CORE

Metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

Provided by University of Birmingham Research Archive, E-prints Repository

chapter 11
Peer-Created Motivational
Climate
Nikos Ntoumanis, PhD, Spiridoula Vazou, PhD, and Joan L. Duda

Learning Objectives
On completion of this chapter, the reader should have
1. understanding of the importance of studying perceptions of the peer motivational
climate in youth sport;
2. knowledge of how young athletes perceive different facets of the peer motivational
climate;
3. capacity to describe the relationship of different dimensions of the peer motivational
climate to young athletes’ motivational indices;
4. awareness of future research directions that aim to
enhance our understanding of the antecedents and consequences of the
peer motivational climate; and
5. knowledge of appropriate
guidelines for building
a task-involving
peer motivational climate.
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illions of children and adolescents participate
in organized sport programs every year (Weinberg & Gould, 2003).Through sport participation young athletes have the opportunity to interact
with and relate to their peers, and it has been shown
that peer relationships can contribute to the quality
of physical activity experiences of children and adolescents (Smith, 2003). Despite the relevance of peers
in shaping athletes’ experience of sport, only recently
has research examined peers as essential contributors to the overall social environment in youth sport.
Topics such as the link between peer acceptance and
perceived athletic competence, sources of competence
information, physical self-worth and affect, friendship
quality, and moral development are some of the areas
that have attracted attention in the youth sport psychology literature (see Smith, 2003;Weiss & Stuntz, 2004).At
this juncture, it would be useful to distinguish between
friendships and peer relationships. Friendships are
close dyadic relationships, while peer relationships are
interactions among several individuals familiar to one
another (Smith, 2003; also see chapter 4).
In this chapter we discuss how peer relationships
among team members relate to young athletes’ achievement motivation in sport. To date, research on young
athletes’ motivation has mainly examined their motives
for sport participation, their sources and conceptions
of ability, and how these relate to different achievement
goals (Weiss & Williams, 2004). However, there is a scarcity of research on how peer-held criteria for success
and failure are communicated to team members and
how these criteria affect young athletes’ achievement
motivation. It is our position that peers are important
contributors to the motivational climate in individual
and team sport. We argue that peer use of self-referenced or comparative criteria for judging competence
and inferring success and failure can predict young
athletes’ achievement motivation relatively independent
of coach or parent influence.

Achievement Goal Theory
and Motivational Climate
A theoretical framework that can enhance our understanding of social-psychological determinants of young
athletes’ motivation in sport is achievement goal theory.
According to this theory (Ames, 1992; Nicholls, 1989;
also see chapter 9 for an overview of the basic tenets
and constructs), in order to understand the motivation
of young athletes it is necessary to study the function
and the meaning of their goal-directed actions. Such
actions aim to demonstrate competence and to avoid
showing incompetence.

Competence can be evaluated in two different ways
that reflect two different achievement goal orientations. A task orientation is evident when perceptions
of competence are self-referenced and are based upon
personal improvement and exerting maximum effort.
In contrast, an ego orientation is evident when competence is normatively referenced and is dependent
on outperforming others or achieving success with
minimal effort (Nicholls, 1989). Many studies have
demonstrated that young people with high task goal
orientation report more positive cognitive, affective,
and behavioral outcomes in youth sport compared to
their peers with high ego goal orientation (for reviews,
see Duda, 2001; Duda & Hall, 2001; Duda & Ntoumanis,
2005).
Situational factors, such as the motivational climate
created by significant others (e.g., coaches, physical
education teachers, parents), are assumed to play a substantial role in the activation and direction of young athletes’ achievement behavior (Ames, 1992).According to
Ames, the term motivational climate refers to students’
(or young athletes’) perceptions of situational cues,
structures, and expectations that encourage the development of particular goal orientations by transmitting
task- and ego-involving motivational cues. In some cases,
variations in achievement patterns can be explained by
the interplay of individuals’ achievement goals and their
perceptions of the prevailing motivational climate (e.g.,
Standage, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2003b).
Ames (1992) proposed two types of motivational
climates: A task-involving (or mastery) motivational
climate encourages effort and rewards task mastery
and individual improvement, while an ego-involving (or
performance) motivational climate emphasizes normative ability and promotes interindividual comparison. In
a task-involving motivational climate, athletes perceive
significant others to evaluate performance based on
personal skill improvement and to regard errors as part
of learning. Past research in sport has found perceptions of a task-involving climate to be associated with
positive motivational outcomes, such as enjoyment, performance improvement, and performance satisfaction
(e.g., Balaguer, Duda,Atienza, & Mayo, 2002; Seifriz, Duda,
& Chi, 1992). On the other hand, in an ego-involving
motivational climate, athlete evaluation and recognition
are based on normative or comparative criteria for competence. Such an emphasis has been linked to anxiety,
maladaptive sources of sport confidence, dysfunctional
attributions, and other negative outcomes (e.g., Magyar
& Feltz, 2003;Treasure & Roberts, 1998; for a review see
Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1999).
The literature so far has focused on adult-created
(e.g., coaches, physical education teachers, parents)
motivational climate (see chapters 9 and 10). The
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potential of peers to transmit a task-involving or an
ego-involving motivational climate, as well as the nature
and dimensions of the peer motivational climate, have
not received much attention in the sport psychology
literature. It is interesting that both Smith (2003) and
Weiss and Lavon (2004) highlighted the role of adaptive motivational climates in enhancing the quality of
peer relationships; however, both reviews focused on
coach-created climate.
To date, only two studies have examined the peer
motivational climate. Specifically, Carr and her colleagues (Carr, Weigand, & Hussey, 1999; Carr, Weigand,
& Jones, 2000) examined the relative influence of peers,
along with parents, teachers, and sporting heroes, on
children’s achievement patterns in physical education
and sport. The results of this research indicated that
both adult- and peer-created climates can relate to
children’s goal orientations, intrinsic motivation, and
perceptions of physical competence. In these two studies by Carr and colleagues, the peer motivational climate
was measured by rephrasing items from the Physical
Education Class Climate Scale (PECCS) (Biddle et al.,
1995) and the Parent-Initiated Motivational Climate
Questionnaire-2 (PIMCQ-2) (White, 1996). However,
by simply rewording questionnaires on adult-created
climate, one might not tap the unique aspects of peer
influence; thus an attempt has been made to assess
the nature and dimensions of the peer motivational
climate by interviewing young athletes and developing questionnaire items that specifically tap this type
of climate (Vazou, 2004).

