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Abstract 

Research shows that the coach/athlete relationship serves as a moderating factor for athlete 

burnout. This study retrospectively investigated whether different dimensions of coach/athlete 

relationships––commitment, closeness, and complementarity (3Cs)––moderated the relationships 

between years of sport participation and burnout, and the number of sports played and burnout 

among former high school athletes. Participants were 234 college students (Mage = 20.76; 160 

females, 70 males, three other, and 1 unspecified) who were former high school athletes from a 

Midwestern university. They completed a survey including demographic questions and items 

related to the coach-athlete relationship and burnout. Moderation analyses indicated that athletes’ 

perception of their coaches’ 3Cs significantly moderated the relationship between years of sport 

participation and burnout, but not between number of sports played and burnout. Furthermore, 

3Cs and years of sport participation also independently predicted burnout. Thus, coaches who 

promote the 3Cs may create an environment less susceptible to burnout.  

 Keywords: youth sport, closeness, commitment, complementarity, interaction 
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The Moderating Role of the Coach/Athlete Relationship in Athlete Burnout 

Among Former High School Athletes 

 It has been well established that the coach/athlete relationship impacts the athlete in 

several ways. The absence of a quality relationship between the athlete and the coach is a 

frequent reason why youth athletes develop burnout (Chu & Zhang, 2019). The coach/athlete 

relationship is a connection of emotions, thoughts, and behaviors, which may influence athletes’ 

behavior, subsequent performance, and participation (Isoard-Gautheur, Trouilloud, Gustafsson, 

& Guillet-Descas, 2016; Jowett & Meek, 2000). Furthermore, if the athlete perceived the coach’s 

instructions as positive (i.e., trusts what the coach is saying), the athlete is more likely to 

experience physical and psychological growth (Felton & Jowett, 2013). In contrast, athletes’ 

negative perception of the coach/athlete relationship has been associated with greater burnout 

(Olympiou, Jowett, & Duda, 2008). Thus, examining athletes’ perception of the coach/athlete 

relationship and its significant implications on burnout is warranted.   

Past research suggests that the athlete’s perception of the coach/athlete relationship may 

influence athlete behavior, including remaining positive throughout the season (Isoard-Gautheur 

et al., 2016), becoming involved with the team (Frake, 2008), and demonstrating burnout 

symptoms (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016; Price & Weiss, 2000). This perception of the 

coach/athlete relationship can be represented by the coach’s commitment, closeness, and 

complementarity (3Cs; Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016; Olympiou et al., 2008). The 3Cs are defined 

as follows (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004): (a) commitment is a perception in which coaches and/or 

athletes fully invest in the entire process; (b) closeness refers to the level of trust and respect the 

athlete and coach have for one another; (c) complementarity is an emphasis on behaviors which 

may convey readiness, responsiveness, and/or friendliness. Each of the 3Cs contributes to 
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fundamentally different outcomes. Depending upon the athletes’ ultimate goals, some of the 3Cs 

could mean more to certain athletes than the others. For instance, commitment from coaches may 

be more important for high school athletes striving to play in college, whereas closeness and/or 

complementarity may be more important for those who play less competitively to enhance their 

last athletic experience. Essentially, the coach/athlete relationship is a complicated dynamic that 

may be crucial to the athlete’s avoidance of burnout and preservation of well-being (Felton & 

Jowett, 2013).   

Burnout is the accumulation of stressors, which negatively alters athletes’ view of their 

role on the team and eventual performance (Isoard-Gautheur, Guillet-Descas, & Lemyre, 2012). 

Burnout consists of (a) emotional and physical exhaustion, defined by feelings of fatigue related 

to training and competition demands; (b) reduced sense of accomplishment, described as a loss 

of efficacy and reduced view of one’s sport performance and accomplishments; and (c) sport 

devaluation, a viewpoint that lessens the importance towards sport and performance quality  

(Raedeke, 1997). Sport is a typical platform for athletes and coaches to formulate a relationship 

which will allow for personal growth and success (Jowett & Nezlek, 2012). Moreover, 

perception of a negative coach/athlete relationship has been associated with lower personal 

accomplishment, higher emotional and physical exhaustion, and more negative feelings about 

their sport (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016), which may contribute to burnout. This was also 

evidenced by Cresswell and Eklund’s (2007) qualitative study in which rugby players who did 

not report burnout reported positive social support and open communication with their coaches. 

