follow this and additional works at the FSU Digital Library. For more information, please contact lib-ir@fsu.edu

http://fsu.digital.flvc.org/
mailto:lib-ir@fsu.edu


 

 

FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

 

 

 

 

 

THE RELATONSHIP BETWEEN SPORT PERFFECTIONISM,  

SELF-EFFICACY AND PERCEIVED PERFORMANCE 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

KEVIN DAHL 

 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis submitted to the 

 Department of Educational Psychology and Learning Systems 

 in partial fulfillment of the 

 requirements for the degree of 

Master of Science 

 

 

 

 

 

Degree Awarded: 

Spring Semester, 2015 



 

ii 

 

Kevin Dahl defended this thesis on November 14, 2014. 

The members of the supervisory committee were: 

 

Gershon Tenenbaum 

Professor Directing Thesis 

 

Alysia Roehrig 

Committee Member 

 

Brad Cox 

Committee Member 

 

 

 

 

 

The Graduate School has verified and approved the above-named committee members, and 

certifies that the thesis has been approved in accordance with university requirements. 

  



 

iii 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to thank my major professor Gershon Tenenbaum. His patients and effort in 

working with me throughout this entire project was a driving force behind its completion. Thank 

you for the long distance Skype meetings, phone calls, and numerous emails. Your guidance 

allowed me to complete a work that I am proud of. 

Itay Basevich was also a great help in the conceptualization, data analysis, and revision 

process. When I was bogged down or frustrated with various parts of this thesis, Itay was a 

wonderful resource for me to have. He was invaluable to the success of this project. 

This paper would never have been finished without the incredibly crucial help of 

Christine Ouma. Christine helped me take a heap of data and make sense out of it within the 

context of my research. Her help in the data analysis section of this thesis brought the entire 

paper together and made this thesis worth completing. 

Finally, thanks to my family who listened to me complain about the long hours and 

endless dead ends while working on this thesis. They constantly provided positive support and 

reminders as to why this project was important to me.  



 

iv 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES .......................................................................................................................... v 

LIST OF FIGURES ....................................................................................................................... vi 

ABSTRACT .................................................................................................................................. vii 

CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION............................................................................................ 1 

CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................ 6 

CHAPTER THREE - METHOD .................................................................................................. 16 

CHAPTER FOUR - RESULTS .................................................................................................... 25 

CHAPTER FIVE - DISCUSSION................................................................................................ 30 

APPENDICES .............................................................................................................................. 41 

A. IRB APPROVAL ................................................................................................................. 41 

B. FSU BEHAVIORAL CONSENT FORM ............................................................................ 42 

C. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATON FORM ......................................................................... 44 

D. COMPETITIVE ORIENTATION SCALE (Sport-MPS-2)................................................. 45 

E. PERSONAL VALUE SURVEY .......................................................................................... 50 

F. PERCEIVED PERSONAL PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE (PPPQ) ...................... 53 

G. STUDY DEBRIEF ............................................................................................................... 56 

H. RELIABILITY STATISTICS .............................................................................................. 58 

I. VARIABLE HISTOGRAMS ................................................................................................ 63 

J. ASSUMPTIONS OF HOMOSCEDASTICITY .................................................................... 65 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 67 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH ........................................................................................................ 70 



 

v 

 

. 

LIST OF TABLES 

1. Descriptive Statistics for the Path Model’s Variables .............................................................. 25 

2. Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting PSE and PPPQ Using AP 

and MP as Predictors (N = 145)  ....................................................................................................27 

3. Two-Step Linear Regression Predicting PPPQ by PSE (Step 1) and PSE, MP, and AP  

(Step 2) .......................................................................................................................................... 29 

4. Cronbach's Alpha for Maladaptive Perfectionism Subscale   ....................................................58 

5. Item Reliability for Maladaptive Perfectionism Subscale  ........................................................58 

6. Cronbach's Alpha for Adaptive Perfectionism Subscale  ..........................................................59 

7. Item Reliability for Adaptive Perfectionism Subscale .............................................................. 59 

8. Cronbach's Alpha for Physical Self-Efficacy Scale  ..................................................................60 

9. Item Reliability for Physical Self-Efficacy Scale ..................................................................... 60 

10. Cronbach's Alpha for Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire  ..................................61 

11. Item Reliability for Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire ......................................61 

  



 

vi 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

1. Multidimensional perfectionism model with two correlated predictor variables. Adaptive and 

maladaptive perfectionism directly predict perceived performance and also through the 

mediation of physical self-efficacy... .............................................................................................. 2 

2. Multidimensional perfectionism model with two correlated predictor variables. Adaptive and 

maladaptive perfectionism directly predict perceived performance and through the mediation of 

physical self-efficacy. E1 and E2 are error terms for the outcome and mediator variables. *p < 

.05, **p < .01 .................................................................................................................................14 

 

3. Model of multidimensional perfectionism including two correlated predictor variables. 

Maladaptive and adaptive perfectionism predict directly perceived performance and also through the 

mediation of physical self-efficacy. E1 and E2 are error terms for the outcome and mediator 

variables. *p < .05, **p < .01...........................................................................................................26 

 

4. Graphical presentation of the first regression ............................................................................28 

5. Graphical presentation of the second regression .......................................................................28 

6. Histogram for Maladaptive Perfectionism Score Distribution  .................................................63 

7. Histogram for Adaptive Perfectionism Score Distribution   ......................................................63 

8. Histogram for Physical Self-Efficacy Score Distribution  .........................................................64 

 

9. Histogram for Perceived Personal Performance Score Distribution ........................................ 64 

 

10. Homoscedasticity Test for Perceived Personal Performance  .................................................65 

11. Homoscedasticity Test for Physical Self-Efficacy ................................................................. 65 

 

12. Regression of Standardized Residual for Physical Self-Efficacy  ...........................................66 

 

13. Regressions of Standardized Residual for Perceived Personal Performance   ........................66 

  



 

vii 

 

ABSTRACT 

This study examined how different perfectionist facets (adaptive and maladaptive) are related to 

physical self-efficacy and perceived performance. The study included 145 college athletes 

between 18-24 years old. The sample comprised both varsity and club athletes from individual 

and team sports. All participants completed a questionnaire packet, which included the Sport-

MPS-2, the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale, and the Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire. 

A model postulating the relationship between these variables was constructed and a path analysis 

was conducted to test the study’s hypotheses. Results of the path analysis were inconclusive as 

the model fit was inadequate. Multiple regression analyses were then conducted to tests the 

hypotheses. The findings of the MR analysis suggests that even though the adaptive and 

maladaptive perfectionism are significantly correlated, only adaptive perfectionism was a 

significant predictor of physical self-efficacy (PSE) and perceived performance (PPPQ). The 

relationship between PPPQ and PSE was not significant and PSE did not mediate the relationship 

between the perfectionism facets and perceived performance.  

Keywords: sport perfectionism, self-efficacy, perceived performance
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

In the general culture outside of the boundaries of psychology the concept of 

perfectionism seems to carry a positive connotation. The perception that perfectionism is related 

to increased rewards in various domains of life (school, sport, business, and science) leads one to 

believe that perfectionism is a positive disposition to possess. In reality, however, perfectionism 

as a non-colloquial term is far more complex. Over the past fifty years, perfectionism has been 

investigated through different lenses and from different fields of study. Initially understood in a 

clinical psychology setting (Hamachek, 1978), perfectionism has been described in many, and 

sometimes contradictory ways. There are researchers who believe that perfectionism is entirely 

negative and should be measured as a single dimension (Sharfan, Cooper, & Fairburn, 2002); yet 

many researchers argue that perfectionism can be experienced as either productive or detrimental 

for an individual (Stoeber & Becker, 2009). Current research on perfectionism focused on a 

multidimensional approach; however, the relationships these dimensions share with specific 

variables such as physical self-efficacy and perceived performance still needs to be addressed. 

The proposed model in Figure 1 will be used to address the theoretical relationships that both 

dimensions of perfectionism have with one another, with physical self-efficacy, and with 

perceived performance.  

Individuals characterized as being perfectionists are described as those who strive for 

flawlessness, are highly self-critical, and are constantly setting exceedingly high standards for 

their performance (Stoeber & Becker, 2009). Perfectionism was first described as a problematic 

construct in clinical psychology (Hamachek, 1978). In a clinical setting, perfectionism was 

observed as constant self-criticism and the inability to accomplish daily tasks for fear of not 
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completing them to perfection. Clinical psychologists still argued strongly in favor of a uni-

dimensional approach to perfectionism (Shafran et al., 2002). Recently, however, there has been 

increased attention on sport perfectionism research and using a multidimensional approach to 

understanding this psychological disposition. 

 

 

Though some research findings in the sport domain revealed that perfectionism is 

primarily a negative characteristic of elite athletes that undermines performance (Flett & Hewitt, 

2005), there are just as many who argue that perfectionism is not solely maladaptive (Stoeber & 

Becker, 2009; Stoll, Lau, & Stoeber, 2008). Two of the major dichotomous splits in 

perfectionism have been identified as striving for perfectionism (adaptive) versus negative 

reaction to imperfections (maladaptive) (Stoll et al., 2008), or personal standards (adaptive) 

versus evaluative concerns (maladaptive) (Flett & Hewitt, 2005). It is important to note that in 

most cases, maladaptive and adaptive dimensions of perfectionism are highly positively 

correlated, and those who experience one of the dimensions of perfectionism will likely 

 

Figure 1. Multidimensional perfectionism model with two correlated predictor variables. 

Adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism directly predict perceived performance and also 

through the mediation of physical self-efficacy. 
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experience both dimensions (Stoeber, Hutchfield, & Wood, 2008). Although maladaptive 

perfectionism may indeed deter performance (Stoeber & Becker, 2009), it has been shown that 

both striving for perfection (adaptive) and negative reaction to imperfections (maladaptive) in 

combination can increase performance over trials (Stoll et al., 2008). In another case, self-

orientation perfectionism (which is characterized by self-criticism and self-blaming) can be a 

positive factor for successful athletes while at the same time a maladaptive factor to those who 

experience repeated failure (Flett & Hewitt, 2005). However, these effects may only apply to a 

specific context. Perfectionism has been shown to be domain specific. Individuals who show a 

high degree of perfectionism in sport may not show similar degrees of perfectionism in 

academics (McArdle, 2010). Task or domain specific variables are more likely to have larger 

correlations with other task or domain specific variables than general variables (e.g., physical 

performance domain) (Mortitz, Feltz, Fahrbach, & Mack, 2000). In the proposed study, sport 

perfectionism, physical self-efficacy, and perceived performance are considered domain specific 

variables that exist in a physical or performance domain. 

Researchers have mentioned a link between perfectionism, self-efficacy, and 

performance (Feltz & Lirgg, 2001). Perfectionism facets are commonly defined by their 

respective cognitive processes and consequences (Bieling et al., 2004), such as variation in self-

efficacy and perceived performance. Constant self-directed negativity that is characteristic of 

maladaptive perfectionism is likely to have an effect on self-efficacy (Gucciardi, Mahoney, 

Jalleh, Donnovan, & Parkes, 2012). In a recent study, adaptive perfectionists reported higher 

levels of motivation as well as an increased aspiration level. When given a series of exams to 

choose from, from very easy to very hard, the adaptive perfectionists consistently chose more 

difficult exams than maladaptive perfectionists (Stoeber, Hutchfield, & Wood, 2008). The 
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achievement of higher goals and experiencing mastery are both important sources to evaluate 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Self-efficacy is defined as the faith one has in being capable to 

perform a specific task in as effort to meet a specific outcome (Bandura, 1977). Cognitive 

processes and self-efficacy are also related in terms of behavior change. How an individual 

cognitively appraises a situation of performance achievement effects or changes his or her future 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Self-efficacy is also stated as being an important factor for 

developing skills deemed important for coping with stressful situations (Bandura, 2000). 