Qualitative Investigation
of the Peer-Created
Motivational Climate
To better understand the nature and dimensions of
the peer-created motivational climate in sport, Vazou,
Ntoumanis, and Duda (2005) conducted a qualitative
study of 30 young British athletes (14 boys and 16 girls)
aged 12 to 16, from both individual and team sports.
Individual and group in-depth interviews offered considerable insight into how young athletes perceive and
manifest a peer motivational climate. Using content
analyses, 11 dimensions of peer climate were identified:
improvement, equal treatment, relatedness support,
cooperation, effort, intrateam competition, intrateam
conflict, normative ability, autonomy support, mistakes,
and evaluation of competence.
Many of the dimensions of peer climate that emerged
in the Vazou et al. (2005) study correspond to identified
dimensions of adult-created motivational climate. For

example, the Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport
Questionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2) (Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000;
also see chapter 9) taps the degree to which coaches
emphasize individual improvement and promote
cooperative learning. Nevertheless, new facets of the
motivational climate surrounding youth athletes were
revealed. These facets result from peer influence and
have not previously been tapped by existing coach- or
parent-focused motivational climate questionnaires
(e.g., intrateam conflict, relatedness support). The
dimensions of the peer motivational climate and their
definitions are presented in table 11.1.
The improvement dimension is the extent to which
peers encourage and provide feedback to their teammates to improve their skills.This is an important facet
of a task-involving motivational climate. According
to Ames and Archer (1988), a focus on self-referent
improvement leads to more adaptive beliefs about the
causes of success and sustains individual involvement in
learning, even when perceived ability is low.The equal
treatment dimension also reflects a task-involving climate; everyone has an important role and all athletes
treat their teammates in a nonpreferential way.As Ames
(1992) argued, when everyone is involved in the team
decision making, a task-involving climate is perceived
and feelings of autonomy are fostered. Cooperation is
the extent to which young athletes help each other and
work together in order to learn new skills. Research on
teacher-created climate in the classroom has shown that
teacher emphasis on cooperation and group learning
is motivationally beneficial and can predict children’s
involvement in learning (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer,
1988).The effort dimension refers to whether athletes
emphasize to their teammates the importance of trying
their hardest, clearly an indicator of a task-involving
climate.
Intrateam competition is the promotion of interindividual competition and comparison by the peer
group. Intrateam competition was conceptualized as
a feature of an ego-involving climate (Ames, 1992), as
competition should affect athletes’ judgment of their
normative or comparative ability. Furthermore, some
athletes may perceive intrateam competition as an
opportunity to validate their sense of self by gaining
social status and recognition (Allen, 2003). Intrateam
conflict refers to negative and unsupportive behaviors
(e.g., blaming teammates for poor performance and
emphasizing their weaknesses) exhibited by teammates.
Such negative behaviors would be expected to undermine interpersonal relationships and induce feelings of
lack of social support from peers.The normative ability dimension captures the perceived peer emphasis
on displaying normative ability and the preference of
peers to interact with the most competent teammates.
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Table 11.1

Dimensions of Peer Climate

Dimension

Definition

1. Improvement

Encouraging and providing feedback for improvement to teammates

2. Equal treatment

Believing that everyone has an important role on the team and treating
teammates in a nonpreferential way

3. Relatedness support

Fostering the feeling of being part of a group and creating a friendly
atmosphere on the team

4. Cooperation

Helping each other and working together in order to learn new skills

5. Effort

Emphasizing the importance of exerting effort and trying one’s hardest

6. Intrateam competition

Promoting interindividual competition and comparison

7. Intrateam conflict

Exhibiting negative and unsupportive behaviors (e.g., blaming each
other for poor performance, laughing at teammates) that are not directly
related to competing with others

8. Normative ability

Emphasizing normative ability and interacting only with the most competent teammates

9. Autonomy support

Perceiving that peers allow each other input in decision making and
freedom in the way they play or perceiving that their peers act in a
controlling manner

10. Mistakes

Worrying about how peers might react if athletes make mistakes; giving
positive and negative reactions following athletes’ mistakes

11. Evaluation of competence

Using normative or self-referenced criteria to evaluate athletes’ competence

Ntoumanis et al., in press.