Yet, limited research exists examining the relationship between athlete perceptions of the 3Cs 

and burnout (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016; McGee & DeFreese, 2019). However, findings have 

indicated that athletes’ perception of the quality of the coach/athlete relationship may negatively 
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predict burnout dimensions of emotional/physical exhaustion (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016; 

McGee & DeFreese, 2019), reduced sense of accomplishment (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016; 

McGee & DeFreese, 2019), and sport devaluation (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016). Furthermore, 

an examination of 360 athletes from competitive team and individual sports at various levels (i.e. 

regional, national, or international) revealed that athletes who perceived greater 3Cs reported 

higher personal accomplishment (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016). 

In addition to the quality of sport participation (e.g., coach/athlete relationship), the 

quantity of sport participation (e.g., years of sport participation, number of sports played) has 

been shown to contribute to athlete burnout. Jowett and Nezlek (2012) found that more years of 

interaction between the coach and the athlete predicted stronger athlete satisfaction. However, as 

the coach/athlete relationship’s duration lengthens, stakes become higher and athletes may view 

investments as greater (Jowett & Clark-Carter, 2006).  

Athlete burnout occurs over an extended amount of time when stress continually 

accumulates (see Gustafsson, Kenttä, & Hassmén, 2011). However, it is conceivable that athletes 

who are able to accumulate more years of sport participation may learn to handle the stress more 

efficiently than those athletes who start later in life. This was evidenced by adolescent 

competitive swimmers whose total years of swimming was positively related with intentions to 

continue to swim (Larson, Young, McHugh, & Rodgers, 2019). Additionally, Isoard-Gautheur, 

Guillet-Descas, Gaudreau, and Chanal (2015) found that certain burnout symptoms decreased as 

athlete accumulated more years of sport participation. Conversely, too much sport engagement in 

one sport may be an antecedent of athlete burnout (Gustafsson et al., 2011). Interviews of 12 

Swedish athletes from a variety of sports at the international and national level, who dropped out 

of their particular sport two years prior, indicated that three of those athletes solely attributed 
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their burnout to overtraining (Gustafsson, Hassmén, Kenttä, & Johansson, 2008). Furthermore, 

the burnt-out athletes mentioned low autonomy and insufficient recovery time as precursors to 

burnout (Gustafsson et al., 2008). Consequently, large training loads have been shown to 

contribute to the development of burnout (see Gustafsson et al., 2011).  Gustafsson, Kenttä, 

Hassmén, & Lundqvist (2007) suggested a need for further investigation in determining risk 

factors for athlete burnout, other than training load. Despite the suggestion occurring over a 

decade ago, it appears quite relevant since there appears to be a lack of research investigating 

burnout’s relationship with some sport-specific variables (e.g. years of sport participation, 

number of sport teams).   

Furthermore, athletes who focus on one sport and/or over train, are less likely to maintain 

sport participation and goal achievement (Myer et al., 2015). Moreover, sport specialization, 

especially in youth athletes, seldom results in collegiate or professional accomplishments 

(Malina, 2010). However, many athletes reside to sport specialization for a multitude of reasons: 

(a) pressure from parents to excel; (b) a competition amongst peers to be the best at a particular 

sport; (c) college scholarships; and/or (d) professional contracts (Malina, 2010). Furthermore, 

specializing in one sport limits athlete exposure to different coaching styles, additional 

teammates, and different sport dynamics, which could teach them different coping skills and/or 

diversify their social relationships (Malina, 2010). These restrictions may suggest that athletes 

who specialize in one sport early in their sport career may be more likely to experience burnout, 

compared to athletes who play a variety of sports (Wiersma, 2000). Most research has focused 

on sport specialization and its effect on athlete burnout, while neglecting to investigate a 

potential relationship between the number of sports played and burnout. Previous examination of 

this relationship suggests that playing more sports could reduce athletes’ risk to injury, alleviate 
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the year-round pressure, and improve levels of physical and mental health (Myer et al., 2015). 

Thus, it may be reasonable to assume that if sport specialization has a positive relationship with 

burnout, then the number of sports played may have a negative relationship with burnout. Further 

examination of how years of sport participation and number of sports played relate to burnout 

may highlight potential protective and risk factors for athlete burnout.  

