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 Social support research in sports has attracted considerable attention in 

recent years. There are limited sport-specific support perception 

measurements to measure Turkish athletes' support perceptions. The 

present study was conducted to adapt the Perceived Available Support 

in Sport Questionnaire developed by Freeman et al. (2011) into Turkish 

and examine the measurement's psychometric properties. A total of 300 

athletes aged between 18-22 years were included in the study. The factor 

structure of the measurement was tested using confirmatory factor 

analysis. The obtained data revealed significant factor loadings and 

produced acceptable fit indices. Both internal consistency and composite 

reliability values were found to be high, thus supporting the validity and 

reliability of the measurement. The results show that the measurement 

retains its original structure consisting of 4 dimensions (esteem support, 

emotional support, information support, and tangible support) and 16 

items, each containing four items. Accordingly, it was concluded that the 

Perceived Accessible Support in Sport Questionnaire is a valid and 

reliable measurement tool for Turkish athletes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Social support research in sports emphasises the importance of social support in 

overcoming various challenges athletes face. Lu and Hsu (2013) found that increasing the 

perception of hope and strengthening social support during rehabilitation improved athletes' 

rehabilitation behaviours and subjective well-being. Yang et al. (2010) found that injured 

collegiate athletes trusted coaches, athletic trainers, and physicians more for social support 

and were more satisfied, suggesting that athletic trainers play a vital role in meeting these 

needs. In addition, it was also found that social support has a critical role in quitting sports 

and that athletes expect attention and understanding from family and peers, who are the most 

important sources of support (Brown et al., 2018). Social support is crucial in optimal 

functioning in various performance contexts in sports, workplace, school, and home (Fletcher 

& Sarkar, 2012; Freeman & Rees, 2009; Sarkar & Fletcher, 2014). Indeed, the research 

emphasises the importance of supportive families, coaches, and social networks in athletes' 

talent development (Rees et al., 2016). This support from meaningful interpersonal 

relationships (coaches, parents, peers) in sports is an essential resource for athletes. These 

interpersonal relationships provide necessary social support to athletes and shape their sports 

experiences positively and negatively (Sheridan et al., 2014). 

In sports, athletes believe they can receive social support from people they consider 

significant others in their environment. It also refers to the emotional, tangible, informational, 

and esteem support that individuals or groups provide in the context of sports (Hartley et al., 

2020). Emotional support refers to others being there for comfort and safety, thus making the 

person feel loved and cared for; tangible support refers to others providing material and 

instrumental help. Esteem support means that others support one's sense of competence or 

self-esteem, and informational support indicates that others offer advice or guidance (Cutrona 

& Russell, 1990). Social support is a broad term that includes positive (i.e., encouragement, 

personal growth, improved mental health) and negative (i.e., conflict, loss of individuality, 

and social pressure) aspects of relationships and is a coping resource for psychological 

adjustment (de la Haye et al., 2014; Holahan et al., 1997). Therefore, the contextual dynamics 

of the concept should be considered when defining social support (Ladin et al., 2019; Williams 

et al., 2004). 

Research shows that athletes experience all four dimensions of social support 

(emotional, informational, esteem, and tangible; Newman & Weiss, 2017; Rees & Hardy, 2000; 
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Sullivan et al., 2022). Emotional support entails making athletes feel supported regardless of 

performance outcomes, whereas esteem support encourages the belief among athletes that 

they are talented. Informational support is a type of support that suggests strategies to cope 

with competition anxiety. In contrast, tangible support involves providing practical assistance 

to athletes, such as transporting them to competitions by car or helping them prepare their 

equipment (Hartley et al., 2020). 

Some measures of perceived available support used in sports psychology were initially 

developed to measure support in social psychology (Cohen et al., 1985; Sarason et al., 1983; 

Zimet et al., 1988). The adequacy of these measures in sports has been questioned due to their 

limited resemblance, as they predominantly evaluate generic everyday support concerns and 

fail to address support issues that might be particularly pertinent to elite athletes (Rees et al., 

1999). Measurement tools that measure Turkish athletes' perceptions of social support are 

limited. Adopting a sport-specific measurement is essential for measuring social support 

perception in sports. One of these measurement tools is the TASS-Q: The Team-Referent 

Availability of Social Support Questionnaire, which was developed by Coffee et al. (2017) to 

determine the sources and types of support available to athletes in a team environment and 

adapted into Turkish by Şenel et al. (2018). In addition, the Social Support in Physical Activities 

Scale (Farias et al., 2014) was adapted to Turkish culture (Küçükibiş & Eskiler, 2019). Among 

the studies on social support in Turkey, the perception of support for physical activity in the 

school environment was also addressed (Akgül & Karafil, 2021). 