Stressful situations may very well be the consequence of having a perfectionistic attitude. 

Generally, perfectionism can be described as a cognitive process that often times leads to stress 

(Hall, Kerr, & Matthews, 1998). Finally, performance accomplishments were found to be related 

to mastery experiences, and those experiences are the basis for developing self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1977). 

Adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism are related to performance accomplishments in 

different directions. Stoeber, Hutchfield, and Wood (2008) examined the relationship between 

perfectionism, self-efficacy, and performance outcomes. Their findings revealed that people 

higher on adaptive perfectionism were more optimistic regarding their competencies. 

Furthermore, repeated successful performances were related to an increase in participants’ self-

efficacy. Conversely, participants higher on maladaptive perfectionism were more likely to have 

lower self-efficacy despite successful or unsuccessful performance. 

Research on sport perfectionism has linked perfectionism to many variables, but less 

focus has been given to the relationship between perfectionism, self-efficacy and perceived 

performance. The findings of previous studies have supported the theoretical links between 

perfectionism, performance, and self-efficacy (Feltz, 2001), but most failed to address the 
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linkage directly. Most of the studies involving perfectionism and performance used objective 

measures of performance outcomes such as wins and losses. Objective outcome or performance 

measures are problematic, since perfectionists can perform very well and still perceived their 

performance as subpar (Bieling, Israeli, & Antony, 2004). Because perfectionists commonly hold 

distorted perception about their accomplishments, it is necessary to address perceived 

performance (LoCiero & Ashby, 2000).  

Perfectionism has not been studied in the context of self-efficacy and perceived 

performance in one coherent model. This study adds better insight into the notion that specific 

perfectionistic tendencies correlate differently with athletes’ subjective feelings about themselves 

and their performance. The purpose of this study is to estimate the relationships between 

perfectionistic tendencies, physical self-efficacy and perceived performance in a population of 

college athletes. A working model of multidimensional perfectionism in relation to these 

important domain specific variables will be established. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

It can be assumed that those who compete in sport, where performance and 

accomplishment are defining features, may be a population worth investigating relative to 

perfectionism. Important strides have been made toward accurately describing perfectionism in 

relation to sport.  Although many different researchers have studied perfectionism, there is 

relatively scarce research in the area of perceived performance and self-efficacy in relation to 

differences in perfectionistic tendencies. This study aims to clarify the notion that separate facets 

of perfectionism relate differently to perceived performance and physical self-efficacy. 

Clinical Perfectionism 

Much of the original clinical research on perfectionism from the 1970’s was built around 

the concept that perfectionism was uni-dimensional. In the uni-dimensional approach, 

perfectionism was seen as a purely negative construct. Early research on perfectionism was 

based on clinical experiences with perfectionists and the psychopathological problems they were 

experiencing (Hamachek, 1978). In a response to criticisms from researchers favoring a 

multidimensional approach, Shafran, Cooper, and Fairburn (2003) argued that clinical 

perfectionism must be distinguished from multidimensional perfectionism. A key definition from 

Shafran and colleagues (2002) cites that clinical perfectionism is “The over-dependence of self-

evaluation on the determined pursuit of personally demanding, self-imposed standards in at least 

one highly salient domain, despite adverse consequences” (p. 778). This distinction is made by 

those in a clinical setting for the purposes of improving treatment for their patients.  

Using clinical perfectionism measurement tools and procedures is regarded to be more 

appropriate for treating psychopathology and creating behavioural change (Shafran et al., 2003). 
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For a sport and exercise population, a clinical perfectionism perspective is less appropriate. 

However, even in the early clinical research of perfectionism, a perfectionist dichotomy was 

suggested (Hamachek, 1978). Neurotic perfectionism was characterized by generally negative 

behaviors associated with depression and anxiety. Normal perfectionism, however, was 

associated with healthy and positive outcomes. Since this foundational research (Hamachek, 

1978), there has been much debate on these dimensions of perfectionism and their effects on 

many important psychological and behavioral variables. 

Multidimensional Perfectionism 

Researchers who argue for the multidimensional approach to perfectionism research have 

noted that the observation of human behavior has usually followed the traditions of both agency 

(self-orientation) and communion (other-oriented) (Hewitt et al., 2003). This dichotomy lines up 

well with a multidimensional approach to perfectionism. The majority of recent research on 

perfectionism in a sport setting has been conducted from the perspective that perfectionism is 

multidimensional in that it consists of multiple facets which include both positive and negative 

aspects, as well as self and other-oriented aspects. (Stoeber, Stoll, Pescheck & Otto, 2008). 

Bieling et al. (2004) tested four separate models of perfectionism to better understand how best 

the components of perfectionism fit together. The model that best fit the data was one in which 

the construct of perfectionism was separated into maladaptive and adaptive components. 

Through a cluster analysis, Guicciardi, Mahoney, Jalleh, Donnovan, and Parkes (2012) separated 

individuals into three primary clusters related to their perfectionistic tendencies (adaptive, 

maladaptive and non-perfectionist), thus supporting the multidimensional approach. It is, 

however, important to note that although these separate facets are characterized by different 

consequences, they are almost always strongly correlated (Stoeber, Hutchfield et al., 2008).  
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With the presumption that perfectionism is best understood as a multidimensional 

construct, a debate took place over defining and assessing the different facets of perfectionism. 

Specifically, the focus was on which facets are positive and which are negative (Flett & Hewitt, 

2005). Although maladaptive perfectionism has been associated with negative consequences, 

adaptive perfectionism has not necessarily carried “good” consequences. Adaptive perfectionism 

is better conceived of as normal (Hamachek, 1978), or neutral perfectionism (Bieling et al., 

2004). “Neutral” or “normal” perfectionism may not make an individual a better person, but 

rather is limited in the negative effects of perfectionism in general due to increased coping ability 

and reduced avoidance behavior (Bieling et al. 2004). Normal perfectionism has been found to 

have a distinctive set of correlates and characteristics from neurotic or maladaptive perfectionism 

(Hall et al., 1998).  The trouble perfectionists experience is not necessarily associated with 

having high goals or a need for organization, but an exaggerated focus on mistakes and self-

doubt (Bieling et al., 2004). Maladaptive perfectionism was found to be related to measures of 

psychopathology, such as anxiety and depression (Stoeber, Hoyle, & Last, 2013). 

Stoll et al.’s (2008) investigation addresses the possible reasons behind the relationship 

between self-critical dimensions of perfectionism and negative reactions to imperfections. The 

reasons included viewing the task with increased importance, feeling a higher level of personal 

responsibility, increased motivation to avoid anger and frustration, and a distinct motivation to 

avoid failure. Concern over mistakes was highly correlated with many negative consequences 

such as using maladaptive coping practices, which increased the likelihood that perfectionists 

would experience actual negative outcomes.   

Although there is debate over which factors are adaptive and which are maladaptive, 

most findings revealed that there are distinguishable dimensions of perfectionism. A central 
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focus of this study is to capture the association between facets of perfectionism and physical self-

efficacy. Self-efficacy information is gathered through a number of situational, social, and 

temporal events (Bandura, 1977). More important than how the self-efficacious information is 

gained is how an individual interprets this information (Bieling et al., 2004). An important 

difference between the facets of perfectionism is the difference in how information is cognitively 

appraised. The difference between the two major facets of perfectionism has been shown to 

influence the ways in which athletes recognize, understand, and react to personal achievement 

(Dunn et al., 2002). Although many elite level athletes have perfectionistic inclinations, the 

major difference is that those who can control their negative reactions to less than perfect 

performance will experience less maladaptive perfectionist outcomes, both real and perceived 

(Stoeber & Becker, 2009).  

Self-Efficacy 

  Self-efficacy is defined as the faith one has in being capable to perform a specific task in 

an effort to meet a specific outcome (Bandura, 1977). This construct is related to sport and 

performance in many ways. Self-efficacy is one of the most significant psychological concepts 

that influence striving for success in a context of sport. Self-efficacy is also important in sport 

because the efforts invested in the task along with specific behaviors are governed by an athlete’s 

self-efficacy (Feltz, 1982). 

 The connection between self-efficacy and perfectionism can be implied from Bandura’s 

(1977) focus on cognitive and appraisal processes. Informational sources of self-efficacy are 

mediated through the course of cognitive appraisal (Bandura, 1988). The effect and power of the 

sources of efficacious information are reliant on the individual’s cognitive appraisal of the 

information (Bandura, 1977). The changes in cognitive appraisal of both arousal and behavioral 
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are related to changes in self-efficacy (Bieling et al., 2004). An individual who maintains that his 

or her arousal level is due to personal faults will decrease in self-efficacy more than those who 

attribute it to the environment or situation (Bandura, 1977). Perfectionists, especially 

maladaptive ones, are characterized as scoring higher on self-criticism (Stoeber, Hutchfield et al., 

2008), and concern over mistakes (Sagar & Stoeber, 2009), which are both self-focused and 

associated with negative consequences and behaviors. Individuals with maladaptive tendencies 

have been found to react to a loss of status and worth by enacting behaviors to assume the 

previous status or level of self-efficacy (Bieling et al., 2004). A negative appraisal of an 

inadequate performance will lead to a motivation to take action (Bandura, 1977), which can be 

helpful or harmful.  Loss of self-efficacy presumably leads to maladaptive tendencies such as 

withdrawal or a complete avoidance of competition unless the previous status or level of self-

efficacy is retained (Bieling, et al., 2004). Overall, the focusing of attention on performance is 

associated with adaptive perfectionism and has a positive effect on self-efficacy in comparison to 

an attentional focus on personal failures, which is typical of maladaptive perfectionists (Feltz & 

Lirgg, 2001). 

 In the sport and exercise domain, there is an important linkage between self-efficacy and 

perfectionism. LoCicero and Ashby (2000) conducted a study to examine the relationship 

between self-reported self-efficacy and perfectionism in a sample of college undergraduate 

students. The results confirmed the notion that multiple facets of perfectionism exist (Bieling et 

al., 2004), and that maladaptive tendencies were related to negative consequences (Flett & 

Hewitt, 2005) while adaptive tendencies were related to more beneficial consequences (Stoeber 

& Becker, 2009). Participants with adaptive perfectionist tendencies such as striving for success 

were found to have higher levels of general and social self-efficacy than non-perfectionists and 



 

11 

 

people with maladaptive tendencies. A strong positive relationship was also observed between 

adaptive perfectionism and self-efficacy. In comparison, people with adaptive perfectionist 

tendencies and with no perfectionist tendencies were significantly higher on measures of 

perceived self-efficacy than those with maladaptive tendencies. (LoCicero & Ashby, 2000). 

Self-efficacy has also been studied in relation to both perfectionism and aspiration level 

in a sample of college students (Stoeber, Hutchfield et al., 2008). The study was conducted in an 

academic setting in which students were given arbitrary feedback on an exam they were given. 