The emphasis upon demonstrating normative ability
and normative standards of performance is a defining
characteristic of an ego-involving climate (Ames, 1992;
Duda & Hall, 2001).
The relatedness support and autonomy support
dimensions are based on self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1985), but they are also evident in the
grouping and authority structures of a motivational
climate (see Ames, 1992).This is because a task-involving motivational climate promotes athlete cooperation
(grouping) and encourages individual initiative (authority); therefore, it is an environment that can support
relatedness and autonomy. Relatedness support is the
fostering and facilitation by peers of the feeling of
being part of a group as well as the degree to which
peers create a friendly atmosphere on the team. The
data obtained via the interviews conducted by Vazou
et al. (2005) showed that being able to meaningfully
connect to their teammates made children less worried about the adequacy of their perceived ability, and
work by Ntoumanis and Biddle (1999) and Sarrazin,
Guillet, and Cury (2001) has shown that a perceived
task-involving motivational climate can support the
need for relatedness.

Autonomy support refers to whether athletes feel
that their teammates allow them input in decision
making and freedom in the way they play. Thus, this
dimension includes a number of themes that referred to
either the facilitation or the undermining of autonomy.
Recent research suggests that a perceived task-involving
motivational climate is associated with the satisfaction of the need for autonomy in the physical domain,
whereas an ego-involving climate is unrelated or negatively related to the satisfaction of this need (Standage,
Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2003a; Sarrazin et al., 2001).
The mistakes dimension refers to positive and negative reactions from peers when athletes make mistakes.
These positive and negative responses to mistakes could
potentially contribute to either a task-involving or an
ego-involving motivational climate. That is, deriving
from previous work on coach-created motivational climate (Newton et al., 2000), when mistakes are viewed
as part of the learning process and encouragement is
provided by teammates, a task-involving peer motivational climate is in operation. In contrast, when peers
criticize their fellow athletes and evaluate their ability
based on the number of mistakes they make, an egoinvolving peer climate is realized.
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Last, the evaluation of competence dimension
refers to whether peers are deemed to use normative
or self-referenced criteria to evaluate their teammates’
competence.When young athletes are evaluated based
on their effort and personal improvement, a task-involving motivational climate is fostered (Ames, 1992).When
comparisons based on normative ability are made, on
the other hand, an ego-involving climate is manifested.
Horn and colleagues (Horn & Weiss, 1991; Horn &
Amorose, 1998) have shown that the criteria young
people use to assess their competence differ with age;
younger children (8-12 years) show greater preference
for adult feedback, whereas older children and adolescents (13-16 years) show greater preference for peer
comparison and evaluation. Bearing in mind that many
of the participants in the Vazou et al. (2005) study were
in the latter age group, it is not surprising that some
reported a peer emphasis on normative criteria for
competence evaluation.

Measurement of the
Peer-Created Motivational
Climate
Based on the higher-order and lower-order themes
derived from the qualitative analysis of Vazou et al.
(2005), a new instrument was developed to assess
young athletes’ perceptions of peer motivational
climate. This questionnaire was named the Peer Motivational Climate in Youth Sport Questionnaire (PeerMCYSQ) and was psychometrically tested in a series of
three studies using young British athletes between
the ages of 11 and 16 (Ntoumanis & Vazou, 2005).The
validation process included pilot testing with a small
number of children in order to examine the clarity
and age appropriateness of the items, evaluation of
the content of the items by a panel of experts, a series
of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA)
of various first-order and higher-order factor models,
an examination of the internal reliability of the identified factors, and an assessment of the instrument’s
test–retest reliability over a 4-week period.
The final version of the PeerMCYSQ includes 21
items representing task-involving and ego-involving
higher-order factors, each of which comprises a number
of lower-order factors. More specifically, the task-involving factors are improvement, relatedness support, and
effort, and the ego-involving factors are intrateam
competition and ability and intrateam conflict. The
lower-order factors included in the PeerMCYSQ represent a parsimonious set of task- and ego-involving
climate factors that tap most of the dimensions that
emerged from Vazou et al.’s (2005) qualitative work.
The PeerMCYSQ does not measure all 11 dimensions