The social support literature advises that social support assessments must be suitable 

for the specific target population and the situational context in which they are applied (Bianco 

& Eklund, 2001; Wills & Shinar, 2000). The research has been constrained by the necessity for 

a measure of perceived available support in sports that is context-specific and 

psychometrically robust (Holt & Hoar, 2006). For this reason, examining and clarifying the 

dimensions, providers, and contexts of social support, which is widely accepted as necessary 

in the sports field, can significantly contribute to our knowledge of how we can support 

athletes (Katagami & Tsuchiya, 2017). In this sense, comparing a measurement adapted to 

Turkish with international studies is better, and it allows for more effective analysis and 

comparison of studies conducted in different cultures on similar topics. Therefore, there is a 

need for sport-specific measurement tools to assess the perception of support in the sports 

environment more accurately, to increase social support research in Turkish literature, and to 

examine the support sources and dimensions of Turkish athletes. As a result, this study aimed 
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to explore the psychometric properties of the Perceived Available Support in Sport 

Questionnaire, developed by Freeman et al. (2011), to measure the perception of sport-specific 

general social support. 

METHODS 

Participants 

While researchers recommend at least 300 independent samples for cross-case 

validation (Tabachnick et al., 2013), participant selection in structural equation modelling 

(SEM) studies emphasises analysing power (Muthén & Muthén, 2002). Choosing between 

insignificant statistical results or incorrect model assumptions may be challenging if statistical 

power is low. However, in the case of high statistical power, it may not be necessary 

(Moshagen & Erdfelder, 2016). Moshagen and Erdfelder (2016) proposed balancing with a 

fixed error probability α and α=β to strike a balance between false positive and negative 

results. 

The power analysis was performed when the desired power was 80%, the error 

probability α was 0.05%, the effect measure was RMSEA, and the effect size was 0.05, and 

showed that the required sample size was 164 (Moshagen & Bader, in press). Three hundred 

athletes were included in the study, which is higher than recommended in the power analysis. 

Considering this situation, the calculation was made again, and it was determined that the 

latent power was 0.98 for a sample of 300 people. Overall, these results suggest that the model 

has low alpha and beta error rates, a high power, and an excellent fit to the model with specific 

measures of influence.  

The research was approved by the higher education institution's social and humanities 

research ethics committee (230143/134, 04/12/2023). Participants aged 18 and 22 (X ̅age 19.97± 

1.43; 130 females and 170 males). The participants reported they competed in soccer (n=70, 

23.3%), basketball (n = 70, 23.3%), handball (n = 50, 16.4%), volleyball (n = 70, 23.4%) and 

hockey (n = 40, 13.6%). 

Procedure 

Athletes were asked to indicate their age, gender, and sport for demographic 

information. The original version of Perceived Available Support in Sport Questionnaire 

(PASS-Q) was developed by Freeman et al. (2011) in two related studies. The measurement 

has four dimensions consisting of 16 items: Emotional support (4 items), esteem support (4 
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items), information support (4 items), and tangible support (4 items). Participants prefixed 

each item of the measurement with the statement "If needed, to what extent would someone..." 

and rated it on a measurement of 0 (not at all) to 4 (very much). There are no reverse-scored 

items in the measurement. The emotional support dimension refers to the emotional support 

such as comfort, safety, and care that the athlete believes he/she can reach (...always be there 

for you?). Esteem support increases the confidence, competence, and self-esteem the person 

believes he/she can reach (...enhance your self-esteem?). Information support includes tactical 

advice, constructive criticism, and feedback on performance (...give you tactical advice?). 