The participants were then asked to choose how difficult their next exam would be. This 

represented a measure of aspiration level. Overall, the findings revealed that those scoring higher 

in perfectionistic strivings were more optimistic in reference to their skills and record higher 

levels of aspirations after they experienced success. In contrast, those who self-criticize were less 

self-efficacious after experiencing failure and less aspired after performance regardless of a 

successful or unsuccessful outcome (Stoeber, Hutchfield et al., 2008).  

Self-efficacy is related to perfectionism as well as many other sport and performance-

related variables. Of these performance-related variables, achievement and performance 

appraisal are among the most influential (Bandura, 1977). In assessing the relationship between 

self-efficacy and performance in sport, Feltz (1982) posited that self-efficacy and performance 

are two variables which share a reciprocal relationship; however, they do not reciprocate equally. 

If there is a cause and effect relationship, self-efficacy has a lesser effect on performance than 

performance has on self-efficacy. In general, performance variables are more significant 

predictors of self-efficacy (Feltz, 1982). However these studies utilized outcome measures of 

performance. In the current study, the perception of performance is the focus. 
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Perceived Performance 

 By definition, perfectionism is related to achievement and performance (Stoeber & 

Becker, 2009). The distinction between adaptive perfectionism and maladaptive perfectionism is 

important when considering how perfectionism relates to sport performance (Stoeber, 

Chesterman, & Tarn, 2010). Frost and Henderson (1991) examined the relationship between 

perfectionism , motivation and sport performance in a sample of female college athletes and 

reported that concern over mistakes (i.e., maladaptive tendencies) was associated with more 

anxiety and decreased self-confidence, as well as a general failure orientation.  When separated, 

striving for perfection can be more productive for sport performance outcomes, while negative 

reaction to imperfections has a negative effect on sport performance outcomes (Stoll et al., 

2008). It has been documented that differences between adaptive and maladaptive tendencies can 

be predictive of distractions in task-relevant cognitions, and actual performance drops as a result 

(Frost & Henderson, 1991). However, people with adaptive tendencies show an inclination to 

increase effort on a task, show better adversity resilience, and have stronger social self-efficacy 

(LoCiero & Ashby, 2000).  

Performance and self-efficacy also share an important relationship. In an overview of the 

self-efficacy in sport literature, most studies relating self-efficacy and performance revealed a 

moderate to strong positive relationship (r = .38) (Moritz et al., 2000). Achievement in 

performance was found to be one of the most significant sources of self-efficacy due to 

achievement being a reflection of personal mastery experience (Bandura, 1977). Cognitive 

appraisal is also important in the link between self-efficacy and performance. If a performer does 

not believe that he or she is able to complete the desired task, they are unlikely to act on that task 

(Bandura, 2000). Much research has been conducted on perfectionism and performance by using 
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objective measures (Feltz, 1982), but there is little scientific evidence on the linkage between 

perfectionism and the perception of performance and accomplishment. 

The difference between the two major facets of perfectionism has been seen to correlate 

with the ways in which athletes recognize, understand, and react to personal achievement (Dunn 

et al., 2002). It has also been noted that individuals with maladaptive tendencies tend to focus on 

experiences in which they have failed, or attribute their successes to external factors (LoCiero & 

Ashby, 2000). Although these researchers have mentioned the importance of the perception of 

performance, most research failed to address it directly. The majority of studies that explore the 

relationship between performance and self-efficacy used objective measures of performance. 

Objective measures of performance in this case are problematic due to the cognitive foundation 

of perfectionism. Empirical evidence indicates individuals with maladaptive perfectionistic 

tendencies tend to cognitively distort their perception of achievement and performance (LoCiero 

& Ashby, 2000). An individual may perform at the highest levels on paper, but leave the 

competition feeling unsatisfied with their performance (Bieling, Israeli, & Antony, 2004). 

Therefore, the perception of performance and self-accomplishment may more accurately reflect 

the differences in perfectionistic tendencies due to the shared cognitive basis. Research on 

perfectionism, performance, and self-efficacy has emphasized the importance of perceived 

performance in this context, but has never addressed it directly. Therefore, the use of a perceived 

personal performance measure is necessary to this study. 

The Present Study 

 Sport is considered a major socializing agent in American society. Much of an athlete’s 

identity is derived from his or her sport involvement. This may be especially true for college 

athletes who spend much time on shaping the skills required to improve their performance and 
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meet incredibly high competitive standards. As collegiate sport is very competitive, the 

performance expectations for and from athletes are greater than in a high school setting. In 

highly competitive environments, when near perfect performances are expected, there may be a 

higher occurrence of perfectionistic tendencies among athletes. In this study, the goal is to 

achieve a deeper understanding of how the various dimensions of perfectionism relate with 

important sport relevant variables such as physical self-efficacy, and perceived personal 

performance. A model (Figure 2) is proposed to clarify the specific relationships that each of 

these variables have with one another. The statistical package Mplus was utilized to test the 

study’s hypotheses.  

 

Hypotheses 

1) The path model will adequately fit the data  

2) The path from adaptive perfectionism to physical self-efficacy will be positive. 

3) The path from maladaptive perfectionism to physical self-efficacy will be negative. 

.48** 

.20* 

.24* 

-.15 

-.15 

 

.08 

Figure 2. Multidimensional perfectionism model with two correlated predictor variables. 

Adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism predict directly perceived performance and 

through the mediation of physical self-efficacy. E1 and E2 are error terms for the outcome 

and mediating variables.*p < .05, **p < .01 
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4) The path from adaptive perfectionism to perceived performance will be positive. 

5) The path from maladaptive perfectionism to perceived performance will be negative. 

6) Adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism will be significantly positively correlated. 

7) The path from physical self-efficacy to perceived performance will be positive. 

8) Self-efficacy will significantly mediate the relationship between both adaptive and 

maladaptive perfectionism and perceived performance. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHOD 

Participants 

Kline (2011) suggests the rule of having a minimum of 10 participants to every parameter 

in the path model. The proposed model has 10 parameters, and thus the minimum number of 

participants was recommended to approach 100 participants. It is also suggested that the 

minimum number of participants to run a structural equation model is 100, and a strong sample 

would be around 200. Therefore it was determined that the aim for the study was to recruit 150 

participants. Due to various criteria not being met, five surveys were deleted, leaving the final 

number of participants at 145. 

Convenience sampling was used to achieve the goal sample of 150. The sample was 

recruited in two different settings.  All participants (n = 145) were undergraduate students from 

one division one college. Since the topic of interest is relevant to all athletes, the sample includes 

any types of competitive college athletes. First, athletes in the Student Athlete Academic 

Services area were asked to participate. Second, coaches from varsity teams, and coaches and 

presidents from club teams, were contacted and asked to allow their teams to take part in the 

study. Due to the size of team size sports, more participants were recruited from team sports than 

from individual sports.  Due to the restricted nature of varsity sports, there was a higher number 

of club level athletes compared to varsity level athletes  

The sample includes both men (n = 97) and women (n = 48). These participants were 

varsity (n = 49) and club (n = 96) level athletes between the ages of 18 and 24 with a mean age 

of 19.9 (SD = 1.45). Participants had to be either currently in season or have played a collegiate 

level sport within the previous year to be considered for the study.  
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Measures 

Sport Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale-2 (Sport MPS-2; Gotwals, Dunn, 

Causgrove Dunn, & Gamache, 2010; Appendix C). Originally conceived of as the Sport MPS 

(Gotwals & Dunn, 2009), the second version incorporates the additional subscales of doubts 

about actions and organization. The Sport-MPS-2 is a 42 item questionnaire that measures six 

components of perfectionism in sport: personal standards (7 items e.g., “I hate being less than 

the best at things in my sport”), concern over mistakes (7 items e.g., “If I fail in competition, I 

feel like a failure as a person”), perceived parental pressure (9 items e.g., “ My parents set very 

high standards for me in my sport”), perceived coach pressure (6 items e.g., “Only outstanding 

performance in competition is good enough for my coach”), doubts about actions (6 items e.g., 

“Prior to competition, I rarely feel satisfied with my training”), and organization (6 items e.g., “I 

have and follow a pre-competitive routine”). Participants respond to the questions on a Likert-

type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The concern over mistakes, 

perceived parental pressure, perceived coach pressure and doubts about actions load onto the 

construct of maladaptive perfectionism, while personal standards and organization load onto the 

construct of adaptive perfectionism. In the original Sport-MPS, a confirmatory factor analysis 

could not support the Sport-MPS factor structure; a separate exploratory factor analysis favors 

the conclusion that the Sport-MPS contains four different latent factors including: personal 

standards, concern over mistakes, perceived parental pressure, and perceived coach pressure. 

Standardized regression coefficients, canonical correlations, and bivariate correlations were all 

statistically significant (p < .05), showing that the Sport-MPS has subscales that are related to the 

Hewitt MPS subscales. The Hewitt-MPS is an established multidimensional perfectionism scale 

than is not specifically sport related. The relationship between the Sport MPS and the Hewitt 
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MPS supports the further use of the Sport-MPS to measure inter- and intrapersonal relationships 

facets of sport perfectionism (Gotwals & Dunn, 2009).  

Following the addition of doubts about actions and organization subscale to the Sport-

MPS-2; the validity of the internal construct was investigated through a multi-method and multi-

analytic analysis. In the first phase of this investigation Gotwals, Dunn, Causgrove Dunn, and 

Gamache (2010) explored the content-related validity. Judges were asked to rate all items on the 

doubts about actions and organizational subscales. Each judge rated all items from 1 (poor fit) to 

5 (excellent fit) to score each items representativeness of the construct. All items received a score 

from 3(good fit) to 5(excellent fit), and the median was 4(very good fit). In a second phase of this 

study, structural validity was explored. In this phase, athletes (n = 33) were asked to rate items 

for similarity from 0 (not at all similar) to 8 (very similar). After scoring each of the items for 

similarity it was concluded that items from the doubts about actions (maladaptive) and 

organization (adaptive) subscales were representative of their respective perfectionism 

dimension (adaptive or maladaptive), while still being exclusive from the other subscales that 

represent the same dimension of perfectionism. (Gotwals, Dunn, et al., 2010). Phase three of this 

project focused on the latent dimensionality of all 42 items in the Sport-MPS-2. In a 

confirmatory factor analysis, an 8-factor and a 6-factor model were tested. The 6-factor model 

provided a better fit to the data considering the fit indices (CFI = .93, SMSRS  =.078, and 

RMSR= .058). The internal reliability for the adaptive dimensions was α = .88 and for the 

maladaptive dimension was α = .83. 

Finally the researchers tested the variance in self-esteem scores before and after the 

addition of the DAA and Org subscales. The researchers conducted a hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis. When entered simultaneously, 23.6% for the variance was accounted for by 
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the original four subscales. When the DAA and Org subscales were also added in, 31.2% of the 

variance was accounted for. This 7.6% change in explained variance was significant (p < .001). 

The addition of the DAA and Org subscale accounted for more variance, and thus improved 

upon the original 4-factor Sport-MPS (Gotwals, Dunn et al. 2010). 