that emerged from the qualitative analysis because (a)
some of the dimensions were conceptually similar and
collapsed together into one factor when subjected to
exploratory factor analysis, (b) it would be difficult from
a measurement point of view to obtain good model fit
indices with an 11-factor model, and (c) we wanted to
balance parsimony (i.e., a model with relatively few
common factors) with plausibility (i.e., a model with
sufficient common factors to account for the correlations among measured variables) (Fabrigar, Wegener,
MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999).
We believe that the five factors that emerged from
the series of factor analyses are a good representation
of the 11 dimensions that emerged from the qualitative
work of Vazou et al. (2005). In many cases, the factors
combine two dimensions. For example, the improvement factor includes items not only from the improvement dimension but also from the cooperation dimension. In the same way, relatedness support has also items
from the equal treatment dimension, and intrateam
conflict also captures the “negative reactions” raw data
themes of the mistakes dimension. The items of the
questionnaire are presented in table 11.2. Participants
respond to the stem “On this team, most athletes . . .,”
and responses are indicated on a 7-point scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
The psychometric properties of the PeerMCYSQ are
promising. In the third study reported by Ntoumanis
and Vazou (2005), the five-factor solution had acceptable model fit: scaled 2 (179) = 274.26; p < .001; robust
CFI = .95; robust NNFI = .94; SRMR = .04; and RMSEA =
.05.A hypothesized hierarchical version of the PeerMCYSQ with two higher-order factors, underpinned by
three and two lower-order factors, respectively (taskinvolving climate: improvement, relatedness support,
effort; ego-involving climate: intrateam competition
and ability, intrateam conflict), also had good model
fit. Specifically, the fit indices of the hierarchical model
were as follows: scaled 2 (184) = 301.15; p < .001;
robust CFI = .94; robust NNFI = .93; SRMR = .04; and
RMSEA = .06.
In addition, intraclass correlation coefficients and
multilevel CFA were conducted to examine if there
were variations in the perceptions of peer climate
among teams and whether such variations affect the
factorial structure of the PeerMCYSQ at the withinand between-teams levels (Heck, 2001). The results
showed that there was some variation in the athletes’
perceptions of the five peer climate factors across the
different teams, with intraclass correlations ranging
from 9% to 19%. The implications of such variations
are discussed later in the chapter. Despite these variations, the multilevel CFA showed very good fit for the
five-factor model (2 (358) = 428.82; p < .01; NNFI =
1.00; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = .03; RMSEA = .02) and its
hierarchical version (2 (368) = 520.31; p < .01; NNFI
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Table 11.2 The Five-Factor PeerMCYSQ
Factor or item

On this team, most athletes . . .

1. Improvement

1.
3.
6.
10.

Help each other improve.
Offer to help their teammates develop new skills.
Work together to improve the skills they don’t do well.
Teach their teammates new things.

2. Relatedness support

5. Make their teammates feel valued.
13. Make their teammates feel accepted.
18. Care about everyone’s opinion.

3. Effort

11.
15.
17.
19.
21.

Encourage their teammates to try their hardest.
Praise their teammates who try hard.
Are pleased when their teammates try hard.
Set an example on giving forth maximum effort.
Encourage their teammates to keep trying after they make a
mistake.

4. Intrateam competition and
ability

2.
4.
8.
12.
14.

Encourage each other to outplay their teammates.
Care more about the opinion of the most able teammates.
Try to do better than their teammates.
Look pleased when they do better than their teammates.
Want to be with the most able teammates.

5. Intrateam conflict

7.
9.
16.
20.

Make negative comments that put their teammates down.
Criticize their teammates when they make mistakes.
Complain when the team doesn’t win.
Laugh at their teammates when they make mistakes.

Note. The numbers preceding the items indicate the order of each item in the PeerMCYSQ.

= .99; CFI = .99; SRMR = .11; RMSEA = .02), indicating
that the PeerMCYSQ has acceptable factor structures
at the within- and between-group levels.
Ntoumanis and Vazou (2005) also examined the
reliability of the PeerMCYSQ scales. Specifically, the
internal consistency of the five peer motivational climate factors was tested using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.These were acceptable for all factors except for
the combined intrateam competition and ability factor,
whose coefficient was marginally acceptable (improvement  = .77; relatedness support  = .73; effort  =
.70; intrateam competition and ability  = .69; intrateam
conflict  = .73).A test–retest reliability assessment over
a 4-week period showed acceptable levels of stability
for all factors (improvement R = .81; relatedness support R = .77; effort R = .82; intrateam competition and
ability R = .81; and intrateam conflict R = .74).

Peer-Created Motivational
Climate and Indices
of Motivation
An important next step in our research was to examine
whether the peer motivational climate can contribute to
the prediction of important motivational experiences.

That is, we were interested to investigate whether,
similar to adult-created climates, a task-involving peer
motivational climate would be a better predictor of
adaptive motivational outcomes associated with sport
participation compared with an ego-involving peer climate.We were also interested to examine whether the
peer motivational climate can enhance our prediction
of these motivational outcomes in youth sport over
and above any prediction made by the coach climate.
An ancillary purpose of this line of research was to
provide information regarding the criterion validity of
the PeerMCYSQ.
The following motivational indices were examined
by Vazou, Ntoumanis, and Duda (2006): physical selfesteem, enjoyment, competitive trait anxiety, and sport
commitment. Participants were 493 British athletes
aged 12 to 17, mainly from team sports, who participated in club and school teams. The findings for each
dependent variable are presented below and their
implications are discussed.