Tangible support is the type of support that the individual believes he/she can obtain to access 

the necessary opportunities to continue with the sport (...help with travel to training and 

matches?). The analyses conducted with the original version of the original measurement tool 

had excellent fit indices [Satorra-Bentler χ2 (100) = 185.52, p< .01; RMSEA = 0.07; SRMR = 0.08; 

CFI = 0.91; NNFI = 0.89] and the final [Satorra-Bentler χ2 (98) = 120.56, p< .01; RMSEA = 0.04; 

SRMR = 0.04; CFI = 0.98; NNFI = 0.98] (Freeman et al., 2011). 

Data Analysis 

In this study, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to test the factor structure 

of the PASS-Q Turkish. Research suggests using CFA as a more appropriate approach for 

testing previously developed or discovered models (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Hurley et al., 1997; 

Kline, 2023). CFA is a statistical strategy designed to identify and explore hypothetical 

constructs and test detailed hypotheses using a deductive approach (Hoyle, 2000). This 

method allows researchers to determine the number of principal factors and verify the pattern 

of item-factor relationships (Brown, 2015). In this stage, a CFA was conducted using maximum 

likelihood estimation with IBM SPSS Amos (Version 24) to confirm the factor structure of the 

PASS-Q Turkish. The missing data analysis of the raw data showed no missing data. After 

that, it was examined whether the data met the assumption of normal distribution. For this, 

Mardia's multivariate average distribution coefficient was taken into consideration. Since 

Mardia's multivariate normality coefficient showed that the data did not meet the assumption 

of normal distribution, the bootstrap method was applied (Mardia coefficient: 320.137). 

Chi-square statistic (χ2), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardised root mean square residual 

(SRMR) are recommended indices for reporting model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). However, 

research has shown that the chi-square value is sensitive to sample sizes (Brown, 2015). 
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Therefore, this index was used to calculate the χ2/df value. Research suggests the following 

scores for model fit indices: CFI and TLI ≥0.95 = good fit, 0.90-0.95 = acceptable fit; RMSEA 

≤0.05 = good fit, 0.05-0.08 = acceptable fit, 0.08-0.10 moderate fit; SRMR<0.06 excellent fit 

(Bentler, 1990). Reliability values of scales and sub-dimensions are generally assessed through 

Cronbach's alpha coefficient. In cases where errors are independent and certain assumptions 

are met, Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient can be calculated accurately. 

However, when these assumptions are unmet, Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency 

coefficient may be biased and different from the universal coefficient (Rae, 2006). Thurber and 

Bonynge (2011) argue that composite reliability may be a more appropriate alternative. 

Composite reliability is usually calculated using factor loadings and error variances obtained 

from CFA (Yang & Green, 2011). This method is a measure used to assess the overall reliability 

of the measurement. 

Translation and Content Validity 

Invitations were sent via e-mail to academics specialised in their fields to assess the 

translation and content validity of the research. For the translation process, the method of 

Beaton et al. (2000) was followed, and two academics were invited, one who was informed 

(T1) and one who was not informed (T2). While T1 studied abroad in English and specialised 

in sports and exercise psychology based on sports sciences, T2 was from the field of English 

language education. For the back translation process, a similar approach was followed by 

experts who knew the concept (BT1) and experts who did not (BT2).  

After T1 and T2 translated the items, the authors examined two Turkish translations 

and included the appropriate ones in the synthesis form (T12). The synthesis form was then 

sent for back translation. After the back translation process was concluded, T1, T2, BT1, BT2, 

and T12 forms were sent to the academics, and feedback on the process and measurement 

items was asked for. After this stage, the measurement items were scored for content validity 

by the same expert included in the evaluation process of the forms. Experts were also sent the 

sub-dimensions (emotional, esteem, information, and tangible) and definitions of perceived 

available support. Six expert academics with international sports psychology studies were 

invited to assess the measurement's content validity. These experts independently rated the 

measurement's items 1 and 2 (not appropriate), 3 and 4 (appropriate) in line with the target 

feature. 
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The experts gave each item a score between 1 and 4 on the form prepared by the 

researchers. Scores 1 and 2 on this form indicate that the relevant item is inappropriate for 

assessing the related aspects of social support. In contrast, scores of 3 and 4 indicate that the 

item is appropriate for evaluating social support. The experts were requested to provide 

feedback for the items with scores of 1 and 2, while the request for feedback for the items with 

scores of 3 and 4 was left to the experts' preference.  

