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Perfectionism has been shown to influence youth athletes’ sport experiences 
in a variety of ways, however, only a limited amount of evidence has been provided 
through a person-centered approach rather than the study of variables alone. This 
cross-sectional study investigated the differences in group cohesion, conflict, achieve-
ment goals and anxiety of 177 Brazilian youth athletes (M age = 16.15±0.90 years) 
according to 2 x 2 model of perfectionism. The instruments were the Sport Multidi-
mensional Perfectionism Scale-2, Sports Anxiety Scale-2, Youth Sport Environment 
Questionnaire, Group Conflict Questionnaire and Task and Ego Orientation in Sport 
Questionnaire. Data analysis was conducted through Cluster Analysis and Multi-
variate Analysis of Variance. The results revealed four clearly distinct perfectionism 
profiles: perfectionistic strivings, perfectionistic concerns, mixed perfectionism and 
nonperfectionist. The main findings revealed that the highest mean score in task 
cohesion and task orientation occurred for athletes with perfectionistic strivings in 
comparison to athletes with mixed and perfectionistic concerns. Athletes with per-
fectionistic concerns had higher scores in somatic anxiety, worry and concentration 
disruption when compared to the remaining profiles. Study implications include 
identifying athletes’ perfectionism profiles prior to intervention and increasing the 
attention and support over those at greater risk for less desirable outcomes (e.g. con-
flict and anxiety). It was concluded that perfectionistic striving seems to promote 
more positive experiences, such as both task cohesion and orientation, whilst perfec-
tionistic concerns seem to promote more experiences related to competitive anxiety. 
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Introduction 

It is fairly common to hear coaches describing the perfectionism of their 
athletes as something that encompasses a mixture of desirable and undesir-
able characteristics. On one hand, the propensity to define success or failure 
according to standards of achievement is described as a fundamental char-
acteristic of people who are considered to be perfectionists. On the other 
hand, other athletes are labeled perfectionists because of their tendency to 
fall apart under the pressure of their quest to behave and act in seemingly 
perfect ways (Hill, Madigan et al., 2019; Stoeber, 2018; Stricker et al., 2019). 

Nevertheless, what does it exactly mean to be perfectionist? Perfection-
ism is a personality disposition characterized by the establishment of high 
performance standards, accompanied by a tendency to excessive critical 
evaluation (Hill et al., 2019; Stoeber, 2018; Stricker et al., 2019). Different 
approaches and conceptual models have provided valuable knowledge about 
the positive and negative outcomes associated with each of the core dimen-
sions of perfectionism (Gaudreau, 2016). Contemporary understanding of 
perfectionism has progressed from a one-dimensional to multidimensional 
perspectives, which are characterized by the development of multiple sep-
arate dimensions of perfectionism (Stoeber, 2018). The hierarchical model 
proposed by Stoeber and Otto (2006) indicates the need to differentiate per-
fectionism into two major dimensions: perfectionistic concerns and perfec-
tionistic striving. 

Perfectionistic striving capture the aspects of perfectionism associated 
with high standards of personal achievement to perform a designated role 
with excellence (Stoeber, 2018). This dimension of perfectionism has been 
associated with several positive outcomes in sport, such as enhancement of 
performance (Holt, 2014), increased intrinsic motivation 

(Oliveira et al., 2015), self-confidence (Freire et al., 2020) and team co-
hesion (Nascimento Junior et al., 2020), along with indicators of subjective 
well-being and good psychological adjustment (Hill et al., 2019). 

Perfectionistic concerns, on the other hand, correspond to the aspects 
related to worries about making mistakes, fear of negative evaluation by oth-
ers, doubts about action, feelings of discrepancy between one’s expectations 
and performance, and negative reactions to imperfection (Hill et al., 2019; 
Stoeber, 2018; Stoeber & Otto, 2006). This dimension is frequently associat-
ed with negative outcomes, such as frustration of basic psychological needs 
(Jowett et al., 2016), negative emotional responses (Pineda-Espejel et al., 
2019), increased extrinsic motivation (Madigan, Stoeber, & Passfield, 2016), 
burnout (Gustafsson, Hill, Stenling, & Wagnsson, 2016), pre-competitive 
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anxiety (Freire et al., 2020) and reduced levels of team cohesion (Nascimento 
Junior, Freire, et al., 2020), being also related to indicators of psychological 
disadjustment and mental disorders (Méndez-GiMénez, CeCChini-estrAdA, 
& Fernández-Río, 2014). 