Physical Self-Esteem
Physical self-esteem, that is, individuals’ approval or
disapproval of their physical self, is an important component of overall self-esteem for many people (Sonstroem, 1997). Perceptions of a task-involving climate
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are related to higher self-esteem because in such an
environment competence criteria are self-referenced
and people are not particularly worried about being
evaluated (Ames, 1992). In contrast, sustaining high selfesteem in an ego-involving climate is more problematic
because in such environments favorable judgments of
the self are contingent upon meeting external criteria,
such as achieving normative success and superiority.
Reinboth and Duda (2004) have provided empirical
support to these predictions. In a study of 265 British
adolescents, the researchers found that self-esteem was
lowest among athletes with low perceived ability in a
coach-created high ego-involving climate. In contrast, in
a high task-involving climate, levels of self-esteem were
high regardless of athletes’ perceived ability. Furthermore, contingent self-esteem was positively predicted
by an ego-involving climate.
Besides the coach, peers might also influence young
athletes’ self-esteem. In a sample of 418 adolescents,
Smith (1999) found that peer social acceptance was
related to high levels of physical self-esteem. However,
one can argue that peer acceptance can be based on
both task- and ego-involving criteria.Therefore, research
should examine the independent effects of both facets
of the peer motivational climate on physical self-esteem.
To this end,Vazou et al. (2006) examined whether perceptions of task- and ego-involving peer motivational

climates can predict physical self-esteem (as assessed
by the physical self-worth subscale of the children’s version of the Physical Self-Perception Profile;Whitehead,
1995) with a sample of 12- to 17-year-old athletes (M
= 14.08; SD = 1.29). Vazou et al. (2006) also examined
whether the peer climate can predict physical selfesteem independent of coach climate (as assessed by
the PMCSQ-2) by entering the two climates in different
steps of the regression analysis.
The results showed that only a task-involving peer climate was a significant predictor ( = .20; p < .001).Thus,
athletes who perceived that their peers emphasized
personal improvement and effort criteria for success
and who felt accepted and supported by their peers had
more positive evaluations of their physical self.The nonsignificant independent prediction made by the coach
task climate is surprising but could be explained when
viewed in conjunction with previous findings, which
demonstrate the prominent role of peers as a source
of competence information during late childhood and
adolescence (Horn & Amorose, 1998).

Enjoyment
Enjoyment has been identified as a key reason for
participation in youth sport (Brustad et al., 2001;
Weiss & Petlichkoff, 1989), and it has been positively

Enjoyment in youth sport is linked to perceptions of a task-involving peer climate.
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associated with perceptions of a task-involving coach
motivational climate (e.g., Goudas, 1998; Newton &
Duda, 1999).This is probably because in a task-involving climate there is no pressure to outperform others
or to demonstrate normative superiority. Furthermore,
in a task-involving climate, children acquire reasons
for learning and improvement that can increase the
quality of their involvement and their intrinsic interest (Ames, 1992).
In relation to our work,Vazou et al.’s (2006) findings
indicated that greater enjoyment (measured with the
interest–enjoyment subscale of the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory; McAuley, Duncan, & Tammen, 1989)
was linked to perceptions that the peer climate was
task-involving ( = .32; p < .001). Perceptions of a
coach-created task-involving climate also predicted
enjoyment, but to a smaller extent ( = .17; p < .01).
These results suggest that higher enjoyment is more
likely when, in addition to the coach, one’s peers also
transmit task-involving cues. In a related study, Carr
et al. (1999) used a sample of 151 young students to
examine the relative influence of parents, teachers, and
peers on the students’ enjoyment of physical education
class.The results showed that students’ perception of a
task-involving climate promoted by peers was the only
significant predictor of students’ enjoyment and interest in the class.Taken together, the Vazou et al. and Carr
et al. studies indicate the importance of assessing the
peer climate when examining young people’s positive
affective experiences in physical activity settings.

Competitive Trait Anxiety
A perceived ego-involving motivational climate that
emphasizes normative success and superiority and
penalizes athletes for making mistakes is likely to result
in negative affective outcomes such as feelings of anxiety.
Existing research findings on the coach-created motivational climate support the link between indicators of
performance climate and negative affect (Papaioannou
& Kouli, 1999; Seifriz et al., 1992;Yoo, 2003).
As far as peer climate is concerned, Carr and colleagues (1999) found that children felt more pressured
in physical education classes when they perceived that
they would be penalized by their peers for making
mistakes. In Vazou et al.’s (2006) study, although a perceived ego-involving peer climate did not predict trait
anxiety (measured with the Sport Anxiety Scale; Smith,
Smoll, & Schutz, 1990), perceptions of a coach-created
ego climate did ( = .24; p < .001). The nonsignificant
finding for ego-involving peer climate is surprising, but
it could be attributed to the fact that coaches have the
highest authority on a team and are therefore more
likely to invoke feelings of anxiety in athletes. Future
studies are needed to further test the link between

the peer motivational climate and negative affect by
employing more situation-specific (i.e., state) measures
of anxiety, looking at the potential moderator role of
perceived competence and examining other indicators
of negative affect (e.g., tension, boredom).