In addition to focusing on the 3Cs as separate entities, we consider those factors as 

moderators in the relationships between years of sport participation and burnout, and number of 

sports played and burnout. The 3Cs’ moderating role was supported by Appleton and Duda 

(2016) who indicated that perceived motivational climate significantly moderated the 

relationship between the athletes’ quality of sport engagement and their general health. Because 

coping resources serve as a moderator between stress and burnout, the 3Cs may moderate the 

relationship between these sport participation factors (years of sport participation and number of 

sports played) and burnout (Raedeke & Smith, 2004). Moreover, the significance of the current 

study highlights the important role coaches play in athletes’ sport longevity. That is, coaches 

should be mindful about their comments, actions, and overall behavior toward individual athletes 

and the team.    

Purpose and Hypotheses 

 The primary purpose of this study was to retrospectively investigate whether different 

dimensions of the coach/athlete relationship––the 3Cs––moderated the relationships between 

years of sport participation and burnout, and the number of sports played and burnout among 

former high school athletes. Athlete burnout has been attributed to a poor coach/athlete 

relationship (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016), which highlights the importance a coach may have on 
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an athletes’ abilities and overall wellness. As previously noted, the current study would fill an 

important gap in literature by examining athletes’ perception of the 3Cs in relation to burnout.  

We hypothesized that (a) the 3Cs would significantly moderate the relationships between 

years of sport participation and burnout, and the number of sports played and burnout; and (b) 

years of sport participation and/or number of sports played would be negatively related to 

burnout. Specifically, we expected that the years of sport participation and number of sports 

played would have stronger prediction of burnout when the 3Cs were low. 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

 Participants were 240 college students (Mage = 20.72, SD = 4.47; 166 females, 70 males, 

three other, and one unspecified), from a Midwestern university who were former high school 

athletes. Participants’ primary sport included baseball, basketball, bowling, cheerleading, 

competitive dance, crew, cross country, curling, diving, football, golf, gymnastics, hockey, 

equestrian, lacrosse,  mixed martial arts, powerlifting, skiing, soccer, softball, swimming, tennis, 

track and field, volleyball, and wrestling. Participants’ race/ethnicity composition was 87.5% 

White, 4.2% mixed race, 4.2% Hispanic, 2.1% Asian, 1.7% African American, and 0.4% 

American Indian or Alaska Native. On average, the participants’ sport experience with a coach 

was 9.67 years (SD = 4.08). After the study was approved by the Institutional Review Board, 

participants were recruited through the university’s Experiential Research Learning Program 

(ERLP), an online platform for students to complete research studies for extra credit points in 

their undergraduate psychology courses, which included an online survey for this study. After 

participants completed an online consent form, they continued to answer a series of questions on 

the survey, which took them an average of 161 minutes to complete.    
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Measures  

 Participants were asked to retrospectively provide information about their past 

relationship with a coach on their primary sport team in high school.   

 Demographic information. The demographic portion of the survey included age, 

gender, race/ethnicity, years of sport participation, and number of sports played.   

Coach/Athlete Relationship. The Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire (CART-Q; 

Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) was used to measure the coach-athlete relationship. This measure 

includes 11-items under three subscales: commitment (e.g. “I trusted my coach”), closeness (e.g. 

“I liked my coach”), and complementarity (e.g. “When I was coached by my coach, I adopted a 

friendly stance”). The measure incorporates a five-point Likert scale, which ranges from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (somewhat agree). Commitment consisted of three items, while 

closeness and complementarity consisted of four items. Subscale scores were determined by the 

mean of each set of items. In line with previous research involving young adult participants 

(Felton & Jowett, 2013), the measurement scores in the current study demonstrated good internal 

reliability (see Table 1).     

 Burnout. The Athlete Burnout Scale (ABO-S; Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2018) includes 15 

items designed to measure three factors of burnout: exhaustion, reduced sense of 

accomplishment, and sport devaluation. Participants responded to statements on a five-point 

Likert scale, ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). Statements within the scale 

included: “I felt that my batteries were flat,” “I was unable to achieve good performances,” and 

“I felt successful.” Burnout scores are calculated using the mean of all 15 items. In line with 

previous research involving young adult participants (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2018), the 

measurement scores in the current study demonstrated good internal reliability (see Table 1).  
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Data Analysis 

 Data screening consisted of checking for out-of-range values, missing values, outliers, 

and normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Furthermore, missing value analyses were 

implemented to determine if missing values were random or nonrandom. Univariate outlier 

analyses were utilized to detect extreme values on a single variable, while multivariate analyses 

checked for extreme combinations of scores on two or more variables. Univariate and 

multivariate outliers were defined as a standardized score larger than 3 and a Mahalanobis D2 

larger than the critical value (p < .001), respectively (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Additionally, 

descriptive statistics and correlational analyses from the final sample were computed. 