Recent studies have emerged to examine the different associations of 
concerns perfectionism, non-perfectionism and mixed perfectionism, authors 
have proposed the 2x2 dispositional perfectionism framework, which postu-
lates that the interaction between perfectionistic striving and concerns allows 
to differentiate between four subtypes of perfectionism (Mallinson-Howard et 
al., 2014; Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019). The first subtype is the non-perfec-
tionist (NP), which represents a neutral condition characterized by low scores 
on both perfectionistic striving and concerns. The second profile, pure perfec-
tionistic striving (PS), represents athletes scoring high on perfectionistic striv-
ings and low on perfectionistic concerns. The third subtype is characterized 
by high levels of perfectionistic concerns and low levels of perfectionistic striv-
ings, referred to as evaluative concerns perfectionism or pure perfectionistic 
concerns (PC). The fourth subtype is named mixed perfectionism (MP), de-
scribing athletes with high levels of both perfectionistic striving and concerns 
(Gaudreau, 2016; Gaudreau & Thompson, 2010; Muñoz-Villena, 

Gómez-López, & González-Hernández, 2020; Stoeber & Otto, 2006). 
This within-person configuration of perfectionistic profiles can be consid-
ered a useful form of analysis to differentiate and understand multiple ways 
of being perfectionist (Méndez-GiMénez et al., 2014; Mallinson-Howard et 
al., 2014; Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019).  

The four subtypes of perfectionism are proposed to be indicators of 
negative and positive experiences in youth sport (Mallinson-Howard, Hill, 
& Hall, 2019). Perfectionism can be seen as a predictor of adaptation and 
psychological well-being when youth athletes focus their efforts on how to 
achieve the proposed goals and provide appropriate support in a more real-
istic manner (Hill et al., 2019; Stoeber, 2018). Thus, recent studies have also 
tried to associate perfectionism with athletes’ perception of group processes, 
such as team cohesion (Nascimento et al., 2017; Nascimento Junior et al., 
2020). Team cohesion has been defined as “the dynamic process which is 
reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in 
the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of mem-
ber affective needs” (Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985). Cohesion can be 
differentiated in task cohesion and social cohesion. Task cohesion refers to 
the group members’ willingness to work together to reach a common goal, 
whilst social cohesion refers to the degree of how much the members enjoy 
each other (Eys, Bruner, & Martin, 2019). 
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Recent studies have demonstrated that perfectionism can be considered 
a positive predictive factor for high levels of team cohesion (Nascimento et 
al., 2017; Nascimento Junior et al., 2020). However, there is no evidence 
about the role of the 2x2 model of perfectionism on team cohesion within 
youth sport. Another group process that we assessed in the present study was 
group conflict, which has been defined by disagreements and interpersonal 
problems, being theorized by a two-dimensional nature, composed of social 
(negative affect) and task (disagreements in relation to objectives) conflicts 
(Barki & 

Hartwick, 2004). There is no evidence in the literature about the dif-
ferences in the youth athletes’ perception of group conflict according to the 
2x2 model of perfectionism, highlighting another gap this study intends to 
explore. 

The distinction between the subtypes of the 2x2 model may also prove to 
be relevant when investigating perfectionism and achievement goals among 
youth sport participants. According to Achievement Goals Theory (Nich-
olls, 1989), goal orientation refers to the situational goal structures created 
by social peers, being characterized in two distinct dimensions: a) task-ori-
entation, focused on the display of competence through selfassessment and 
a desire to enhance one’s own performance; b) ego-orientation, when indi-
viduals aim to display competence by outperforming others (i.e., normative 
competence), winning, and by displaying their superior performance in their 
social surroundings (Nicholls, 1989).  

Stoeber, Damian and Madigan (2018) conducted a systematic review of 
twenty-two studies on the association between achievement goals and per-
fectionism in a range of domains (e.g., sport, education, work). The majority 
of the studies found that perfectionistic athletes (athletes high in either per-
fectionistic strivings, concerns, or both) may still be more concerned about 
beating others than trying to master a task. Madigan, Stoeber and Passfield 
(2017) found that striving for perfection was positively associated with 
both mastery and performance-approach goals whereas negative reactions 
to imperfection were positively associated with mastery-avoidance, perfor-
mance-approach, and performance-avoidance goals within youth athletes. 
Nevertheless, perfectionism can also predict psychosocial maladjustment 
when the environment is harmful or low emotional self-regulation is part 
of the athletes’ beliefs (Freire et al., 2020; Gustafsson et al., 2016; Hill et 
al., 2019). In this way, when the approval and affection received by a youth 
athlete is conditioned by the achievement of unrealistic goals or perfor-
mance standards, several emotional negative experiences can be triggered 
(Muñoz-Villena et al., 2020).  
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A common outcome used to capture more specific emotional experienc-
es in youth sports is anxiety (Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019). Sports anxiety 
is among young sport participants and manifests itself in situations in which 
the performance adequacy of a young person is assessed (Smith et al., 2006). 
It has cognitive and somatic components, which is evident in the dimensions 
of concentration disruption and worry, as well as in the perception of phys-
iological arousal (Smith et al., 2006). These subscales of anxiety have been 
associated with lower enjoyment of sport, avoidance of sport, and dropout 
(Freire et al., 2020; Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019). Mallinson-Howard et 
al. (2019) examined the 2 × 2 model in regard to undesirable outcomes in-
dicative of negative experiences in youth sport, verifying that perfectionistic 
concerns were associated with the most negative experiences (higher nega-
tive affect, anxiety, and intentions to dropout), whilst perfectionistic striv-
ing was associated with the least negative experiences (lower negative affect, 
anxiety, antisocial behavior, and intentions to dropout and higher positive 
affect). Studies have shown that perfectionist strivings presented no associa-
tion with concentration disruption and somatic anxiety, whilst perfectionistic 
concerns was positively associated with these anxiety dimensions (Carter & 
Weissbrod, 2011; Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019). 