Sport Commitment
Sport commitment refers to the desire and resolve to
continue sport participation (Scanlan, Simons, Carpenter, Schmidt, & Keeler, 1993).This variable is a function
of both individual and social factors, such as levels of
enjoyment, social constraints to continue participation, and social support provided by significant others
(Carpenter, 1995).The influence of social support and
peer acceptance on individual commitment to sport
has received empirical support. For example, Weiss
and Smith (2002), using a sample of 191 young male
and female tennis athletes, found friendship quality to
predict higher tennis commitment and dedication to
play in the future.
In our work, we were interested to examine whether
the perceived peer and coach motivational climates
contribute to the prediction of young people’s selfreported sport commitment. Indeed, our study (Vazou
et al., 2006) found commitment to be significantly
predicted by both the coach ( = .13; p < .01) and peer
( = .25; p < .001) task-involving motivational climates,
but the prediction of the latter was stronger.A follow-up
analysis using the PeerMCYSQ subscales showed that
commitment was predicted by the improvement ( =
.16; p < .001) and relatedness support ( = .12; p < .05)
facets of the task-involving peer climate.
These findings make conceptual sense.The emphasis
by peers on individual improvement offers more opportunities for young athletes to learn and master skills,
and such opportunities serve as antecedents of sport
commitment (Scanlan et al., 1993). Furthermore, a sense
of relatedness enhances young athletes’ perceptions of
peer support and acceptance, variables that underlie
their commitment and desire to continue sport involvement (Carpenter, 1995; Scanlan, et al., 1993).

Age and Gender Differences
in Perceptions of the
Peer-Created Motivational
Climate
The empirical work on peer motivational climate
reviewed so far, although scarce, suggests that peer
climate can predict important indices of motivation
in youth sport. However, it is interesting and of practical importance to examine whether perceptions of
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the peer motivational climate vary as a function of
individual or situational factors, such as gender, age,
competitive level, sport experience, and type of sport.
This issue needs to be investigated so that researchers
can build more flexible and effective interventions to
promote task-involving climate in youth sport.
Our preliminary work (Vazou et al., 2006) has started
addressing this question by looking at gender and age
differences in the perceptions of peer climate. The
results show significant gender differences, with males
scoring higher on perceptions of an ego-involving peer
climate and females scoring higher on perceptions of a
task-involving peer climate. Similar gender differences
have also been found in relation to coach- and parentcreated climates (Kavussanu & Roberts, 1996; White,
Kavussanu, & Guest, 1998). It is possible that such
gender differences in perceptions of the motivational
cues transmitted by adults and peers reflect different
socialization experiences in sport, with boys being
exposed to more ego-involving motivational practices
(Lewko & Greendorfer, 1988). Such coaching or parental
motivational practices can be internalized and reinforced by the peer group. However, it is also possible
that the gender differences partly reflect developmental
processes.
This speculation is corroborated by the significant
gender–age interaction predicting ego-involving peer
motivational climate. This interaction indicated that
among older athletes (14-17 years), males exhibited
perceptions of a more ego-involving peer climate compared with females. However, in the younger age group
(12-13 years), both males and females reported similar
levels of ego-involving peer climate.Thus, it seems that
gender differences in the perceptions of ego-involving
practices of peers are evident only as athletes move
from late childhood to adolescence, when the differentiation of ability and effort is assumed to be complete
(Nicholls, 1989).
We also examined potential age differences in the
peer motivational climate by comparing younger
and older athletes (Vazou et al., 2006). Such effects
are not so interesting in the presence of a significant
age–gender interaction. However, they are briefly
presented here for readers who might be interested in
these results. Older athletes perceived more intrateam
conflict than younger ones. In contrast, younger athletes perceived their peers to be more supportive,
but at the same time they also perceived them to use
more normatively referenced criteria for competence
evaluation and to encourage intrateam competition.
These results do not indicate any clear age differences in ego-involving peer climate, as both groups
differ in different facets of this climate. Clearly, these
results have to be replicated before any conclusions
can be made.