The Universal Agreement Calculation Method was used to calculate the Content 

Validity Index (CVI) (Lynn, 1986; Waltz & Bausell, 1981). This method calculates item-level 

Content Validity Index (I-CVI) and scale-level Content Validity Index (S-CVI). The C-VI is 

calculated by dividing the agreement of the experts on the item by the number of experts. The 

average of the I-CVIs determines the S-CVI/average. Another method used is the ratio of the 

number of items on which the experts agree to the number of items. If the experts give an item 

a score of 3 or 4, it indicates complete agreement. Another method, the Content Validity Ratio 

(CVR), involves experts' ratings of the importance of each item in the measurement 

instrument. A higher score represents a greater agreement among experts. The CVR is 

calculated by a formula that subtracts the number of experts rating an item as "important" 

from half of the total number of experts and divides by half (Ayre & Scally, 2014; Lawshe, 

1975) should be explained in this part. In the section, the statistical methods used in the 

research, the software used, content analysis, etc., should be described explained in detail. 

RESULTS 

Content Validity 

The authors prepared a synthesis form after the invited experts translated the items. 

This synthesis form was returned to the experts for feedback, and the content validity of the 

translations was evaluated. All experts stated that the items were translated correctly and 

rated between 1 and 4. The results obtained are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 includes the results of the PASS-Q Turkish content validity analysis. When the 

content validity index (I-CVI) values of the items are examined, it is seen that the values vary 

between 0.83 and 1.0. These values indicate that items have content validity. According to the 

standards recommended in research, an I-CVI value higher than 0.79 indicates that an item is 

appropriate for measuring the relevant trait. In contrast, a value below 0.78 suggests that the 

item should be revised and the relevant item should be removed. In this context, the values in 

this study are at a level that meets the recommended standards (Davis, 1992). Since the index 
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obtained for TAN 3 in the tangible support dimension was partially low, it was adjusted based 

on expert evaluation and feedback. The content validity (S-CVI/Ave) value was calculated as 

0.97, indicating that the measurement has high content validity. In addition, the content 

validity (S-CVI/UA) calculated by the Universal Agreement Calculation Method was found 

to be 0.83. These results indicate that the measurement has excellent content validity (S-

CVI/UA ≥ 0.8 and S-CVI/Ave ≥ 0.9; Shi et al., 2012). These values indicate that the 

measurement has content validity. 

Table 1 
Content Validity Analysis Results of the Perceived Available Support Questionnaire in Sport 

Item Expert 1 Expert 2 Expert 3 Expert 4 Expert 5 Expert 6 
Number of 
Agreement 

I-CVI 

EM 1 3 4 4 2 4 3 5 0.83 
EM 2 3 3 4 3 4 3 6 1 
EM 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 6 1 
EM 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 6 1 
EST 1 3 4 3 3 3 4 6 1 
EST 2 4 3 4 4 4 2 5 0.83 
EST 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 6 1 
EST 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 6 1 
INF 1 4 3 3 4 3 4 6 1 
INF 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 6 1 
INF 3 3 4 3 2 3 4 5 0.83 
INF 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 6 1 

TAN 1 2 3 4 4 3 3 5 0.83 
TAN 2 3 2 1 3 4 3 4 0.66 
TAN 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 6 1 
TAN 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 6 1 

      S-CVI/Ave 0.93 
      Agreements 11 
      S-CVI/UA 0.68 
      CVR 0.90 

Note. I-CVI: Item-level content validity index; S-CVI: Scale-level content validity index; CVR: Content Validity 
Ratio, EM: Emotional Support, EST: Esteem Support, INF: Information Support, TAN: Tangible Support 

 

 Construct Validity 

 CFA results confirmed the factor structure in the original instrument. The analysis 

revealed statistically significant factor loadings and produced acceptable fit indices [χ2 = 

321.85, df = 98, χ2/df = 3.28, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.08 (95%CI: 0.07-0.09), SRMR = 

0.05, n = 300]. No adjustment was needed since the factor loadings were relatively high 

(λi>0.55). 