By characterizing the different ways in which perfectionism dimensions 
interact with each other to form specific profiles to represent individuals, 
the 2x2 model of perfectionism offers a person-centered approach to un-
derstanding different types of athletes according to their respective profiles. 
Thus, examining the associations between perfectionism profiles and other 
individual and environmental variables can provide relevant evidence for 
practical application. To summarize, perfectionism has been shown to affect 
the way in which athletes interact with their groups (cohesion and conflict), 
set and pursue their goals (goal orientation), and the experience emotions 
(anxiety), which could represent important moderators between perfection-
ism and outcomes in sport, such as performance and wellbeing. 

The Present Study 

Although there is already several evidences regarding the role of 2x2 mod-
el of perfectionism on the cognitive, affective and behavioral experiences of 
athletes within the sporting context (Madigan et al., 2017; Mallinson-Howard 
et al., 2019; Méndez-GiMénez et al., 2014), this study becomes relevant to the 
extent that it intends to explore the differences in positive and negative expe-
riences, specifically in pre-competitive anxiety, goal orientation, team cohesion 
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and group conflict among youth athletes with different profiles of perfection-
ism according to the conceptual framework proposed by Gaudreau (2016). 
The purpose of this study was to test the 2 × 2 model with a focus on outcomes 
of positive and negative experiences in youth sport. In line with the 2 × 2 mod-
el (Gaudreau, 2016), the starting hypothesis are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1. Athletes with PS will show less negative sport experiences 
(lower anxiety, ego orientation and group conflict) and higher positive expe-
riences (team cohesion and task orientation) compared to non-perfectionism; 

Hypothesis 2. Athletes with PC will show more negative sport expe-
riences (higher anxiety, ego orientation, and group conflict) compared to 
non-perfectionism; 

Hypothesis 3. Athletes with mixed perfectionism were hypothesized 
to show less negative sport experiences (lower anxiety, ego orientation and 
group conflict) compared to PC; Hypothesis 4. Athletes with mixed perfec-
tionism were hypothesized to show more negative sport experiences (higher 
anxiety, ego orientation, and group conflict) compared to PS. 

Method 

Study Design and Procedures 

The present study involved a cross-sectional research design with all data collected at 
one time point. Ethical approval was granted by the lead researcher’s university ethics and 
human research committee. Before any data was collected, permission was obtained from the 
organizing committee of the sports tournament where the data collection took place and the 
coaches of the teams involved. The data collection commenced after participants completed 
an informed consent form. Before completing the study questionnaire, brief instructions were 
provided to participants about the purpose of the research and what was required when com-
pleting the questionnaire. The questionnaire took participants 30 minutes to complete and the 
order of the questionnaires was randomized among participants to avoid bias.  

Participants

The participants were 177 youth athletes of both sexes (104 boys and 73 girls), aged be-
tween 11 and 18 years (M = 16.15; SD = .90), from teams that participated in a Brazilian School 
Games. Participants represented the following sports: futsal (n=64), volleyball (n=57), basket-
ball (n=14) and handball (n=42). The adolescents reported that they have been participating in 
their sport for an average of 4.41 years (SD = 3.25) and were with their current team for a mean 
time of 2.16 years (SD = 1.58). The participants were selected in a non-probabilistic way and for 
convenience and the selection criteria were as follows: 1) to practice the sport for more than 1 
year; and 2) to have participated in some regional/state level competition during the 2016/2017 
seasons. Only the athletes who had the informed consent read and signed by their respective 
coaches (responsible for the athletes in the sports event) participated in the study. 
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Instruments

Sport Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale-2 (SMPS-2). SMPS-2 was developed by Got-
wals and Dunn (2009), and validated for the Brazilian context by Nascimento Junior et al.  
(2015). It consists of 24 items answered on a Likert scale of five points (from 1=complete-
ly disagree to 5=completely agree). The results are grouped into four subscales: organiza-
tion-personal standards (OPS) (for example, “On the day of the competition, I have a routine 
that I try to follow”); concern over mistakes (COM) (for example, “If I don’t go well every 
time I’m competing, I feel like people don’t respect me as an athlete”); perceived parental 
pressure (PPP) (for example, “My parents set high levels of performance for me in my sport”); 
and doubts about action (DAA) (for example, “I usually feel uncertain as to whether or not 
my training effectively prepares me for competition”). Past studies have supported the facto-
rial validity, test-retest reliability, and internal consistency reliability of this scale with youth 
sport participants (Gustafsson et al., 2016; Jowett et al., 2016). The Cronbach’s Alpha (α = 
.72 to α = .77) indicated strong internal consistency for the present study (Hair et al., 2019). 

Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire (P-YSEQ). This  instrument was developed by 
Eys, Loughead, Bray and Carron (2009) and validated for Portuguese-speaking athletes by 
Nascimento Junior et al. (2018).  The YSEQ assesses team cohesion in youth between the ages 
of 13 to 17 years and consists of 16 items that evaluate task and social cohesion, and 2 spurious 
items that do not enter in the analysis, totaling 18 items. Task cohesion contains eight items 
and a sample item is “We all share the same commitment to our team’s goals”. 

Social cohesion contains eight items and a sample item is “I spend time with my team-
mates”. All items are scored on a 9-point Likert-type scale anchored at the extremes of 1 
(strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly agree). The literature has demonstrated the factorial 
validity, testretest reliability, and internal consistency reliability of this scale in youth sport 
participants (Nascimento Junior, Silva et al., 2019; Tamminen et al., 2019). The Cronbach’s 
Alpha (α = .79 to α = .88) indicated strong internal consistency for the present study (Hair 
et al., 2019).  

Group Conflict Questionnaire (P-GCQ). The GCQ was developed by Paradis et al. 
(2014), and validated for the Brazilian context by Nascimento Junior, Codonhato, et al. (2020). 
It contains 12 items distributed in two dimensions: task conflict (e.g., “The team’s ability to 
be successful is jeopardized because of heated disagreements during competition”) and social 
conflict (e.g., “Emotions run high in social situations over personal disagreements brought 
to light”). All items reference a cognition (such as disagreement), a negative emotion (such 
as anger), and a behavioral action (such as sabotage). Reponses are provided on a 9-point 
Likerttype scale, anchored at the extremes of 1 (strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly agree). Past 
researches have demonstrated the factorial validity, test-retest reliability, and internal consis-
tency reliability of this scale with youth sport participants (Nascimento Junior, Codonhato, 
et al., 2020; Paradis et al., 2014). The Cronbach’s Alpha (α = .89 to α = .94) indicated strong 
internal consistency for the present study (Hair et al., 2019). Sport Anxiety Scale-2 (SAS-2). 
The SAS-2 was developed by (Smith et al., 2006) and validated for the Brazilian context 
by Silva-Rocha and Osório (2017). SAS-2 consists of 15 items and evaluates the individual 
differences at somatic anxiety (for example, “My body feels tense”) and at two dimensions 
of cognitive anxiety (worry -for example “I worry that I will play badly”; and concentration 
disorder -for example, “It is hard to concentrate on the game”). The items are answered on 
a four-point Likert scale (1 = never to 4 = almost always). Previous work have demonstrated 
the factorial validity, test-retest reliability, and internal consistency reliability of this scale with 
youth sport participants 
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(Freire et al., 2020; Silva-Rocha & Osório, 2017). The Cronbach’s Alpha of the dimensions 
(α= 0.70 to α= 0.72) indicated strong internal consistency for the present study (Hair et al., 2019).

Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ). The TEOSQ was  developed  
by Duda and Nicholls (1989) and validated for the Brazilian context  by Goulart et al. (2007) 
was used to measure young athletes goal orientations. This scale consists of eight taskrelated (“I 
learn a new skill by trying hard”) and eight ego-related (“I can do better than my friends”) items 
reflecting the definitions of success in sport contexts. The items are prefaced with the heading “I 
feel most successful in this class when...” Young athletes rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The literature has demonstrated the fac-
torial validity, test-retest reliability, and internal consistency reliability of this scale in youth sport 
participants (Cheuczuk et al., 2016). The Cronbach’s Alpha of the dimensions (α=.79 to α= .91) 
indicated strong internal consistency for the present study (Hair et al., 2019).

Data Analysis

We applied cluster analysis, using the non-hierarchical method of quick cluster analysis, 
which allows previously specifying the number of clusters to be formed, so that only one cluster 
solution is given, and it also permits moving subjects from one group to another during the group-
ing process in order to optimize the cluster solution (Clatworthy et al., 2005). The profiles of youth 
athletes perfectionism were defined based on the different combinations of the dimensions OPS, 
COM, PPP and DAA, which were taken as indicators of the two dimensions proposed by the 2 
× 2 model (Perfectionistic striving and concerns, respectively) as in previous studies (Franche, 
Gaudreau, & Miranda, 2012; Gaudreau & Verner-Filion, 2012). Before cluster analysis, we stan-
dardized the raw scores because the four subscales did not contain the same number of items. In 
order to replicate the 2 × 2 model, we defined an initial solution of four clusters. According to the 
criterion of Cumming  and Duda (2012), z scores below -0.5 are considered to be low levels; z 
scores between -0.5 and +0.5 moderate, and z scores over +0.5 are considered high. 