Moderated regression analyses were implemented utilizing the PROCESS custom dialog 

box (Hayes, 2013) through SPSS. Burnout was entered as the outcome variable (y), years of 

sport participation and number of sports played were entered separately as the predictor variable 

(x), and the 3Cs were entered as potential moderators (w). Models 1–3 analyzed the moderation 

effects of the 3Cs on the relationship between years of sport participation and athlete burnout, 

while Models 4–6 analyzed the moderation effects of the 3Cs on the number of sport played and 

athlete burnout. The Johnson-Neyman (J-N) technique was implemented to plot and highlight the 

significance of the 3Cs influence on the relationship between years of sport participation and 

burnout, and number of sports played and burnout. To explore the significance of the 3Cs in the 

relationship between years of sport participation and burnout, three moderation graphs were 

developed and examined. Output data were analyzed to determine if the moderator variables 

significantly interacted with the predictor and outcome variables. A statistical significance level 

of .05 was utilized for all statistical tests.  

Results  
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 Data screening revealed that two participants missed questions regarding years of sport 

participation, and that one participant’s data were invalid due to inconsistencies within the 

participants’ responses, which were removed from subsequent analyses. Whereas no univariate 

outliers were revealed (z < 3), multivariate outliers analysis indicated three outliers based on 

Mahalanobis D2, which were also removed from analyses. The data for the 3Cs and burnout 

appeared to be normally distributed (both skewness and kurtosis < 2). Ultimately, data from 234 

participants (Mage = 20.76, SD = 4.50; 160 females, 70 males, 3 other, and 1 unspecified) were 

analyzed from this study.  

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among the study variables. 

Years of sport participation and athlete burnout, and the number of sports played and burnout 

were found to be weakly, but significantly and negatively related. Coaches’ perceived 3Cs all 

showed a strong and significant, negative relationship with athlete burnout. Additionally, the 

relationships between years of sport participation and perceived commitment, and number of 

sports played and the each of the 3Cs were found to be significant and positive.  

Regarding the moderated regression analyses, all of the models significantly accounted 

for 28.3 to 33.0% of the variance in burnout. Models 1–3 indicated that the 3Cs and years of 

sport participation significantly and negatively predicted burnout, and that all 3Cs significantly 

moderated the relationship between years of sport participation and burnout (see Table 2). 

Furthermore, the moderation graphs demonstrated similar moderating patterns across the 3Cs 

(see Figures 1–3). For years of sport participation, three J-N values emerged (a) when the 

commitment value was < 4.73, the conditional effect of commitment on years of sport 

participation and burnout was statistically significant (p < .05); (b) when the closeness value was 

< 5.62, the conditional effect of closeness on years of sport participation and burnout was 
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statistically significant (p < .05); and (c) when the complementarity value was < 5.60, the 

conditional effect of complementarity on years of sport participation and burnout was 

statistically significant (p < .05). The mean or moderate scores of the 3Cs were as follows: (a) 

commitment = 4.72; (b) closeness = 5.22; and (c) complementarity = 5.09. Thus, low and 

moderate levels of the 3Cs significantly moderated the relationship between years of sport 

participation and burnout. Conversely, Models 4–6 showed no significant moderation effect. 

When years of sport participation were low, 3Cs played a particularly important role in 

predicting burnout (see Figures 1–3). Specifically, athletes perceiving high levels of the 3Cs 

indicated less burnout than those perceiving moderate and low levels of the 3Cs, while their 

differences in burnout became less with more years of sport participation. Furthermore, each of 

the 3Cs and years of sport participation together accounted for 31.7 to 33.1% of the variance in 

burnout. Despite the small variance (1.32 to 2.20%) explained by the moderation effects, the 3Cs 

significantly moderated the relationship between years of sport participation and burnout (B = 

0.014 to 0.017). Furthermore, the 3Cs (B = –0.246 to –0.230) and years of sport participation (B 

= –0.030 to –0.022) also independently predicted burnout. On the other hand, the 3Cs did not 

significantly moderate the relationship between number of sports played and burnout (B = 0.012 

to 0.025).  