 Table 2 presents the factor structure, mean, standard deviation, composite 

reliability, and internal consistency values of the Perceived Available Support in 

Sports (PASS-Q Turkish). This tool aims to measure perceived support elements in 
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sports in four dimensions. The factors defined as emotional support (F1), esteem 

support (F2), information support (F3), and tangible support (F4) constitute the basic 

building blocks. Internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach Alpha) for each 

dimension were relatively high (Emotional Support: 0.93; Esteem Support: 0.89; 

Information Support: 0.88; Tangible Support: 0.91). These results show that each 

dimension and the measured elements are evaluated consistently and reliably. 

Composite reliability coefficients range from 0.77 to 0.93. Additionally, when the mean 

and standard deviation values were examined, it was revealed that the participants 

perceived these support elements at a high level (Tangible Support mean: 4.37, 

standard deviation: 0.77). When the composite reliability and convergence values are 

examined, it is seen that the composite reliability of all dimensions and the total value 

is high, supporting the general validity and reliability. Pearson correlation coefficients 

between the factors are high (emotional - esteem: 0.88; emotional - information: 0.73; 

emotional - tangible: 0.63; esteem - information: 0.77; esteem - tangible: 0.65; 

information - tangible: 0.67). 

Table 2 
Factor Structure, Mean, Standard Deviation, Composite Reliability, and Internal Consistency 
Values of PASS-Q Turkish 

 Items 
Error 

Variances 
F1 F2 F3 F4 CR α X̅ SD Skew. Kurt. AVE 

Emotional 
Support 

1 0.39 0.78 (.86) 

r=0.88 r=0.73 r=0.63 0.93 0.93 4.34 0.93 -1.65 2.39 0.78 
2 0.20 0.89 (.92) 

3 0.11 0.94 (.94) 

4 0.13 0.93 (.94) 

Esteem 
Support 

1 0.24  0.87 (.88) 

r=0.77 r=0.65 0.89 0.89 4.32 0.89 -1.60 2.26 0.67 
2 0.27  0.85 (.88) 
3 0.34  0.81 (.87) 
4 0.45  0.74 (.83) 

Information 
Support 

1 0.69   0.55 (.74) 

r=0.67 0.87 0.85 4.31 0.88 -1.70 2.90 0.63 
2 0.22   0.88 (.88) 
3 0.24   0.87 (.86) 
4 0.26   0.86 (.87) 

Tangible 
Support 

1 0.36    0.80 (.72) 

0.91 0.91 4.37 0.77 -2.02 4.80 0.68 
2 0.34    0.81 (.76) 

3 0.15    0.92 (.81) 

4 0.20    0.89 (.80) 

Note. Mean score = 4.33, standard deviation: 0.77, PASS-Q Turkish α = 0.94, CR = 0.97; AVE = 0.69 F1: Emotional 
Support, F2: Esteem Support, F3: Information Support, F4: Tangible Support. *Item-factor correlations are 
displayed in brackets under each factor column. 
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DISCUSSION  

In sports studies, the effect of social support on sports performance is increasingly 

understood, and studies on this subject are becoming increasingly important. In this context, 

existing measurement tools to measure perceived attainable support in sports have some 

limitations. This research was conducted to adapt the PASS-Q, developed by Freeman et al. 

(2011), to Turkish to meet the need for a valid and reliable measurement tool that will measure 

the level of generally accessible social support perceived as context-specific in the sports 

environment and the psychometric analysis was carried out to examine its properties. 

PASS-Q Turkish examines perceived social support in the sports environment in four 

sub-dimensions: emotional, concrete, esteem, and information support, and it consists of a 

total of 16 items. In adapting the measurement to Turkish, its content validity was first tested, 

and, in line with expert opinions, it was found that the measurement was both suitable for the 

sports environment and understandable by the athletes. PASS-Q Turkish factor structure was 

examined with CFA. The sample size must be sufficient for CFA (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Since it was stated in the original measurement that the low number of samples could affect 

the power and stability of the analysis (Freeman et al., 2011), a sufficient number of athletes 

for factor analysis were included in the current study. CFA results revealed statistically 

significant factor loadings for the measurement. 

Additionally, it was determined that the fit indices were at an acceptable level. It was 

found that the internal consistency coefficients for each dimension varied between 0.88 and 

0.93, and the composite reliability coefficients varied between 0.77 and 0.93. The correlation 

values for the factors included in the model tested in the current research were calculated at 

medium to high levels. The correlation values between the dimensions in the original 

measurement were medium to high, and the internal consistency and composite reliability 

coefficients were determined to exceed 0.70 (Freeman et al., 2011). The data shows that the 

measurement maintains its original structure, consisting of 4 dimensions and 16 items. 