We then carried out various Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVA) to examine 
the differences between the four clusters identified in the positive and negative experiences, 
and thus verify the validity of the hypotheses posed by the 2 × 2 model. 

Subsequently, in cases presenting statistical significance, post hoc tests were performed 
(Scheffé method) to determine between which groups such differences were found. The ef-
fect size (ES) was indicated by eta square partial (η2). Regarding the Rhea(2004) criteria for 
athletes, it was adopted the following classifications: η2 < 0.25 = trivial, 0.25≤ η2 < 0.50 = low, 
0.50 ≤ η2 <1.0 = moderate and η2 ≥ 1.0 = large effect size. All analyses were conducted in the 
SPSS 22.0 software, adopting the level of significance of p < 0.05.

Results

Preliminary Analysis 

Prior to all analysis, missing data was imputed using multiple imputa-
tion chain equations (mice package for R). No cases were excluded due to 
incorrect answering, since only few missing values were present (e.g., ath-
lete skipped single items). The Shapiro-Wilk test was used to assess data 
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normality, revealing a non-parametric univariate distribution. In this sense, 
the bivariate relationship between variables was tested through Spearman 
correlations. Data was screened for outliers and two cases were excluded 
based on the Mahalanobis distance. The data has also shown multivariate 
non-parametric distribution according to the Mardia test. 

Descriptive Analysis 

Table I presents the means, standard deviations, minimum, maximum, 
skewness and kurtosis for all variables. The mean scores on the 1-5 response 
scale of the SMPS-2 revealed high levels of OPS and COM followed by mod-
erate levels of PPP and DAA. The mean scores on the 1-9 response scale of 
the P-YSEQ revealed moderate-to-high scores on team cohesion for both 
task and social components, while levels of task and social group conflict 
were moderate to low, according to the mean scores on the 1-9 response scale 
of the P-GCQ. The mean scores on the 1-9 response scale of the TEOSQ 
revealed that these athletes’ task orientation was greater than their ego orien-
tation, however, mostly moderate levels of task orientation were found. The 
participants also displayed high levels of somatic anxiety, moderate worry 
and scored low for concentration disruption. 

The correlations revealed that age was significantly and positively as-
sociated with ego orientation, social conflict and somatic anxiety (r range = 
.15 to .16) and negatively associated with social cohesion (r=-.15). Time of 
practice was significantly and positively associated with time within the team 
and PPP (r=.21 and .26, respectively). Time within the team was significantly 
and negatively associated with ego orientation, PPP and concentration dis-
ruptions (r range = -.18 to .21). Task cohesion was significantly and positively 
associated with goals orientation (r=.36 and .21, respectively) and negative-
ly associated with COM, DAA, group conflict and anxiety (r range = -.18 
to -.35). Social Cohesion were significantly and positively associated with 
goals orientation (r=.16 and .27, respectively) and negatively associated with 
DAA and anxiety (r range = -.16 to -.34). Ego orientation were significantly 
and positively associated with OPS, PPP, group conflict, somatic anxiety and 
concentration disruptions (r range = .16 to .37). Task orientation was signifi-
cantly and positively associated with OPS (r = .32) and negatively associated 
with group conflict and concentration disruptions (r range = -.17 to -.23). 
OPS were significantly and negatively associated with anxiety (r range = -.16 
to -.27). COM, PPP and DAA were significantly and positively associated 
with conflict group and anxiety (r range = .18 to .42). Conflict group were 
significantly and positively associated with anxiety (r range = .21 to .47). 
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All other associations between the variables of study were not statistical-
ly significant. 

Cluster Analysis

According to the above criteria, the first cluster, which included 38 in-
dividuals (21.50%), was characterized by high levels of OPS and moderate 
to low levels of COM, PPP and DAA. Consequently, this group was called 
Perfectionistic Striving. The second cluster was made up of 43 participants 
(24.30%) who scored moderate in all perfectionist dimensions. Thus, we de-
cided to call this cluster as Mixed Perfectionism. The third cluster included 
61 athletes (35.50%) with high scores in COM, PPP and DAA and moderate 
scores in OPS. This cluster was called Perfectionistic Concerns. Lastly, we 
found a fourth cluster containing 35 participants (19.80%) with low scores 
in all dimensions, which was labeled Non-Perfectionist (see Figure 1). 

Fig. 1. - Graphic representation of the profiles of youth athletes’ perfectionism 
through cluster analysis.
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Inter-group Differences in Positive and Negative Experiences 

Table II demonstrates that there was significant difference in time 
within the team (F=5.356, p =.002) according to the profiles of perfection-
ism. The highest mean scores in time within the team occurred for athletes 
with PS, mixed perfectionism and non-perfectionism compared to athletes 
with PC. 