Between-Group Variations
in Perceptions of the
Peer-Created Motivational
Climate
Using the total sample of athletes reported in the second
and third studies of Ntoumanis and Vazou (2005),Vazou
(2004) examined whether perceptions of peer climate
varied among 41 club and school teams and the factors that might account for such potential variations.
Her work showed significant between-team variations,
indicating that perceptions of peer climate differ somewhat from team to team (see also Papaioannou, Marsh,
& Theodorakis, 2004, for similar findings with regard to
the teacher climate in physical education).
Specifically, as far as the task-involving peer climate
is concerned, 11.67% of its variance was distributed
between teams. Using multilevel modeling, a number
of variables at the individual and team levels were
found to predict task-involving peer climate and to
partly account for its between-teams variability. At the
individual level, high task orientation and low ego orientation predicted high task-involving peer climate.At
the group level, the success record of the team was a
significant positive predictor, with higher perceptions
of task-involving peer climate being associated with
more successful teams. Moreover, the gender of the
coach was a significant predictor, with female coaches
being associated with higher levels of task-involving
peer climate.These explanatory variables were able to
account for 80.72% of the between-group variance in
the perceptions of task-involving peer climate.
With regard to the ego-involving peer climate,
16.35% of its variance was distributed at the betweengroup level. Three individual variables were found to
partly account for such variation. Specifically, ego goal
orientation was a significant predictor, with higher
levels of ego orientation being associated with higher
levels of ego-involving peer climate. Athlete gender
and age were also significant predictors, with boys and
older athletes (14-17 years) reporting stronger perceptions of ego-involving climate than girls and younger
athletes (12-13 years). At the group level, the success
record of the team was the only significant predictor,
with higher perceptions of ego-involving peer climate
being associated with less successful teams. These
explanatory variables accounted for 82.86% of the
between-group variance in the perceptions of egoinvolving peer climate.
In brief, the evidence reported by Vazou (2004)
indicates that although most of the variation in athletes’ perceptions of peer climate is idiosyncratic, some
variation (11%-16%) can be attributed to their sport
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grouping. Further research on peer- and adult-created
climate is needed using multilevel analysis, because
treating athletes as if they are independent of their
team ignores the complexity inherent in motivational
climate data and can introduce some biases into the
statistical analysis (Heck, 2001).

Future Research
The increasing attention dedicated to peer relationships
in youth sport over the last few years has resulted in a
growing body of knowledge. However, as Brustad and
Partridge (2002) have commented, a great deal remains
unknown about the role of peers in youth sport. In
this chapter, we have argued that we need to know
more about the motivational climate created by peers
in youth sport and how the different facets of this climate predict important motivational indices. Our work
offers preliminary evidence to support the importance
of measuring the peer climate in youth sport. However,
various other questions need to be answered in order
to have a more complete understanding of the origins
of peer climate, its potentially dynamic nature, how it
interrelates with the motivational climate created by
adults, and how it affects young athletes’ quality and
extent of sport involvement.
With regard to the origins of the peer-created motivational climate, an interesting question that arises is
how such a climate is created and how it develops over
time. The existing research evidence is too limited to
offer an answer to this question. We believe that on a
newly formed team the coach climate would probably
dominate. However, with the passage of time, athletes
get to know each other and peer influence starts to
shape a particular peer motivational climate.
To some extent, peer climate will be the outcome
of coach climate. However, peer climate might also
develop from other sources, such as the achievement
goal dispositions of a few dominant players on the team,
the parent-created climate, or the climate promoted
by sporting heroes (Carr et al., 2000).Therefore, peers
can convey motivational cues that are compatible or
incompatible to the cues promoted by the coach. For
example, it is possible that even when the coach tries
to promote task-involving criteria for recognition and
evaluation, the peers might, to some extent, transmit
ego-involving criteria to their teammates. In order to
fit in, some young athletes will try to conform to the
criteria promoted by their peers.After all, adolescence is
a period when most young people rebel against adults,
challenging their norms and values and paying more
emphasis to peer norms (Cobb, 1994).
Our research has shown that the coach- and peercreated motivational climates are interrelated but

relatively independent constructs. Specifically, Vazou
et al. (2006) showed that the correlation between
the two task-involving facets was r = .49, similar to
the correlation between the ego-involving facets (r =
.45). Furthermore, in the same study it was shown that
the two types of climate can have additive effects on
young athletes’ motivational indices. Interaction effects
between the coach and peer climate were also tested;
however, these effects were not significant. Considering the very limited work that has been conducted in
this area to date, future research is essential in order
to further understand the potential interplay between
the coach and peer climates. To this end, longitudinal
designs can be instrumental in testing the strength and
direction of such relationships over time.
Future investigations might also examine the motivational consequences of being on a team where the prevailing coach- and peer-created motivational climates
are contradictory. For example, as a result of media
influences, some peers might glorify the demonstration
of normative ability and might promote interindividual
comparison. Such practices might result in a strong
ego-involving peer climate despite the efforts of the
coach to transmit task-involving cues. Parents are also
significant others who can influence the motivation of
young athletes (White et al., 1998; see also White, this
volume).Therefore, future research should examine the
role of parent-created climate in youth sport in conjunction with the coach- and peer-created climates.
Another interesting avenue for future research is
to examine whether there are significant within-team
variations in the perceptions of peer climate and, if so,
what implications these might have for applied work.
It is important to examine such within-team variations
because interventions to promote a task-involving motivational climate assume that members of the same team
are viewing the same“motivational picture,”which might
not always be the case (see Duda, 2001). Factors such as
the size of the team and the type of sport (individual vs.
team) might account for such within-team variations and
should be considered by future research. For example,
it is possible that perceptions of peer climate are more
homogeneous in smaller teams and in teams whose
members have been together over a number of years.
Furthermore, future qualitative work is needed to
examine how young athletes arrive at certain judgments
regarding the peer climate on their team. For example,
an interesting question to ask is whether perceptions
of peer climate on a team are the result of a few young
athletes with dominant personalities or whether such
perceptions are much broader and encompass the
whole team.
In this chapter we showed how the peer-created
motivational climate relates to a number of important
motivational indices in youth sport. However, our list
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of such indices is by no means exhaustive. In order to
further test the contribution of peer climate to young
peoples’ sport experiences, other outcome variables
should be assessed. For example, the relationship of
task- and ego-involving motivational climate with moral
development and aggression should be investigated.
Previous research suggests that positive peer relationships can help athletes develop moral sensitivity,
enhance their moral reasoning, and help them act in a
prosocial manner (Weiss & Stuntz, 2004). Furthermore,
the relationship between peer climate and variables
from self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985)
should be examined, in view of previous findings suggesting associations between the climate created by the
coach or physical education teacher, psychological need
satisfaction (Sarrazin et al., 2001), and self-determined
motivation (Ntoumanis, 2001).