In this study, the model to be tested consists of two dimensions, adaptive and maladaptive 

perfectionism. Bieling and Ashby (2004) compared three models of perfectionism. The first 

model for comparison was comprised the Hewitt MPS and Frost MPS total scale scores being 

separate and having each subscale load on to their respective scales. The second model was a 

unidimensional perfectionism scale with all subscales from both the Hewitt MPS and the Frost 

MPS loading on a single perfectionism construct. The use of these two scales represents 

perfectionism as a whole. The final model, The Maladaptive Evaluative Concerns and Positive 

Striving Perfectionism Model, has concern over mistakes, socially prescribed perfectionism, 

parental expectations, parental criticism, and doubts about actions loading on Maladaptive 

Evaluative Concerns and self-oriented perfectionism, other oriented perfectionism, personal 

standards, and organization loading on Positive Striving. The best fitting model was one in 

which perfectionism was separated into two major dimensions: Positive Striving (adaptive 

perfectionism), and Maladaptive Evaluative Concerns (maladaptive perfectionism). The Sport-

MPS use in this study is comprised of the two major perfectionism facets, adaptive and 

maladaptive, and a number of subscales for each. The adaptive perfectionism subscales are 

striving for success and organization. The maladaptive perfectionism subscales are doubts about 

actions, concern over mistakes,  perceived parental pressure,  and  perceived coach pressure. 

Physical Self-Efficacy Scale (PSE; Ryckman, Robbins, Thornton, & Cantrell, 1982; 

Appendix D). The PSE scale measures self-efficacy in the sport context.  The scale contains 22 
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items, rated on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Agree strongly) to 6 (Disagree strongly). In 

developing the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale, Ryckman et al. (1982) conducted six studies. The 

results of the first study lead to the distinction of two dimensions. The first dimension is 

Perceived Physical Ability (PPA, 10 items e.g., “I have excellent reflexes”, and “I am not agile 

and graceful”). The second dimension is Physical Self-Presentation Confidence (PSPC, 12 items 

e.g., “I am sometimes envious of those better looking than myself”, and “Sometimes my laugh 

embarrasses me”). The second study was used to validate these two dimensions and test the 

stability and internal consistency of the scales using test-retest and alpha coefficients. The 

internal consistence coefficients of the dimensions were adequate. The Cronbach αs were .84 for 

PPA, .74 PSPC, and .81 for the entire PSE. While establishing each of the subscales’ stability, 

the researchers found satisfactory test-retest reliabilities: PPA (r = .85), PSPC (r = .69), and (r = 

.80) composite PSE scale. 

McAuley and Gill (1983) conducted tests for factor structure, validity and reliability. A 

factor analysis confirmed an overall goodness of fit of .65 (p < .001). The internal consistency of 

the PSE scale in addition to each subscale was assessed with Cronbach α: PPA (r = .76), PSPC (r 

= .42), the overall scale (r = .72). In assessing the reliability of this scale it was compared self-

efficacy in gymnastics events. The vaulting self-efficacy and PSE scale were positively 

correlated (r = .26, p < .05). The PPA and PSPC the subscales were related positively to the 

measure of self-efficacy of the uneven bars.  Also positively related with uneven bar self-

efficacy was the total PSE (r = .40, p < .005). The PSPC and PSE subscales were also positively 

correlated with the balance beam self-efficacy scores. This scale will be useful as a domain 

specific measure of self-efficacy. 



 

21 

 

Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire (PPPQ; Gershgoren, 2012). This scale 

was originally conceptualized as the Perceived Performance in Team Sports Questionnaire. It has 

been adapted to measure an individual’s perception of his or her own performance during the 

current or previous athletic season. The only changes to the original scale were in the wording of 

the questions to orient each question towards the individual and not the team. The prompting 

question to which participants responded was stated as “During this competitive season, my 

team…” This prompting question was adapted to read “During this competitive season, I…” Due 

to these changes, the name of the scale was changed to the Perceived Personal Performance 

Scale, or PPPQ. An almost exact replication of the PPTSQ, the PPPQ includes 16 items scored 

on a Likert–type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items 

represent three factors: Perceived outcome scores (5 items e.g., “During this competitive season, 

I: (1) Fell short of my pre-season expectation, (5) Exceeded my pre-season expectation.”), 

Perceived skills execution (5 items e.g., “During this competitive season, I: fully presented my 

tactical abilities during competition.”), and Perceived effort investment (6 items e.g., “During the 

last season, I: worked as hard as I could on the field/court/ice .”). 

 An Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted for the PPTSQ using 271 professional 

athletes (Gershgoren, 2012). This analysis supported the three separate factors of the PPTSQ. 

The perceived outcome scale had a .87 Cronbach α. The perceived effort investment scale was 

found to have a Cronbach α coefficient .85. The perceived skill execution scale constituted a 

Cronbach α coefficient of .90, and the Cronbach α coefficient for the entire PPTSQ was .93. 

With an average of 8 days between when the test was given, the test-retest reliability for the 

whole scale was .67. The questions on the scale were only slightly adapted to fit the aim of this 

study. These changes are not expected to significantly impact validity or reliability of the PPPQ. 
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Procedure 

Questionnaire packets containing the consent form (Appendix A), demographic form 

(Appendix B), the Sport-MPS-2 (Appendix C), the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale (Appendix D),  

the Perceived Personal Performance Scale (Appendix E), and the study debrief (Appendix F) 

were prepared. The consent form was answered first, followed by the demographic form. Next 

the three questionnaires were put in random order for each packet. Finally the debrief was 

located at the end of the packet. Contact with the tutoring services center where many athletes 

meet with advisors and for their tutoring sessions was then established. First, the researcher and 

the study were introduced to the director of student-athlete academic services. Upon the 

director’s approval, athletes were approached and asked if they had time and were interested in 

being a participant in the study. Once they agreed, they were asked to carefully read and then 

sign the informed consent form. All aspects of the consent form were also verbally explained to 

the participants. Verbal consent was also acquired in an effort to clarify the consent form. Next 

the questionnaire packet was distributed to the student-athlete. The participants were encouraged 

to use a private tutoring room to complete the questionnaire packet. The tutoring center, 

however, was employed for varsity athletes only and thus only data from varsity athletes were 

collected in this manner.  

Coaches or presidents from 6-8 club teams were contacted and asked for permission to 

attend practice with the intent of gathering data. Once permission to attend was granted, an 

appropriate time to attend was discussed. At that appropriate time, the team and coaching staff 

were introduced to the researcher and the study. The informed consent page was explained and 

then voluntarily signed by the participants. After gaining verbal consent, the questionnaire 

packets were administered to the team members or individuals who wished to participate in the 
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study. The student-athletes were given all the time they needed to finish the survey packet. All 

participants were instructed to notify the researcher if any questions arose. The coaching staff 

and researcher waited a respectable distance away. Once the student-athletes were finished with 

the questionnaires, they were instructed to turn in their finished questionnaires to the researcher. 

It was expected that a greater portion of the sample would be from team sports opposed 

to individual sports because there are more athletes on team sport teams than individual sport 

teams. Due to the specific data collection process, club level athletes were approached as a team, 

and varsity level athletes were approached on an individual basis. It was then also expected that 

there would be more club level participants than varsity level participants. Due to the number of 

male club teams that participated, there were twice as many male participants as there were 

female participants. All packets were anonymous once the written consent was obtained. The 

questionnaire packet took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Each packet contained the 

three surveys in randomized order. Once all questionnaires were collected, data were entered into 

SPSS for a reliability check and descriptive statistics and then Mplus statistical package for a 

path analysis.  

Statistical Analysis 

 To test the hypotheses of the study, a path analysis was conducted to describe the paths 

among the variables involved in the model. Prior to the path analysis, each variable was tested 

for normality distribution. An internal consistency reliability procedure was then conducted for 

each of the variables. Once each of the variables was tested for reliability, any faulty items were 

deleted, and the remaining data were summed up to an overall score. The overall, across-items 

scores were entered into Mplus to test the path model. The model was examined for overall fit 

using goodness of fit indices such as, Chi squared (χ2
), Root Mean Square Error of 



 

24 

 

Approximation (RMSEA) Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Each 

hypothesis was tested by the path coefficients generated by the model in Mplus (Kline, 2011). 

 Additional statistical analyses were necessary for testing the hypotheses. SPSS was 

utilized to run several multiple regression (MR) analyses to predict physical self-efficacy and 

perceived performance. The first analysis included adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism as 

predictors of physical self-efficacy; the second regression used adaptive and maladaptive 

perfectionism as predictors of perceived performance. The last regression used adaptive and 

maladaptive perfectionism as predictors of perceived performance via the mediation of physical 

self-efficacy.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 All the variables in the study were continuous and rated on a Likert-type scale, and were 

tested for internal consistency reliability (ICR).  ICR for the maladaptive scale was α = .83, for 

the adaptive scale α = .88, for PPPQ α = .91, and for PSE α = .72. All of the variables were found 

to distibute normally and within the standard ±2 values for skewness and ±7 for kurtosis 

(Muthen & Kaplan, 1985). Items from the adaptive (AP) and maladaptive perfectionism (MP) 

scales, as well as items from the perceived performance (PPPQ) scale were scored from 1 to 5. 

Items on the physical self-efficacy scale (PSE) were scored from 1 to 6. The results presented in 

Table 1 indicate that the mean score for maladaptive perfectionism (M = 2.81, SD = 1.22) was 

somewhat below the center point (3). The mean score for adaptive perfectionism (M = 3.6, SD = 

1.09) and perceived performance (M = 3.7, SD = 1.09) were above the center point (3). The 

mean score for physical self-efficacy (M = 4.39, SD = 1.61) was almost a full point above the 

center (3.5). 

 

Table 1.  

Descriptive Statistics for the Path Model’s Variables   

Variable M SD SK (SE) CK (SE) 

Maladaptive Perfectionism 2.81 1.22 0.17 (.04) -1.01 (.08) 

Adaptive Perfectionism 3.60 1.09 -0.52 (.06) -0.47 (.11) 

Physical Self-Efficacy 4.39 1.61 -0.74 (.04) -0.6 (.09) 

Perceived Personal Performance 3.70 1.09 -0.69 (.05) -0.06 (.10) 

Note. SK= skewness, SE = standard error, CK = coefficient of kurtosis 
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.20* 

Model Testing 

 In Figure 2, Adaptive perfectionism (AP) and maladaptive perfectionism (MP) serve as 

exogenous variables in the path model. The perfectionism variables were modeled as being 

correlated to one another as well as being directly related to physical self-efficacy and to 

perceived performance both directly and through the mediation of physical self-efficacy. 

Physical self-efficacy (PSE) and perceived performance (PPPQ) were considered endogenous 

variables in this model.   

 

 

 

As expected, the path coefficient between MP and AP was positive, moderate, and 

significant (b = .48, p < .01). The path coefficients between AP and PSE (b = .24) and between 

AP and PPPQ (b = .20) were low, positive, and significant (p < .05). As expected the paths 

between MP and PSE as well as PPPQ were negative (b = -.15), but non-significant (p > .05). In 

 

.24* 

.48** 

-.15 

.08 

Figure 3. Model of multidimensional perfectionism including two correlated predictor 

variables. Maladaptive and adaptive perfectionism predict directly perceived performance 

and also through the mediation of physical self-efficacy. E1 and E2 are error terms for the 

outcome and mediator variables. *p < .05, **p < .01 
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contrast to expectations, the paths between PSE and PPPQ was not different from zero (b = .08). 

Thus, hypotheses 2, 4, and 6 were verified, but hypotheses 1, 3, 5, and 7 could not be verified. 

The model resulted in insufficient fit indices, χ2
 = 2.78, p = .096, CFI = .75, TLI = .25, 

RMSEA = .11, SMRM = .032. Based on the model fit indices, the model failed to fit the data 

adequately, thus rejecting the first hypothesis. Since the model failed to fit the data, a series of 

multiple regression (MR) analyses were conducted to meet this goal. 