Discussion 

 The current study aimed to investigate the moderating role of the 3Cs in the relationships 

between years of sport participation and burnout, and number of sports played and burnout 

among a sample of former high school athletes. Along with past research notions that sport 

specialization may impede an athlete’s growth and ultimately enhance burnout potential 

(Goodger, Forely, Lavallee, & Harwood, 2007), we further investigated whether significant 
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relationships existed between years of sport participation and burnout, and number of sports 

played and burnout. Our findings partially supported our hypotheses: (a) the 3Cs significantly 

moderated years of sport participation and burnout; (b) years of sport participation and burnout 

had a relationship that was negative and significant; and (c) number of sports played also had a 

negative and significant relationship with burnout. Contrary to one of our hypotheses, the 3Cs 

did not significantly moderate the relationship between number of sports played and burnout. 

Our results indicated that the each of the 3Cs significantly moderated the relationship 

between years of sport participation and burnout. This was in line with Isoard-Gautheur et al.’s 

(2016) finding that the coach/athlete relationship was negatively related to emotional and 

physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and sport devaluation. If levels of the 

3Cs were low, burnout was more present in inexperienced athletes compared to experienced 

athletes. Furthermore, results showed that high levels of the 3Cs predicted low levels of burnout 

regardless of the experience of the athletes. Past research emphasized that athletes who 

experience a negative interaction (e.g. the athlete feels controlled or disrespected for no apparent 

reason) with their coaches are at risk of developing burnout (DeFreese & Smith, 2014). On the 

other hand, athletes who perceived a quality coach/athlete relationship may have developed 

positive attitudes towards the coach, which may lower their levels of anxiety and ultimately 

reduce burnout potential (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016). Another plausible explanation is 

athletes’ ability to adapt to their sport’s stressors when given more years to experience those 

stressors. Past research has suggested that athletes’ continuous engagement in activities, 

dedicated to their chosen sport, may be an important antecedent in the burnout process, which 

develops gradually and may take years to develop (see Gustafsson et al., 2011). Isoard-Gautheur 
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et al. (2015) found certain burnout symptoms to decrease as athletes accumulated more years of 

sport participation.   

 The number of sports played and athlete burnout had a negative and significant 

relationship. However, the 3Cs did not significantly moderate that relationship. Past research 

indicated that participating in only one sport may enhance the potential for athlete burnout 

(Malina, 2010; Myer et al., 2015). Furthermore, athletes who choose to play one sport tend to 

experience social isolation, which may negatively affect relationships with peers, parents, and 

family (Malina, 2010). Participation in several sports, rather than just one all year, might allow 

the athlete opportunities to discover strategies within the team dynamic to combat potential 

burnout symptoms (Myer et al., 2015).  

Based on our findings, one key to reduce athlete burnout is to equip coaches with the 

awareness that their relationships with athletes contribute to whether an athlete may become 

burnt out (Isoard-Gautheur et al. 2012). Essentially, coaches should be committed to their 

athletes, build a relationship around trust with their athletes, and emphasize a willingness to 

listen to their athletes (Appleton & Duda, 2016; Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016). Commitment may 

be perceived clearer through implementation of goal setting, which can emphasize short- and 

long-term improvements (Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016). Additionally, coaches may implement an 

open-door policy predicated on both the athlete and the coach expressing oneself freely, which 

may enhance the perception of closeness and complementarity.  

 Because years of sport participation and number of sports played may play a role in 

athlete burnout, the amount of time spent with a coach should be considered, especially by the 

coach, as critical in the development of a supportive environment and the prevention of athlete 

burnout. Additionally, advocating for athlete sport diversification and early sport participation 
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may also assist in burnout prevention (Malina, 2010). Sport seminars and school settings would 

be optimal settings for distributing this information. If parents are made aware, they may be 

more likely to encourage their children to experiment with a variety of sports. Implementation 

may enhance and elongate the sport experience of athletes. Furthermore, the number of sports 

played may be a way to slow down the potential negative ramifications of sport specialization. 

Diversifying sport portfolio may enhance an athlete’s perspective towards their coach/athlete 

relationship through (a) avoiding sport isolation, (b) experiencing different strategies for 

handling stress, (c) transitioning into another sport, allowing for a separation and recovery from 

the previously played sport to occur, and (d) experiencing several coaching styles (Malina, 2010; 

Wiersma, 2000). Furthermore, educational programs, teaching life skills and time management, 

implemented at the beginning of each athletic season may provide additional support to the 

athletes (Lu et al., 2016). These programs may be opportunities for coaches to improve their 

relationship with the athletes by emphasizing each athlete and not just the team’s goals.  