Practical Implications
Theoretical knowledge in the area of motivational
climate has been increasingly put into practice in a
number of intervention studies in physical education
and sport (e.g., Papaioannou & Kouli, 1999; Solmon,
1996; Theeboom, DeKnop, & Weiss, 1995). This type
of work is important because it provides tangible evidence that teacher- and coach-created climates can be
structured in ways that foster student motivation.These
intervention studies have manipulated the adult-created
motivational climate by promoting task-involving motivational cues and downplaying ego-involving situational
goal structures and practices (Treasure, 2001).
Even though we acknowledge the importance of
coaches and teachers in determining the quality of
young peoples’ experiences in sport and physical
education, we suggest that future intervention work
should also consider how the peer-created motivational climate can be optimized in these settings.This is
important considering the research evidence reported
in this chapter, which demonstrates that peer influence
can predict athletes’ achievement-related responses in
youth sport independent of the coach climate.
For example, cooperative group learning can be used
to enhance athletes’ perception of relatedness support
from their teammates.When athletes work together to
learn or practice skills or when they strive to achieve
cooperative goals, they are more likely to feel accepted
and related to their peers. Moreover, whenever new
athletes are included on a team the coach should give
them opportunities to socialize with their teammates
and establish friendships.This can be done, for example,
by organizing social events outside training or by allocating time during training for the athletes to interact
at a social level. The development of such friendships

can foster a task-involving peer climate. This is corroborated by some quotes from Vazou et al.’s (2005)
interviews of young athletes: “They make you really
good friends so you don’t compare yourself to them
and how good they are” (13-year-old girl, hockey), and
“We are all together, we get on very well, very close, so
it’s a lot easier for us to give constructive criticism to
each other rather than trying to make people feel bad”
(16-year-old girl, hockey).
Also, athletes should be encouraged to praise their
teammates’ improvements and to evaluate them on
the basis of self-referenced criteria. Some examples
from the interviews of young athletes in the Vazou
et al. (2005) study exemplify the importance of peer
encouragement and praise:“If I don’t win a medal, they
[teammates] would still find something positive about
my performance, which cheers me up” (15-year-old boy,
judo), and “They [teammates] encourage me and I feel
more confident to try and improve my weaknesses,
and I don’t worry about how I am compared to other
people” (15-year-old girl, hockey).

Summary
Research examining how peers influence young people’s achievement motivation in sport is scarce.To this
end, research by Vazou and colleagues has examined
the nature of the peer-created motivational climate in
youth sport and how it relates to important motivational
indices. Based on a combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies, a valid and reliable questionnaire
assessing the peer-created climate (PeerMCYSQ) was
developed. This questionnaire measures task-involving (improvement, relatedness support, and effort)
and ego-involving (intrateam competition and ability
and intrateam conflict) facets of the peer climate. Preliminary empirical evidence indicates that a perceived
peer-created motivational climate can meaningfully
relate to important motivational indices such as physical
self-esteem, enjoyment, and commitment.
Research on peer-created motivational climate is still
in its infancy and many questions await exploration. In
this chapter, questions regarding the origins of the peer
climate, its relationship with the motivational climates
created by coaches and parents, and its potential variability within and between teams were discussed, along with
avenues for future research. An integrative framework
that fosters the task-involving facets of both the adult
and peer climates might hold the greatest potential for
intervention work in this area.The area of the peer-created motivational climate offers exciting opportunities
for researchers interested in youth sport, and we hope
that the evidence presented in this chapter will motivate
them to join our research journey.
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Discussion Questions
1. Describe and give examples of the task-involving and ego-involving dimensions that
define the peer-created motivational climate in youth sport, as identified by Vazou et
al. (2005).
2. Present the research findings to date regarding the relationship of the peer-created
motivational climate to important motivational indices in youth sport. What are the
implications of these findings?
3. Identify priorities for future research on peer-created motivational climate and justify
their importance.
4. Discuss possible ways of building a more task-involving peer-created motivational climate
on a team. What are some possibilities beyond what was suggested in the chapter?