Multiple Regression 

AP and MP regressed on PSE and PPPQ. Two regressions were conducted to test the 

hypotheses that MP and AP will account for the variance of PSE and PPPQ, separately.  All 

variables in the analysis met all three of the normality assumptions for multiple regressions (see 

Appendices G, H, and I). The results of these regressions are presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 

      Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting PSE and PPPQ Using AP 

and MP as Predictors (N = 145) 

    PPPQ     PSE   

Variable b t p b T P 

MP -.10 -1.57 .12 -.13 -1.66 .10 

AP .23* 2.08 .04 .37* 2.62 .01 

R
2
 

 

.030 

  

.047 

 adjusted R
2
 

 

.020 

  

.034 

 F   2.38 .10   3.53* .03 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

      

The first MR analysis was conducted to test if adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism 

account for the variance of PSE. AP was a significant predictor of PSE (b = .37, t = 2.62, p = 

.01), while MP failed to significantly predict PSE (b = -.13, t = -1.66, p = .10). Both accounted 

for 3.4% of the PSE variance. The regression with AP and MP as predictors of PSE was 
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significant, R
2
 = .05, adjusted R

2
 =.03, F (2, 142) = 3.53, p = .03. These results are shown 

graphically in Figure 3. 

 

 

Figure 4. Graphical presentation of the first regression 

 

The second MR tested the notion that AP and MP will account for the variance of PPPQ. 

In this model AP was a significant predictor of PPPQ (b = .23, t = 2.08, p = .039), however, MP 

failed to account for the variance of PPPQ (b = -.096, t = -1.57, p = .12). Both AP and MP 

accounted for 2.0% of the PPPQ variance. The regression was non-significant, R
2
 = .03, adjusted 

R
2
 = .019, F (2, 142) = 2.38, p = .096. These results are shown graphically in Figure 4. 

 

 

Figure 5. Graphical presentation of the second regression 
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AP and MP Regressed on PPPQ with PSE as a Mediator. PSE was used as a first 

predictor (step 1) of PPPQ followed by AP and MP (step 2) to test the notion that it will reduce 

the accounted variance of the AP and MP on PPPQ. The results of this analysis are presented in 

Table 3. The analyses revealed that PSE has not accounted for any of the PPPQ variance, and has 

not reduced any of the variance accounted for by MP and AP. The inclusion of PSE in the 

regression (model 2) has not changed the regression weights of the model without PPPQ (see 

Table 2). The only significant (p < .05) predictor of PPPQ was AP. Thus, the eighth hypothesis 

could not be verified. 

 

Table 3  

Two-Step Linear Regression Predicting PPPQ by PSE (Step 1) and PSE, MP, and AP (Step 2) 

      PPPQ     

Variable b T p r Cum r 

PSE 0.044 0.51 .61 0.08 0.006 

      MP -0.141 -1.48 .14 

  AP 0.185 1.92 .05 0.18 0.034 

      Adjusted R
2 

Model 1 

 

0.006 

    

Adjusted R
2 

Model 2 

 

0.014 

   F   1.67 .117     

*p < .05, **p < .01  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

 In this study, a model of multidimensional perfectionism was constructed and tested in an 

effort to capture how two different dimensions of perfectionism, adaptive and maladaptive, relate 

to one another as well as to physical self-efficacy and perceived personal performance. The goals 

of this study were: (a) to develop a model that explains the relationship between the domain- 

specific variables as a whole, (b) to explore specific relationships among its variables, (c) to test 

the mediational effect of physical self-efficacy, (d) to estimate the path coefficients between 

specific perfectionism dimensions, and (e) to describe the significance and magnitude of the 

relationship between these perfectionism dimensions, physical self-efficacy, and perceived 

performance. 

The hypothesized model was constructed with respect to prevalent concepts on 

perfectionism and self-efficacy. In the current study, perfectionism has been hypothesized as 

multidimensional, having adaptive and maladaptive dimensions (Guicciardi, et al., 2012), which 

coincides with previous perfectionism research findings (Stoeber et al,, 2008) including a study 

by Bieling et al. (2004) in which multiple models of multidimensional perfectionism were tested. 

It was reported that the best fitting model was one in which all items were loaded onto either the 

adaptive or maladaptive dimension. Perfectionists commonly possess a distorted self-perception 

(Bieling et al., 2004). Since self-efficacy is a component of self-perception, self-efficacy may 

also be affected by the cognitive distortions associated with perfectionism. 

Bandura (1997) postulated that individuals with higher levels of self-efficacy possess an 

increased need for seeking greater challenges and higher goals, which are common 

characteristics of adaptive perfectionism, but not maladaptive perfectionism (Stoeber, 
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Hutchfield, & Wood, 2008). Since higher levels of self-efficacy are related to common adaptive 

tendencies, the model postulated a causal path from adaptive perfectionism to physical self-

efficacy. However, the path coefficient between maladaptive perfectionism and physical self-

efficacy failed to indicate any such relationship, however, the path between adaptive 

perfectionism and physical self-efficacy was positive and significant. 

Perfectionism is defined by characteristics such as a constant striving for flawlessness, 

increased self-criticism, and the constant setting of exceedingly high standards for performance 

(Stoeber & Becker, 2009). The dimensions of perfectionism are related to perceived performance 

because perfectionism is defined in terms of performance or achievement. The relationships 

between each dimension of perfectionism and perceived performance were hypothesized in the 

path model. However, perceived performance was significantly related to adaptive 

perfectionism, but not maladaptive perfectionism, despite the moderate path coefficient between 

the two perfectionism dimensions. 

Overall, the path model was not a sufficient fit to the data. Results from multiple regression 

analyses indicated that maladaptive perfectionism does not account for any variance of physical 

self-efficacy or perceivedperformance. Physical self-efficacy accounted for a negligible amount 

of variance for perceived performance. Physical self-efficacy in addition to adaptive and 

maladaptive perfectionism also did not account for much variance in perceived performance. 

These results conclude that physical self-efficacy does not mediate the relationship between 

perfectionism and perceived performance. A relationship between self-efficacy and performance 

has been noted in the literature; however, the findings of this study could not verify that notion.  

The characteristics of maladaptive perfectionism in the sampled athletes may have 

contributed to the nonsignificant path coefficients it shared with physical self-efficacy and 
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perceived performance. In this study, the data for maladaptive perfectionism is close to the 

midpoint (3.0) of the scale at 2.81 (SD=1.22). This indicates that participants were not scoring 

high on the maladaptive perfectionism items. Thus, participants may not have been affected by 

the negative outcomes of maladaptive perfectionism, which are commonly cited in sport 

perfectionism literature (Flett & Hewitt, 2005; Bieling et al., 2004). In addition the sampled 

athletes might not have been classified as maladaptive perfectionists because they also have 

adaptive tendencies. Adaptive perfectionism may neutralize the maladaptive tendencies such as 

lower self-efficacy and negative perception of performance. 

Finally, it is conceivable that maladaptive perfectionism is not directly related to physical 

self-efficacy or perceived performance. Many other variables account for the variance of self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1977), and maladaptive perfectionism may not be one of these variables. A 

meta-analysis of studies which focused on the self-efficacy-performance relationship, concluded 

that there were a multitude of important moderators that assist the relationship between 

performance and self-efficacy (Fahrbach, Feltz, Mack, & Moritz, 2000). It is plausible that 

maladaptive perfectionism was indirectly related to physical self-efficacy or perceived 

performance as a moderator.  

Maladaptive perfectionism involves negative thoughts and behaviors, but these 

characteristics may not specifically affect variables such as physical self-efficacy and the 

perception of performance. Perfectionism, and thus the self-criticism of maladaptive 

perfectionism, has been described as domain specific (McArdle, 2010). That is, perfectionistic 

attitudes in one competitive setting do not necessarily translate to another setting. An individual 

may criticize his or her intelligence, but may be less critical of his or her physical attraction. 

High maladaptive sport perfectionism may not affect physical self-efficacy because the two 
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variables are not concordant. Physical self-efficacy focuses on bodily confidence while 

maladaptive perfectionism in this study is sport specific. These reasons may explain the very low 

path coefficient between maladaptive perfectionism and physical self-efficacy and perceived 

performance. I suggest that future research examine a sample of perfectionists that are 

substantially maladaptive and follow their perceptions of self and their performance on related 

tasks.  

While maladaptive perfectionism did not predict  physical self-efficacy and perceived 

performance, the results of the current study maintain that adaptive perfectionism is a predictor 

of these outcome variables. The findings of this study support the claim that adaptive 

perfectionism is associated with outcomes such as performance perception and physical self-

efficacy (LoCiero & Ashby, 2000). Adaptive perfectionism significantly and positively related to 

both physical self-efficacy and perceived performance as hypothesized in the model and shown 

in the multiple regression analysis. Researchers have noted that adaptive perfectionists are less 

likely to be hindered by a fear of failure or shame and embarrassment, which are common signs 

of maladaptive perfectionism (Sagar & Steober, 2009). The lack of fear-motivation may explain 

why adaptive perfectionism relates positively with an athlete’s physical self-efficacy and 

perception of performance.  Adaptive perfectionism acts as a buffer against the self-defeating 

negativity that comes with maladaptive perfectionism (Hewitt et al., 2003). The decrease in self-

directed negativity is likely to affect self-efficacy in a positive manner.  

The positive relationship between adaptive perfectionism and perceived is explained in a 

similar fashion. The decrease in the negative perceptions common in maladaptive perfectionists 

(Bieling et al., 2004) allows the adaptive perfectionist to consider past performance as an 

opportunity to progress instead of an opportunity for self-criticism (Hewitt & Flett, 2005). 
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Therefore, when compared to maladaptive perfectionists, adaptive perfectionists view their past 

performances more positively. These results suggest that adaptive perfectionism predicts 

physical self-efficacy and perceived performance and maladaptive perfectionism does not even 

though these perfectionism dimensions are significantly correlated.  

Although the perfectionism dimensions are moderately and positively correlated, research 

suggests that adaptive perfectionism has a distinctive set of correlates and characteristics from 

maladaptive perfectionism (Hall et al., 1998). Maladaptive perfectionism was found to be related 

to measures of psychopathology, such as anxiety and depression (Stoeber, Hoyle, & Last, 2013), 

while adaptive perfectionism acts as a buffer against the negativity of maladaptive perfectionism 

(Bieling et al., 2004). An important difference between the facets of perfectionism is the variance 

of the cognitive appraisal process. The difference between the two major facets of perfectionism 

influences the ways in which athletes recognize, understand, and react to personal achievement 

(Dunn et al., 2002). There are also major differences in coping mechanisms associated with these 

dimensions. Adaptive perfectionists perceive performance as a challenge and an opportunity to 

achieve greater outcomes (Stoeber, Hutchfield et al., 2008). In contrast, maladaptive 

perfectionists deal with the need for flawlessness through avoidance behavior (Stoeber & 

Becker, 2009). This difference in coping behavior may elucidate the reason why the 

perfectionism dimensions are correlated, yet share different magnitude relationships with the 

same variable. While adaptive perfectionism and each of the outcome variables shared a positive 

and significant relationship, the relationship between these outcome variables was not 

significant. 