Although this study was innovative and found interesting results regarding the 

moderating roles of the 3Cs in predicting athlete burnout, a few limitations should be considered 

when interpreting the results. First, participants self-reported information about their high school 

sport participation retrospectively. Thus, an accurate account of the coach/athlete relationship 

and when they started playing sports may not be certain. Secondly, external validity was 

negatively affected by the imbalance of gender and ethnicity amongst participants, who were 

mostly psychology majors. For generalization purposes, a more ethnically diverse group of 

participants is required. Lastly, the current study’s cross-sectional design does not allow one to 

assume a causal relationship between any of the variables. However, results reemphasized the 

critical role coaches have in reducing athlete burnout, while potentially developing another 
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explanation for athlete burnout, less years of sport participation. Future studies should further 

investigate the relationship between years of participation and burnout in various age groups 

using a longitudinal design. 

To conclude, empirical evidence from this study support and extend previous research 

(Creswell & Eklund, 2007; Isoard-Gautheur et al., 2016) by suggesting that the perception of the 

coach/athlete relationship predict athlete burnout, and that the 3Cs significantly moderate the 

relationship between years of sport participation and athlete burnout. Thus, results from this 

study indicate coaches can contribute to the longevity of an athlete’s sport experience by 

emphasizing open communication and reinforcing positivity within their relationship.   
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Cronbach’s alphas are in bold on the diagonal. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.  

 Mean SD   1    2 3 4 5 6 

1. Number of sports played 3.68 1.84 –      

2. Years of sport participation 9.62 4.08 .48*** –     

3. Commitment 4.72 1.88 .16* .16* .94    

4. Closeness 5.22 1.81 .16* .11 .92*** .95   

5. Complementarity 5.09 1.77 .13* .10 .89*** .93*** .95  

6. Burnout 2.43 0.84 –.15* –.20** –.54*** –.53*** –.54*** .88 



Table 2 

Moderated Regression Analyses: Interaction Between Athletes’ Perception of Coaches’ Commitment, Closeness, and 
Complementarity with Years Participating in Sports Predicting Indicators of Burnout. 

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. llci = 90% lower limit confidence interval; ulci = 90% upper limit confidence 
interval. part. = participation. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 

 
F R2 ∆R2 ∆f 2 B t LLCI ULCI 

Model 1 37.97*** .33 .02** .02     
Sport part. (years)         –0.02* –1.98 –0.04 0.00 
Commitment         –0.23*** –9.41 –0.28 –0.18 
Interaction           0.02** 2.75 0.00 0.28 
Model 2 35.57*** .32 .02** .02     
Sport part. (years)         –0.03** –2.61 –0.05 –0.01 
Closeness         –0.24*** –9.27 –0.29 –0.19 
Interaction           0.02** 2.63 0.00 0.03 
Model 3 36.70*** .32 .01* .01     
Sport part. (years)         –0.03** –2.70 –0.05 –0.01 
Complementarity         –0.25*** –9.52 –0.30 –0.20 
Interaction           0.01* 2.12 0.00 0.03 
Model 4 34.34*** .31 .01 .01     
Number of sports         –0.03 –1.26 –0.08 0.02 
Commitment         –0.23*** –9.17 –0.28 –0.18 
Interaction         –0.03 1.74 –0.00 0.05 
Model 5  30.45*** .28 .00 .00     
Number of sports         –0.03 –1.34 –0.09 0.02 
Closeness         –0.23*** –8.76 –0.29 –0.18 
Interaction           0.02 1.23 –0.01 0.05 
Model 6 32.25*** .30 .00 .00     
Number of sports         –0.04 –1.52 –0.09 0.01 
Complementarity         –0.25*** –9.25 –0.30 –0.19 
Interaction           0.01 0.75 –0.02 0.04 



 
 
Figure 1. Moderated relationship between burnout and sport participation when commitment levels were low (2.84), moderate 

(4.72), and high (6.60). 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 
Figure 2. Moderated relationship between burnout and sport participation when closeness levels were low (3.41), moderate (5.22), 

and high (7.00). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 
Figure 3. Moderated relationship between burnout and sport participation when complementarity levels were low (3.31), moderate 

(5.09), and high (6.87). 
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