In Table III, MANOVA results showed significant difference between 
the profiles of perfectionism in task cohesion (F=2.628, p=.049) and task 
orientation (F=3.840, p=.011). The highest mean score in both task cohe-
sion and orientation occurred for athletes with PS in comparison to athletes 
with mixed perfectionism, PC and non-perfectionism profiles, and the effect 
size of the difference was low (η2 range= .44 to .62). It was possible also to 
observe significant difference between the perfectionism profiles in somatic 
anxiety (F = 4.780; p = .003), worry (F=4.750, p=.003) and concentration 
disruption (F = 8.505; p = <.001). Athletes with PS showed lower score of so-
matic anxiety when compared to athletes with PC, and the effect size of this 
difference was moderate (η2 = .77). Further, athletes with PS showed lower 
score of worry when compared to athletes with PC and mixed perfectionism, 
with a moderate effect size (η2 = .76). Furthermore, athletes with PC profile 
had higher scores at concentration disruption when compared to athletes of 
all other profiles, and the effect size of this difference was large (η2 = 1.29). 

Discussion 

The present study had the goal of exploring the differences in positive 
and negative experiences of goal orientation, group conflict, group cohesion 

Table II
Comparison Of The Age, Practice Time And Time Within The Team According To 701 Perfectionist  

Profile Among Youth Athletes.

Variables Perfectionistic 
Striving

Mixed 
Perfectionism

Perfectionistic 
Concerns

Non- 
Perfectionism

F   P	 η2

M (Sd) M (Sd) M (Sd) M (Sd) 

Age 16.08 (.86) 16.18 (.90) 16.06 (1.09) 16.30 (.74) .496 .686	 .10 

Years of experience 4.49 (3.40) 4.25 (2.88) 4.18 (2.88) 4.18 (3.68) .548 .650	 .11 

Time within the team 32.37 (19.87) 32.51 (21.16) 18.68 (16.19)a 30.03 (20.17) 5.356 .002*	 .97 

Note: M=mean and Sd= standard deviation. MANOVA. p>.05 among: a) PC with PS, mixed Perfection-
ism And Non-Perfectionism. Note: M=Mean And Sd= Standard Deviation.
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and precompetitive anxiety of young athletes according to their profile of 
perfectionism, as described by the 2x2 model of perfectionism (Gaudreau & 
Thompson, 2010). Four initial hypothesis were drawn based on theoretical 
assumptions: H1a) the PS profile would exhibit greater levels of positive 
experiences along with H1b) attenuated negative experiences compared to a 
non-perfectionism profile; H2) the PC profile would present greater scores 
on negative experiences compared to a non-perfectionism profile; H3) a 
mixed-perfectionism profile would show less negative experiences in com-
parison to the PC profile; and H4) athletes with a mixed profile would have 
higher levels of negative experiences than those characterized by PS. 

In this sense, results have shown that athletes with a PS profile had great-
er levels of task orientation compared to the non-perfectionism profile, what 
is in line with current literature suggesting a more task-related approach for 
athletes who strive for perfection (Madigan et al., 2017), however, levels of all 
other tested variables remained similar between these two profiles, providing 
little to no support for H1.  

Providing only partial support for H2, the PC profile displayed higher 
levels of concentration disruption compared to the non-perfectionism profile, 

Table III
Comparison Of The Team Cohesion, Goals Orientation, Group Conflict And Anxiety According To Perfec-

tionistic Profile Among Youth Athletes.

Variables Perfectionistic
Striving

Mixed
Perfectionism

Perfectionistic
Concerns

Non- 
Perfectionism

F p η 2 ρ

M (Sd) M (Sd) M (Sd) M (Sd)

Team cohesion
Task Cohesion 8.08 (.90)a 7.26 (1.41) 7.51 (1.17) 7.43 (1.95) 2.628 .049* .44 

Social Cohesion 7.25 (1.24) 6.43 (1.81) 6.52 (1.46) 6.40 (1.77) 2.483 .063 .41 

Goals Orientation 
Ego Orientation 2.28 (.77) 2.35 (.98) 2.52 (.91) 2.03 (1.04) 2.112 .101 .35 

Task Orientation 4.41 (.46)a 4.17 (.64) 4.01 (.65) 4.02 (62) 3.840 .011* .62 

Group Conflict 
Task Conflict 4.21 (2.12) 4.48 (2.13) 4.80 (1.82) 4.01 (2.11) 1.213 .306 .21 

Social Conflict 3.47 (2.32) 3.81 (2.40) 4.50 (2.13) 3.37 (2.77) 2.311 .078 .39 

Anxiety 
Somatic Anxiety 16.76 (6.64)b 20.67 (6.87) 21.90 (6.28) 20.48 (7.08) 4.780 .003* .77

Worry 14.97 (6.12)c 18.58 (6.03) 19.29 (5.17) 17.91 (5.71) 4.750 .003* .76 

Concentration 
Disruption 8.94 (2.48) 10.32 (3.22) 12.18 (3.18)d 10.28 (3.84) 8.505 <.001* 1.29