An additional relationship of interest in this study emerged between physical self-efficacy 

and perceived performance. A positive relationship between self-efficacy and performance has 
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previously been noted in the literature (Feltz, 1982). Moreover, a meta-analysis of 45 research 

studies relating these variables revealed that the correlations between self-efficacy and sport 

performance ranged from .79 to .01 with an average correlation of .38 (Fahrbach, Feltz, Mack, & 

Moritz, 2000). Thus several other research studies on the relationship between self-efficacy and 

performance have found low correlations similar to the current study. Theoretically, task-specific 

variables are expected to have higher correlations with one another than cross-domain variables 

(Fahrbach, et al., 2000). The variables used in this study were physical self-efficacy, which is a 

domain-specific variation of self-efficacy, and perceived personal performance, which is a 

cognitive variable, unlike general performance outcome.  

 Multiple regression analyses were performed to examine the predictive quality of all of 

the variables in the study on each of the two outcome variables of perceived performance and 

physical self-efficacy. In the first two regressions, physical self-efficacy was entered as a 

mediator between each perfectionism facet and performance. Only adaptive perfectionism 

significantly predicted each of the outcome variables. In the final regression the facets of 

perfectionism in addition to physical self-efficacy were used to predict perceived performance. 

Physical self-efficacy accounted for almost none of the variance of perceived performance and 

thus could not be considered a mediator. Fahrbach et al. (2000) claimed that since the 

relationship between these two variables is inconsistent across studies, there must be important 

factors that impact the magnitude of the correlation between them.   

The meta-analysis (Fahrbach, et al., 2000) indicated that variable concordance was the 

most significant moderator of the self-efficacy and performance relationship. In other words, 

task-specific variables were found to have the highest correlation with specific performance. It is 

important to note that in previous studies outcome factors of performance were used. Objective 
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measures of performance produced lower correlations with self-efficacy than self-report or 

subjective measures of performance. Because objective measures do not correlate as well with 

self-efficacy, the current study utilized self-reported performance measures. However, the time 

gap between the participants’ previous competitive season and taking the Perceived Personal 

Performance Questionnaire was large. Fahrbach et al. (2000) noted that the higher correlations 

are found when self-reported performance measures are collected soon after the performance. 

This gap limits the effectiveness of the Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire.  

 Overall, the results of the path model revealed that the only significant paths were 

between adaptive perfectionism and physical self-efficacy and between adaptive perfectionism 

and perceived performance. However, the model failed to effectively describe the relationship 

between perfectionism, physical self-efficacy, and perceived performance. Multiple regression 

analyses were performed to clarify these relationships. The results of the multiple regression 

analysis confirmed the findings of the path analysis. That is, adaptive perfectionism was the only 

significant predictor of physical self-efficacy and perceived performance. This analysis also 

addressed the mediation of physical self-efficacy. The results indicate that there was no 

mediational effect from physical self-efficacy. A number of theoretical considerations were 

introduced to clarify the inconsistent results obtained in this study. It is concluded that a few key 

limitations prevented the attainment of more substantial relationships among the modeled 

variables in this study. 

Limitations 

There are some limitations in this study that may have contributed to the low path 

coefficients found among the modeled variables. Domain-specific variables were used in the 

current study; however, they were not task-specific, and thus may be too general to effectively 
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address the research questions. Questions in the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale such as, “I find that 

I am not accident prone,” “Sometimes my laugh embarrasses me,” and “I am never intimidated 

by the thought of a sexual encounter” have little or nothing to do with sport performance. These 

and many other questions from this scale focus on bodily confidence and not on task or situation 

specific confidence. Situation self-confidence is in essence the definition of self-efficacy (Feltz 

1982). It is clear that more specific wording is necessary to address task or sport specific self-

efficacy. 

More specific wording is also necessary to address the perception of task-specific 

performance. The questions in the Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire were adapted 

from the Perceived Team Performance Survey (Gershgoren, 2012). Although the questions were 

adapted to be more specific to the participants’ perception of their own performance, the 

questions were structured to address the season in summation. Answering retrospective questions 

regarding an entire season is not considered a measure of task-specific performance. This 

variable was also domain-specific but not task-specific. Future research should focus on a 

specific performance when administering self-efficacy and perceived performance 

questionnaires. The lack of task-specific measures was a considerable limitation in this study 

 The findings of the Fahrbach et al. (2000) meta-analysis also suggest that higher 

correlations are evident when self-efficacy and subjective performance are measured closer to 

post performance. In the current study, participants were asked to answer questions based on 

their most recent season. In some cases this was eight or more months previous to taking the 

survey. During this time, performers had many sport experiences that probably altered their 

physical self-efficacy. After a performance is completed, one’s perceived self-efficacy derived 

from that performance is altered as the individual undertakes new efficacy-effecting experiences 
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(Bandura, 1997). Therefore, the path coefficients between physical self-efficacy and perceived 

performance may have been limited due to participants’ off-seasons changes in sport self-

efficacy. Future research should administer self-efficacy surveys as soon after a performance as 

possible. The gap between the participant’s season and the time he or she completed the survey 

was another limitation of this study. 

Another drawback from this study is the number of questions in the questionnaire 

packets, and the associated problems such as a lack of motivation to enter the correct values or 

hurrying through the questions to continue with the rest of the day. Including the demographic 

questions, there were about 75 questions. Many of the participants were approached right before 

practice or right before or after a tutoring session. In either case, the participants were in a way 

constrained by the time commitment of the questionnaire packet. The instructions were to 

complete the survey at the participant’s leisure. Many of the participants completed the packets 

very quickly. Upon reviewing the raw data it was evident that some participants had raced 

through the questions in order to complete the packet and continue their day. In retrospect, 

having the participants complete an online version of the survey may have led to cleaner data, 

but perhaps fewer participants. 

There are also limitations to using a path model for this study. First of all a path analysis 

does not take into account the variance of each of the subscales from the measurement tools. 

This is problematic as it may be the case that one component of a subscale may be scored very 

high, while another component of the subscale scored low, leading to a leveling out. This was 

perhaps the case with the non-significant path coefficients from maladaptive perfectionism to 

both physical self-efficacy and perceived performance. The maladaptive dimension incorporates: 

doubts about actions, concern over mistakes, perceived parental pressure, and perceived coach 
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pressure. The decision was made to include all subscales as they are all important to identifying 

perfectionism tendencies. However, a very low score on the perceived parental pressure may 

negate a very high score on the doubts about actions component in the context of the 

maladaptive dimension as a whole. Path analysis is also limited in expressing cause and effect. 

The magnitude of the standardized relationships between variables can be explained but the 

directionality of the relationships is, at times, difficult. The analyses in this study were unable to 

support the directionality of this relationship.  

The final limitation of this study is the ability to clarify the directionality of the 

relationship between physical self-efficacy and perceived performance. The literature supports 

the reciprocal relationship between performance outcomes and self-efficacy (Feltz, 1982). 

However, due to the utilization of outcome measures in previous research, the relationship 

between self-efficacy and perceived performance is limited. The path analysis was insufficient to 

prove the direction of the relationship. The focus on the perception of performance is important 

in perfectionism and self-efficacy research, and thus future research must take a close look at this 

variable. 

Conclusion 

The results of this study revealed that the adaptive and maladaptive dimensions of 

perfectionism relate to perceived performance and physical self-efficacy in different ways. While 

adaptive perfection predicted both perceived performance and physical self-efficacy, 

maladaptive perfectionism failed to be a significant predictor of either of physical self-efficacy 

or perceived performance. Physical self-efficacy was also found to be unrelated to perceived 

performance in this study. Although many of the path coefficients were very low, each path was 

hypothesized correctly in terms of being positively or negatively related. The low path 
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coefficients are attributed to a number of factors; the most notable factor being the lack of task-

specific measures of self-efficacy and perceived performance. 

This study is useful in terms of bringing attention to the theoretical importance of using 

perception of performance when investigating the relationship between perfectionism, 

performance and self-efficacy. The results of this study also present the need to clarify the 

directionality of the performance-self-efficacy relationship. Finally this study supports previous 

research findings on the positive outcomes associated with adaptive perfectionism. 

Future research on perfectionism should attempt to study athletes that can be classified 

more distinctively as either adaptive or maladaptive perfectionists since these dimensions share a 

strong correlation. This will allow researchers to add clarity to the distinctive characteristics and 

relationships the dimensions have. Researchers should also pay close attention to variable 

concordance. Variable concordance has been shown to be the strongest moderator in the 

performance-self-efficacy relationship. 

The results of this study are important for those interested in conducting sport 

perfectionism research. Specifically, the results can help these researchers conduct sport 

perfectionism research by identifying important moderating factors that can have an effect on the 

relationships between perfectionism facets and other sport variables. Sport professionals may 

familiarize themselves with the variables associated with adaptive perfectionism and help 

athletes by encouraging positive perfectionist tendencies rather than negative perfectionist 

tendencies.  
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX B 

FSU BEHAVIORAL CONSENT FORM 

Sport Perfectionism: The Relationship between Perfectionism, Self-Efficacy, and 

Perceived Performance 
 

You are invited to be in a research study concerning how sport perfectionism relates to self-

efficacy and performance. You were selected as a possible participant because you are on a 

collegiate club or varsity sport team. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you 

may have before agreeing to be in the study. 

 

This study is being conducted by Kevin Dahl and Dr. Gershon Tenenbaum, Educational 

Psychology and Learning Systems, Florida State University. 

 

Background Information: 
 

The purpose of this study is to understand: 

-How sport perfectionism is related to self-efficacy and perceived performance 

-How self-efficacy is related to perceived performance 

-If self-efficacy mediates the relationship between sport perfectionism and perceived 

performance 

 

Procedures: 
 

If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things: 

-complete 3 questionnaires each about 5 minutes long 

 

 

Risks and benefits of being in the Study: 
 

The study has little risk. By completing these surveys, you will be asked answer questions 

regarding your sport attitudes, your self-efficacy and your performance. Some may 

uncomfortable with answering the questions but the likelihood of this being detrimental to 

performance is very small. 

 

There are no benefits to participation. 

 

Compensation: 
 

There is no compensation for participation. 

 

Confidentiality: 
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The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In 

any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it 

possible to identify a subject.  Research records will be stored securely and only researchers will 

have access to the records.  

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 

affect your current or future standing as a collegiate athlete.  If you decide to participate, you are 

free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. 

 

Contacts and Questions: 
 

The researchers conducting this study are Kevin Dahl and Dr. Gershon Tenenbaum.  You may 

ask any question you have now.  If you have a questions later, you are encouraged to contact us 

at Florida State University, EPLS Main Office, 3210 STB, MC: 4453, Tallahassee, FL 32306, (or 

Dr. Gershon Tenenbaum, (850) 644-7891, gtenenbaum@admin.fsu.edu). 

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, 

Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email at 

humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 

 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

 

Statement of Consent: 
 

I have read the above information.  I have asked questions and have received answers.  I consent 

to participate in the study. 

 

 

 

______________________  _________________ 

Signature                                           Date 

 

 

 

______________________  _________________ 

Signature of Investigator                    Date 
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APPENDIX C 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 

Please fill out or circle the following information about yourself:  

 

1) Study ID #  ________ 

 

2) Age   ________ 

 

3) Gender      M F 

 

4) Type of sport  Individual (Tennis, Swimming, Wrestling, Track, etc.) 

Team (Baseball, Basketball, Football, Volleyball, Soccer, etc.)  

 

5) Level of sport  Varsity Club 

 

6) Are you currently in season or have played a collegiate sport in the past year  

 

Yes   No   
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APPENDIX D 

COMPETITIVE ORIENTATION SCALE (Sport-MPS-2) 

 
 

INSTRUCTIONS The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify how players view certain aspects of their 

competitive experiences in sport. Please help us to more fully understand how players view a variety of their 

competitive experiences by indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

(Circle one response option to the right of each statement). Some of the questions relate to your sport experiences 

in general, while others relate specifically to experiences on the team that you have most recently played with. 