Social support encompasses the presence of social connections and the 

interconnections between them. Functional support pertains to the distinct roles fulfilled by 

interpersonal relationships, with perceived and actual support being its two facets (Wills & 

Shinar, 2000). Perceived support often stems from personal evaluation processes rather than 

specific supportive behaviours (Kaul & Lakey, 2003). This perception of support revolves 

around the potential access to social support, involving a subjective judgment that individuals 
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in the environment (such as friends, family, teammates, and coaches) will offer assistance 

when needed. Support received generally denotes the specific aid provided by these 

individuals over time. Support constructs typically exhibit low to moderate correlations and 

may have distinct associations with outcome variables (Barrera, 1986; Uchino, 2009).  

Due to this, scholars (Holt & Hoar, 2006) propose the importance of precision in 

conceptualising and gauging social support. Creating scales that effectively evaluate social 

support is also deemed crucial for addressing theoretically significant inquiries (Cohen et al., 

2000). Furthermore, it is emphasised that these measurements should be tailored to the specific 

target population and the situational context in which they are applied (Bianco & Eklund, 

2001; Wills & Shinar, 2000). 

PASS-Q Turkish assesses athletes' general perceptions of current support without 

specifying the sources of their social support. Moreover, it exclusively evaluates perceived 

support and does not encompass other social support constructs, such as the structural aspects 

of social networks or recently received functional support (Freeman et al., 2011). Bianco (2001) 

underscores the importance of understanding the impact of social support from specific 

sources. Wills and Shinar (2000) argue that measurements gauging general support from 

various sources can predict significant outcomes, but they need to identify the sources of 

support. Perceptions of supportive behaviours may also vary depending on the context in 

which they occur, influenced by factors such as the characteristics of the support provider, the 

provider-recipient relationship (Lakey & Drew, 1997), and the broader cultural environment 

(Badr et al., 2001). Burleson and MacGeorge (2002) contend that the same supportive 

behaviour often serves multiple functions, and different supportive behaviours can achieve 

similar goals. There is usually an overlap between support dimensions in natural settings 

(Cohen & Wills, 1985). For instance, an attempt to provide advice and guidance (informational 

support) can also be interpreted as a display of care (emotional support). These complexities 

can make it challenging to isolate the distinct effects of various support dimensions on 

performance. In this context, the current study employed a measurement tool that captures 

aggregate evaluations of perceived support. However, the instructions of the measurement 

tool can also be used by specifying a specific source of social support (family, coach, manager, 

peer). In this way, whether the measurement tool shows different structural features can be 

tested according to the mentioned support sources. At the same time, PASS-Q Turkish can be 

applied to a group at various times, and thus, athletes' time-dependent evaluations of a 

particular source of social support can be measured. 
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CONCLUSION  

The analyses carried out to adapt the Perceived Available Support in Sports 

Questionnaire, which was prepared based on the findings and suggestions in the literature, 

into Turkish showed that the measurement is a valid and reliable measurement tool that can 

be used to investigate the effects of perceived available support in sports contexts. 

Interpersonal relationships and interactions may affect the perception of social support. For 

this reason, future studies can also examine the quality of interpersonal relationships or the 

role of expectations in interpersonal relationships in the perception of social support. In 

addition, since perceived social support can affect essential variables such as mental health 

and performance outside the sports environment, these variables can also be addressed in the 

sports environment. 

 This research involves adapting the measurement tool developed to fill an essential 

gap in evaluating social support dimensions in the sports environment. Although content and 

structure validity analyses were performed in the study, criterion-related (convergent and 

divergent) validities are missing. Future studies can conduct various validity and reliability 

analyses of the measurement tool by considering this limitation. Additionally, the participants 

included in the study were team athletes. The structure of the measurement tool can also be 

tested in different groups of athletes. Additionally, measurement equivalence analysis was not 

included in this study. Future research can report the characteristics of the measurement tool 

in Turkish culture by examining structural characteristics between groups such as team and 

individual sports, men, and women. 
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