* Significant difference (MANOVA) – p<.05 among: a) PS with mixed, PC and non-perfectionism; b) PS 
with PC; c) PS with mixed and PC; d) PC with PS, mixed and non-perfectionism. Note: M=mean; Sd= 
standard deviation.
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corroborating with the existing evidence positively associating the PC profile 
with symptoms of anxiety (Carter & Weissbrod, 2011; Mallinson-Howard 
et al., 2019), higher scores of ego orientation comparing these two profiles 
reached a near-significant difference (p=0,08), a relationship currently sup-
ported by evidences from a systematic review showing positive associations 
between perfectionistic concerns, characteristic of the PC profile, and ego 
orientation (Stoeber, 2018). Meanwhile, the remaining negative experiences 
(group conflict, worry and somatic anxiety) did not vary significantly be-
tween them.  

In support of H3, athletes with mixed-perfectionism have experienced 
less concentration disruption compared to athletes with a PC profile, al-
though both profiles present characteristics of perfectionistic concerns, 
which have been linked to greater experiences of anxiety, it is possible that 
the aspects of perfectionist strivings that are present within the mixed profile 
may have acted as a protective factor against concentration disruption (Car-
ter & Weissbrod, 2011; Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019). On the other hand, 
no differences were found between these two profiles for all other negative 
experiences assessed. 

We found only partial support for H4 as well, as athletes with a mixed 
profile of perfectionism presented higher levels of worry compared to the 
PS profile, while their higher scores of somatic anxiety were on the brink of 
statistical significance (p=0,055). These results suggest that, despite striving 
for perfection as well, the higher prevalence of perfectionist concerns in the 
mixed profile may be responsible for some undesirable outcomes such as 
symptoms of anxiety (Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019). The remaining nega-
tive experiences were similar between PS and mixed profiles. The PS profile 
scored higher on task cohesion compared to the mixed profile of perfection-
ism, a result not initially hypothesized. Considering the lack of evidences 
about team cohesion specificities within the 2x2 model of perfectionism in 
youth sports, such result represent a new evidence supporting the positive 
association between striving for perfection and team cohesion found by pre-
vious studies (Nascimento et al., 2017; Nascimento Junior et al., 2020) 

In light of these results, none of our initial hypothesis has been fully 
supported. One possible reason for failing to confirm our hypothesis may 
be the focus on trying to differentiate profiles according athletes’ negative 
experiences (H1b, H2, H3 and H4). Although a series of differences were 
identified for anxiety symptoms, levels of ego orientation and both dimen-
sions of group conflict seem to have not been influenced by the athletes’ 
perfectionism profile, contradicting the majority of our expectations.  

One possible explanation for the similarity between ego orientation 
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scores across all four profiles of perfectionism is that these young school 
athletes were not ego-oriented in general (Table 1), regardless of their perfec-
tionistic traits, contradicting the results from the literature on achievement 
goals and perfectionism that found concerns about beating others and ful-
filling the ego for athletes with either high perfectionist strivings or concerns 
(Stoeber, 2018). Considering the absence of relationships between group 
conflict and different profiles of perfectionism, it is possible that the dis-
agreements and interpersonal problems experiences by athletes in Brazilian 
school sports might be much more sensitive to situational factors rather than 
an individual personality trait, which differs from findings from a study by 
Mallinson et al. (2014) suggesting differences in interpersonal relationships 
based on perfectionistic characteristics with young athletes from the UK. It 
is important to mention, however, that these authors did not assess the same 
variable of group conflict as in the present study. 

No major hypothesis was drawn for comparisons between the two ex-
tremes of the 2x2 model of perfectionism: the PS vs PC profiles. Still, we 
found greater scores of task orientation followed by lower levels of all three 
symptoms of anxiety when comparing PS perfectionists with PC ones. The 
PS profile was also more task-oriented than non-perfectionist athletes (H1a), 
and more task-cohesive than mixed-perfectionists. These results highlight 
the importance of setting high standards of personal achievement and orga-
nization while being realistic and not overemphasizing perfectionistic con-
cerns when striving for perfection (Hill et al., 2019; Stoeber, 2018), leading 
to athletes that are task-committed and less likely to fall apart due to the pres-
sures of showing unrealistic perfection, consequently staying within more 
functional levels of anxiety (Carter & Weissbrod, 2011; Mallinson-Howard 
et al., 2019). 

Regarding the inconsistencies between the theoretically drawn hypoth-
esis and the evidenced results, it is important to remember that the theory 
is being tested in a different cultural setting than the one where it has been 
originally developed. Therefore, it is possible that the interaction between 
each profile and the environment might have not been as straightforward as 
initially hypothesized. The reasoning behind such difference from theory to 
the observed data may be found on the importance of culture for each the 
socially-related aspects of perfectionism (COM, PPP and DAA). 