There are no right or wrong answers so please don’t spend too much time on any one statement; simply choose 
the answer that best describes how you view each statement. 

 

 
 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with 

the following statements? 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

Nor 

Disagree 

 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. If I do not set the highest standards for myself in 

my sport, I am likely to end up a second-rate 

player. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Even if I fail slightly in competition, for me, it is as 

bad as being a complete failure. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I usually feel uncertain as to whether or not my 

training effectively prepares me for competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. My parents set very high standards for me in my 

sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. On the day of competition I have a routine that I 

try to follow. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I feel like my coach criticizes me for doing things 

less than perfectly in competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. In competition, I never feel like I can quite meet 

my parents’ expectations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I hate being less than the best at things in my sport. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I have and follow a pre-competitive routine. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. If I fail in competition, I feel like a failure as a 

person. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. Only outstanding performance during competition 

is good enough in my family. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. I usually feel unsure about the adequacy of my pre-

competition practices. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Only outstanding performance in competition is 

good enough for my coach. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I rarely feel that my training fully prepares me for 

competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. My parents have always had higher expectations 

for my future in sport than I have. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. The fewer mistakes I make in competition, the 

more people will like me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Please complete the remaining items in this questionnaire on the next page. 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree 

with the following statements? 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree Nor 

Disagree 

 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

17. It is important to me that I be thoroughly 

competent in everything I do in my sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I follow pre-planned steps to prepare 

myself for competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. I feel like I am criticized by my parents for 

doing things less than perfectly in 

competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. Prior to competition, I rarely feel satisfied 

with my training. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. I think I expect higher performance and 

greater results in my daily sport-training 

than most players. 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. I feel like I can never quite live up to my 

coach’s standards. 
1 2 3 4 5 

23. I feel that other players generally accept 

lower standards for themselves in sport 

than I do. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. I should be upset if I make a mistake in 

competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. In competition, I never feel like I can quite 

live up to my parents’ standards. 
1 2 3 4 5 

26. My coach sets very high standards for me 

in competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. I follow a routine to get myself into a good 

mindset going into competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. If a team-mate or opponent (who plays a 

similar position to me) plays better than 

me during competition, then I feel like I 

failed to some degree. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. My parents expect excellence from me in 

my sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. My coach expects excellence from me at 

all times: both in training and competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. I rarely feel that I have trained enough in 

preparation for a competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. If I do not do well all the time in 

competition, I feel that people will not 

respect me as an athlete. 

1 2 3 4 5 

33. I have extremely high goals for myself in 

my sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. I develop plans that dictate how I want to 

perform during competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. I feel like my coach never tries to fully 

understand the mistakes I sometimes 

make. 

1 2 3 4 5 



 

47 

 

 

  

  

To what extent do you agree or disagree with 

the following statements? 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

Nor 

Disagree 

 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

36. I set higher achievement goals than most athletes 

who play my sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

37. I usually have trouble deciding when I have 

practiced enough heading into a competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

38. I feel like my parents never try to fully 

understand the mistakes I make in competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

39. People will probably think less of me if I make 

mistakes in competition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40. My parents want me to be better than all other 

players who play my sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

41. I set plans that highlight the strategies I want to 

use when I compete. 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. If I play well but only make one obvious mistake 

in the entire game, I still feel disappointed with 

my performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Sport-MPS-2 Scoring Instructions (42 Items) 

 

Sum the scores for the following items to obtain composite subscale scores: 
 

Personal Standards (7 items):   1, 8, 17, 21, 23, 33, 36 (Possible score range: 7 – 35)  

 

1. If I do not set the highest standards for myself in my sport, I am likely to end up a second-rate player. 

8.  I hate being less than the best at things in my sport. 

17.  It is important to me that I be thoroughly competent in everything I do in my sport. 

21.  I think I expect higher performance and greater results in my daily sport-training than most players. 

23.  I feel that other players generally accept lower standards for themselves in sport than I do. 

33.  I have extremely high goals for myself in my sport. 

36.  I set higher achievement goals than most athletes who play my sport. 

  

Concern Over Mistakes (8 items):  2, 10, 16, 24, 28, 32, 39, 42 (Possible score range: 8 – 40) 

 

2. Even if I fail slightly in competition, for me, it is as bad as being a complete failure. 

10. If I fail in competition, I feel like a failure as a person. 

16. The fewer mistakes I make in competition, the more people will like me. 

24. I should be upset if I make a mistake in competition. 

28. If a team-mate or opponent (who plays a similar position to me) plays better than me during competition, 

then I feel like I failed to some degree. 

32. If I do not do well all the time in competition, I feel that people will not respect me as an athlete. 

39. People will probably think less of me if I make mistakes in competition. 

42. If I play well but only make one obvious mistake in the entire game, I still feel disappointed with my 

performance. 

 

 

 

 

Perceived Parental Pressure (9 items): 4, 7, 11, 15, 19, 25, 29, 38, 40 (Possible score range: 9 – 45) 

 

4. My parents set very high standards for me in my sport. 

7. In competition, I never feel like I can quite meet my parents’ expectations. 
11. Only outstanding performance during competition is good enough in my family. 

15.  My parents have always had higher expectations for my future in sport than I have. 

19. I feel like I am criticized by my parents for doing things less than perfectly in competition. 

25.  In competition, I never feel like I can quite live up to my parents’ standards. 
29.  My parents expect excellence from me in my sport. 

38. I feel like my parents never try to fully understand the mistakes I make in competition. 

40. My parents want me to be better than all other players who play my sport. 

 

Perceived Coach Pressure (6 items):  6, 13, 22, 26, 30, 35 (Possible score range: 6 – 30) 

 

6. I feel like my coach criticizes me for doing things less than perfectly in competition. 

13. Only outstanding performance in competition is good enough for my coach. 

22. I feel like I can never quite live up to my coach’s standards. 
26. My coach sets very high standards for me in competition. 

30. My coach expects excellence from me at all times: both in training and competition. 

35. I feel like my coach never tries to fully understand the mistakes I sometimes make. 

 

Doubts About Actions (6 items):  3, 12, 14, 20, 31, 37 (Possible score range: 6 – 30) 

 

3. I usually feel uncertain as to whether or not my training effectively prepares me for competition. 

12.  I usually feel unsure about the adequacy of my pre-competition practices. 

14. I rarely feel that my training fully prepares me for competition. 
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20. Prior to competition, I rarely feel satisfied with my training. 

31. I rarely feel that I have trained enough in preparation for a competition. 

37.  I usually have trouble deciding when I have practiced enough heading into a competition. 

 

Organization (6 items):   5, 9, 18, 27, 34, 41 (Possible score range: 6 – 30)  

 

5. On the day of competition I have a routine that I try to follow. 

9.  I have and follow a pre-competitive routine. 

18. I follow pre-planned steps to prepare myself for competition. 

27. I follow a routine to get myself into a good mindset going into competition. 

34. I develop plans that dictate how I want to perform during competition. 

41. I set plans that highlight the strategies I want to use when I compete. 
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APPENDIX E 

PERSONAL VALUE SURVEY 

 

This questionnaire is a series of attitude statements about you. 

We are interested in the extent to which you agree or disagree 

with them. 

 

Please read each statement carefully.  Then indicate the extent 

to which you agree or disagree with each statement by putting 

a number from 1 to 6 in the blank space to the right of the 

statement.  The numbers and their meanings are indicated below: 

 

If you agree strongly         1 

If you agree somewhat       2 

If you agree slightly          3 

If you disagree slightly      4 

If you disagree somewhat   5 

If you disagree strongly     6 

 

If you find that the numbers to be used in answering do not 

adequately indicate your opinion, please use the one which 

is closest to the way you feel. 

 

 

 

Please turn the page and begin. 
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If you agree strongly      1 

If you agree somewhat     2 

If you agree slightly      3 

If you disagree slightly   4 

If you disagree somewhat   5 

If you disagree strongly        6 

 

 

 

1. I have excellent reflexes.      _____ 

2. I am not agile and graceful.       _____ 

3. I am rarely embarrassed by my voice.      _____ 

4. My physique is rather strong.     _____ 

5. Sometimes I don't hold up well under stress.     _____ 

6. I can't run fast.         _____ 

7. I have physical defects that sometimes bother me.    _____ 

8. I don't feel in control when I take tests involving physical 

dexterity.          _____ 

9. I am never intimidated by the thought of a sexual 

encounter.          _____ 

10. People think negative things about me because of my 

posture.        _____ 

11. I am not hesitant about disagreeing with people bigger than 

me.         _____ 

12. I have poor muscle tone.      _____ 

13. I take little pride in my ability in sports.    _____ 

14. Athletic people usually do not receive more attention than   

    me.          _____ 

15. I am sometimes envious of those better looking than 

    myself.         _____  

16. Sometimes my laugh embarrasses me.    _____ 

17. I am not concerned with the impression my physique makes 

    on others.        _____       

18. Sometimes I feel uncomfortable shaking hands because my 

    hands are clammy.        _____      

19. My speed has helped me out of some tight spots.   _____      

20. I find that I am not accident prone.     _____      

21. I have a strong grip.      _____         

22. Because of my agility I have been able to do things which 

    many others could not do.      _____       
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* Reverse scoring for items: 1, 3, 4, 9, 11, 14, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22 

 

Perceived Physical Ability (10 items)  

Item #: 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, 19, 21, 22. Possible score range (10-60) 

1. I have excellent reflexes.       

2. I am not agile and graceful.        

4. My physique is rather strong.      

6. I can't run fast.          

8. I don't feel in control when I take tests involving physical 

dexterity 

12. I have poor muscle tone.       

13. I take little pride in my ability in sports.     

19. My speed has helped me out of some tight spots.        

21. I have a strong grip.               

22. Because of my agility I have been able to do things which 

    many others could not do.      

 

Physical Self-Presentation Confidence (12 items) 

Item #:  3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20. Possible score range (12-72) 

 
3. I am rarely embarrassed by my voice.      

5. Sometimes I don't hold up well under stress.   

7. I have physical defects that sometimes bother me. 

9. I am never intimidated by the thought of a sexual 

encounter.          

10. People think negative things about me because of my 

posture.         

11. I am not hesitant about disagreeing with people bigger than 

me. 

14. Athletic people usually do not receive more attention than   

    me.           

15. I am sometimes envious of those better looking than 

    myself.           

16. Sometimes my laugh embarrasses me. 

17. I am not concerned with the impression my physique makes 

    on others.          

18. Sometimes I feel uncomfortable shaking hands because my 

    hands are clammy.   

20. I find that I am not accident prone.        
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APPENDIX F 

PERCEIVED PERSONAL PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE (PPPQ) 

 

Please read the following statements, which pertain to your  performance during this or last 

season, and rank each on a scale ranging from “1” (strongly disagree) to “5” (strongly agree). 

Please consider your personal response, independent from the team. 