The study by Franche et al. (2012) also found cross-cultural differences 
within the four profiles of perfectionism while trying to predict academic 
performance, their four initial hypothesis were confirmed for European Ca-
nadians while only two of these hypothesis held true for Asian Canadians. In 
line with these findings, present results with a Brazilian sample also suggest 
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that the outcomes from each perfectionism profile are influenced by socially 
prescribed factors, which differ among cultures. Such results highlight the 
importance of replicating the theory in different environments, as well as 
the need for more investigations about the 2x2 model of perfectionism in 
different cultures, to better understand the intricacies of each profile of per-
fectionism in a variety of cultural settings. 

Despite the influences from cultural differences, one strong aspect that 
deserves to be highlighted was that cluster analysis (Figure 1) were able to 
successfully replicate the profiles suggested by the 2x2 model in our sample 
(Gaudreau & Thompson, 2010), reinforcing this framework’s strength and 
replicability, along with its usefulness when applied to the study of athletes’ 
perfectionism in a practical setting. Moreover, we were able to identify a 
higher prevalence of the PC profile on our sample of young athletes (35.5%), 
while the PS (21.5%) and non-perfectionist (19.8%) profiles were the least 
prevalent. Such profile distribution indicates that over half of our subjects 
(59.8%) possessed moderate to high levels of PC perfectionism traits, corre-
sponding to the PC and mixed profiles. 

In agreement with the recommendation by Hill and Madigan (2017) re-
view of perfectionism studies, advocating for the use of the 2x2 model as a 
better approach for the study of perfectionism, the study of group cohesion 
in sports within the 2x2 framework constitutes an original aspect of our in-
vestigation, even further, accounting for both team cohesion and team con-
flict has offered a more complete understanding of team dynamics in relation 
to perfectionism. This is also the first study to analyze group conflict and 
goal orientation of athletes through the 2x2 model of perfectionism in school 
sports. We found it important to reiterate our present contributions in light 
of the existing evidence about cognitive, affective and behavioral experienc-
es of athletes grounded on the 2x2 model of perfectionism (Madigan et al., 
2017; Mallinson-Howard et al., 2019; Méndez-GiMénez et al., 2014), as well 
as for perfectionism possibly being one of the most studied personality traits 
in sports (Hill & Madigan, 2017). 

Another original aspect found when comparing these profiles was that 
the athletes with a PC profile had a significantly lower time as being members 
of their teams, with a near-large effect of size (η2=0.97) (Table II). Although 
it is hard to draw conclusions regarding the relationship between PC traits of 
perfectionism and time as team member right away, it is possible to suggest 
two different hypothesis for such result: 1) being a relatively newer member 
of the team could increase an athletes’ perfectionistic concerns for not feeling 
entirely adapted to that team environment yet; or 2) athletes scoring high on 
perfectionist concerns will last for shorter periods of time as members of a 
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team. Either way, more studies are still necessary to investigate the specifici-
ties of the time within the team and PC relationship. 

Considering all of our contributions, some limitations deserved to be 
recognized. 

Having only participants from school team sports represented a limita-
tion for both age (14-17yrs) and competitive level (regional/state level), how-
ever, most if not all athletes have been through these early stages of competi-
tive sports, an extremely important setting to be studied. Another limitation 
was that the present sample only represented the northeast region of Brazil, 
which has its own cultural characteristics. Both these limitations are import-
ant to be kept in mind when attempting to generalize present results. In light 
of some marginally significant statistical results, it is important to remember 
that p-value statistics are very sensitive to sample sizes, and although a rea-
sonable number of athletes were surveyed, each of the four groups ended up 
composed of a small number of subjects. Lastly, the cross-sectional nature 
of our investigation does not allow for inferring causality and is limited to 
a specific point in time, not assessing how variables progress through time. 

Having these limitations in mind, future investigations could benefit from 
having larger sample sizes to gather greater amounts of variance across all 
groups of perfectionism profiles, representing athletes from different sports, 
age groups, competitive levels and cultural settings, while also increasing sta-
tistical power. Adopting a longitudinal method to assess athletes across dif-
ferent points in time can offer important contributions to the understanding 
or how these psychological variables are shaped throughout time, as well as 
for identifying seasonal differences in team dynamics, for example, from ear-
ly season training to a competition period. Moreover, mixed-method designs 
that include both quantitative and qualitative methods could also enrich our 
understanding of such complex psychological attributes. 

Conclusion

In general, our novel findings using cluster analysis suggested that both 
demographic variables and psychology positive and negative experiences in 
youth sport variables impact upon Brazilian participants’ in 2 x 2 model of 
perfectionism development in youth sport. Specifically, young people partic-
ipating in the sport with a PS profile had more years of experience in their 
sport, and these young people also scored higher for team cohesion (task) 
and goal orientation (task). In contrast, young practitioners with a PC profile 
had high scores for competitive anxiety. From a practical standpoint, the im-
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portance of developing an interpersonal environment with athletes, coaches 
and physical education professionals is highlighted, since such environments 
tend to contribute to the development of cohesion group and goal orienta-
tion and decrease levels of conflict group and anxiety among youth athletes.  
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