 

During this competitive season, I…  
 

Was able to overcome obstacles on the field/court/ice 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

 

Performed energetically  

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

  

Coordinated my movements well 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

  

Worked as hard as possible on the field/court/ice 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

 

Used my abilities to their maximal potential 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

  

Fully presented my tactical abilities during competitions 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

 

Worked as hard as possible in practice 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 

 

Competed skillfully to my potential 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly agree 
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During this competitive season, I…  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Fell short  of meeting 

my 

 pre-season 

expectations 

 Exactly reached my 

pre-season 

expectations 

 Exceeded my 

pre-season 

expectations 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Was far from 

reaching my full 

potential in 

competitions 

 Partially reached 

my potential in 

competitions 

 Fully reached my 

potential in 

competitions 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Played with very 

low intensity 

 Played with 

moderate intensity 

 Played with very 

high intensity 
 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Did not achieve 

any of my 

collective goals 

 Partially 

achieved my 

collective goals 

 Fully achieved 

my collective 

goals 
 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Was rated much 

lower than initially 

expected 

 Was rated as 

initially expected 

 Was rated much 

higher than initially 

expected 
 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Exerted very low 

effort in games 

 Exerted 

reasonable effort 

in games 

 Exerted very 

high effort in 

games 
 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Failed to reach 

my objectives 

 Reached my 

objectives 

 Reached my 

objectives above 

expectations 
 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Played with a 

low commitment 

level 

 Played with 

moderate 

commitment levels  

 Played with a very 

high commitment 

level 
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The outcome factor included 5 items (items 12, 13, 15, 17, & 20). The skill execution factor 

contained 5 items (items 1, 3, 6, 7, 9,). The last factor, effort investment, included 6 items 

(items 2, 5, 8, 14, 18, & 21) 
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APPENDIX G 

STUDY DEBRIEF 

Sport Perfectionism: The Relationship between Perfectionism, Self-efficacy, and 

Perceived Performance 
 

This study is concerned with the relationship between the facets of sport perfectionism, self-efficacy and 

perceived performance. Research on sport perfectionism has been conducted to find the relationship 

between self-efficacy and perfectionism, and performance and perfectionism, but there is little research 

that examines the relationship between all three in the form of a pathway analysis. Also research has 

focused on perfectionism and objective measures of performance. This study aims to assess the variable 

of perceived performance in an attempt to clearly explain the relationship to sport perfectionism 

 

How was this tested? 
In this study, you were asked to complete three surveys.  All participants answered the same questions 

about sport perfectionism, self-efficacy, and performance. The questions were created to assess your 

potential perfectionistic tendencies, feelings of physical self-efficacy, and perceptions of personal 

performance in the context of your most current or previous collegiate athletic season. Then the data from 

each survey will be analyzed. An examination of all relationships between perfectionism, self-efficacy 

and perceived performance will be assessed. 

 

Hypotheses and main questions: 
We expect to find that adaptive perfectionism shares a positive correlation with self-efficacy, maladaptive 

perfectionism will share a negative correlation with self-efficacy, self-efficacy will have a positive 

relationship with perceived performance, adaptive perfectionism will be positively related to perceived 

performance, and maladaptive perfectionism will be negatively correlated to perceived performance. We 

also believe that our proposed model will fit the data, and self-efficacy will be found to mediate the 

relationship between each perfectionism facet and perceived performance. 

 

Why is this important to study? 
An important part of perfectionism is the cognitive distortions that are commonly experienced. Research 

has looked at objective measures of performance in assessing relationships with perfectionism. We 

believe that the perception of performance maybe more important in addressing perfectionism than 

win/loss records or performance statistics. To our knowledge there has also never been a model 

constructed that assesses the relationship between perfectionism facets, self-efficacy, and perceived 

performance. Also, self-efficacy has never been tested as a mediator between perfectionism and perceived 

performance at the collegiate level. Research of perfectionism has mentioned that these variables are 

linked, but researchers have never directly addressed it. The results will give a better understanding of 

how those with different perfectionistic tendencies differ in terms of how they perceive their competence 

level and their performance. 

 

What if I want to know more? 
If you are interested in learning more about the relationships between perfectionism, self-efficacy, and 

performance you may want to find:  

 

Feltz, D. L., & Lirgg, C. D. (2001). Self-efficacy beliefs of athletes, teams, and coaches. In R. N. Singer, 

H. A. Hausenblas, & C. Janelle (Eds.), Handbook of Sport Psychology, 2nd ed. (pp. 340-361). New York: 

John Wiley & Sons. 
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If you would like to receive a report of this research when it is completed (or a summary of the findings), 

please contact Kevin Dahl at (330) 324-4844 or kd12d@my.fsu.edu. 

 

If you have concerns about your rights as a participant in this experiment, please contact the FSU IRB 

Secretary at (850) 644-8633. 

 

Thank you again for your participation. 
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APPENDIX H 

RELIABILITY STATISTICS 

 

Table 4 

  Cronbach's Alpha for Maladaptive Perfectionism 

Subscale 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

0.884 

 

29 

 

 

Table 5 
    Item Reliability for Maladaptive Perfectionism 

Subscale     

Item 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

MalP1 77.49 238.085 0.128 0.887 

MalP2 78.45 224.082 0.47 0.879 

MalP3 78.1 224.657 0.463 0.879 

MalP4 78.39 225.712 0.506 0.878 

MalP5 79.35 227.063 0.515 0.878 

MalP6 78.72 222.951 0.55 0.877 

MalP7 78.94 218.934 0.659 0.874 

MalP8 78.83 236.695 0.211 0.884 

MalP9 78.17 226.403 0.498 0.879 

MalP10 78.94 238.517 0.138 0.886 

MalP11 79.12 227.109 0.45 0.88 

MalP12 78.53 222.376 0.539 0.877 

MalP13 79.36 224.343 0.634 0.876 

MalP14 78.92 239.14 0.131 0.886 

MalP15 78.77 224.472 0.559 0.877 

MalP16 77.76 227.92 0.476 0.879 

MalP17 79.43 225.358 0.605 0.877 

MalP18 77.66 230.253 0.397 0.881 

MalP19 78.23 233.08 0.27 0.884 

MalP20 78.46 221.903 0.56 0.877 

MalP21 77.63 230.053 0.409 0.881 

MalP22 78.89 238.585 0.134 0.886 

MalP23 78.13 227.448 0.464 0.879 

 



 

59 

 

 

Table 5 - continued 
   Item Reliability for Maladaptive Perfectionism 

Subscale     

Item 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

MalP24 78.57 228.33 0.415 0.88 

MalP25 78.63 237.442 0.176 0.885 

MalP26 79.12 230.896 0.376 0.881 

MalP27 78.48 223.321 0.561 0.877 

MalP28 78.38 219.529 0.584 0.876 

MalP29 78.58 226.37 0.468 0.879 

 

 

Table 6 

  Cronbach's Alpha for Adaptive Perfectionism 

Subscale 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

 0.877 13 

 
 

 

Table 7 
    Item Reliability for Adaptive Perfectionism 

Subscale     

Item 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

PSE1 91.34 153.297 0.377 0.704 

PSE2 91.94 151.281 0.259 0.708 

PSE3 92.32 156.984 0.033 0.73 

PSE4 91.88 147.984 0.39 0.699 

PSE5 92.77 148.778 0.291 0.705 

PSE6 91.9 145.941 0.353 0.7 

PSE7 91.63 153.192 0.172 0.715 

PSE8 91.69 141.841 0.566 0.685 

PSE9 92.88 142.582 0.366 0.698 

PSE10 91.79 148.262 0.287 0.705 

PSE11 91.99 152.382 0.157 0.717 

PSE12 91.97 144.902 0.383 0.697 
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Table 7 - continued 
   Item Reliability for Adaptive Perfectionism 

Subscale     

Item 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

PSE13 91.54 147.527 0.36 0.7 

PSE14 93.3 153.38 0.168 0.715 

PSE15 92.47 151.792 0.174 0.716 

PSE16 91.6 150.922 0.241 0.709 

PSE17 92.92 154.368 0.098 0.723 

PSE18 91.48 152.501 0.168 0.716 

PSE19 92.21 141.739 0.474 0.689 

PSE20 92.72 152.329 0.158 0.717 

PSE21 91.75 150.41 0.35 0.702 

PSE22 91.89 146.321 0.455 0.694 

 

 

 

Table 8 

  Cronbach's Alpha for Physical Self-Efficacy Subscale 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

0.716 

 

22 

 

 

 

Table 9 
    Item Reliability for Physical Self-Efficacy Scale     

Item 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

PSE1 91.34 153.297 0.377 0.704 

PSE2 91.94 151.281 0.259 0.708 

PSE3 92.32 156.984 0.033 0.73 

PSE4 91.88 147.984 0.39 0.699 

PSE5 92.77 148.778 0.291 0.705 

PSE6 91.9 145.941 0.353 0.7 

PSE7 91.63 153.192 0.172 0.715 

PSE8 91.69 141.841 0.566 0.685 

PSE9 92.88 142.582 0.366 0.698 

PSE10 91.79 148.262 0.287 0.705 
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Table 10 

  Cronbach's Alpha for Perceived Personal 

Performance Questionnaire 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

0.909 

 

16 

 

 

Table 11 
    Item Reliability for Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire 

Item 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

PPPQ1 55.15 92.81 0.505 0.906 

PPPQ2 55.1 92.843 0.49 0.907 

PPPQ3 55.25 91.618 0.589 0.904 

PPPQ4 55.06 89.739 0.606 0.903 

PPPQ5 55.37 88.289 0.658 0.902 

PPPQ6 55.32 87.54 0.681 0.901 

PPPQ7 55.5 88.835 0.565 0.905 

PPPQ8 55.41 87.799 0.651 0.902 

PPPQ9 56.52 83.848 0.624 0.904 

PPPQ10 56.17 87.292 0.663 0.901 

PPPQ11 55.15 89.88 0.56 0.905 

Table 9 - continued 
   Item Reliability for Physical Self-Efficacy Scale     

Item 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

PSE11 91.99 152.382 0.157 0.717 

PSE12 91.97 144.902 0.383 0.697 

PSE13 91.54 147.527 0.36 0.7 

PSE14 93.3 153.38 0.168 0.715 

PSE15 92.47 151.792 0.174 0.716 

PSE16 91.6 150.922 0.241 0.709 

PSE17 92.92 154.368 0.098 0.723 

PSE18 91.48 152.501 0.168 0.716 

PSE19 92.21 141.739 0.474 0.689 

PSE20 92.72 152.329 0.158 0.717 

PSE21 91.75 150.41 0.35 0.702 

PSE22 91.89 146.321 0.455 0.694 
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Table 11 - continued 
   Item Reliability for Perceived Personal Performance Questionnaire 

Item 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

PPPQ12 56.12 86.743 0.685 0.901 

PPPQ13 56.28 88.107 0.506 0.907 

PPPQ14 55 89.542 0.557 0.905 

PPPQ15 56.23 85.594 0.634 0.903 

PPPQ16 54.99 89.833 0.563 0.905 
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APPENDIX I 

VARIABLE HISTOGRAMS 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Histogram for Maladaptive Perfectionism Score Distribution 

 

 

Figure 7. Histogram for Adaptive Perfectionism Score Distribution  
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Figure 8. Histogram for Physical Self-Efficacy Score Distribution 

 

 

Figure 9. Histogram for Perceived Personal Performance Score Distribution 
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APPENDIX J 

ASSUMPTIONS OF HOMOSCEDASTICITY 

 

 

Figure 10.  Homoscedasticity Test for Perceived Personal Performance  

 

 
Figure 11. Homoscedasticity Test for Physical Self-Efficacy 
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Figure 12. Regression of Standardized Residual for Physical Self-Efficacy 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Regressions of Standardized Residual for Perceived Personal Performance 
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