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Introduction: People working in sports, particularly athletes, are vulnerable
to workplace stressors. These stressors can arise from various factors and
significantly impact an individual's mental, physical, and emotional well-being.
This ongoing research maps out the workplace stressors affecting professional
Hungarian athletes involved in competitive sports. The study identifies work-
related factors that may influence athletes’ stress levels. It highlights the parallels
between traditional workplace stressors and stressors that affect athletes and
shows these stressors across different genders, types of sports, and competition
levels. The results also compare the stressors faced by various kinds of sports
(such as individual versus team sports).

Methods: The research was conducted in two stages. A questionnaire prepared
as a starting point was designed for a quantitative data collection method using
questionnaires. A qualitative preparatory phase was included to refine the questionnaire.
The study emphasizes the significance of work-related stress amongst athletes by
explicitly examining workplace stressors in sports using an established model.
Results: The findings show ten factors and three second-order factors for
measuring work-related stress among athletes. The research also identifies
differences between how male and female athletes perceive work-related
stress. Furthermore, the results indicate that individual athletes experience
higher work-related stress levels than team sports.

Discussion: Our research highlights the importance of recognizing and
addressing the various stressors athletes face throughout their careers.
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Introduction

Those working in sport, whether they are athletes, coaches, sports administrators, or
support staff, are particularly exposed to the challenges caused by workplace stress (Fletcher
and Arnold, 2017). These stressors can arise from a variety of factors and have a significant
impact on the mental, physical, and emotional wellbeing of individuals (Rice et al., 2016).
Workplace stressors in sports can include a bad trainer, discomfort from difficult working
conditions (too cold, too hot), unsanitary changing rooms, constant travel, and disruption of
circadian rhythms, among other causes. However, it is not clear which of these has an impact
on athletic performance and mental state. Athletes have the same goals in mind: how to
achieve peak performance, how to win the next competition, and how to achieve their own
personal performance. To achieve these goals, there are many stressful factors that need to
be taken into account, including traveling, organization, maintaining a diet, and
communication problems (Tossici et al., 2024). These, and other stressors, can at times lead to
burnout syndrome in the short term, from which it is very difficult to bring the athlete back
to peak performance (Woods et al., 2022). Moreover, if we are aware of the stressors that the
athlete finds most difficult to cope with, we can help them to manage them more effectively.
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In occupational psychology, the study of workplace stressors has a
long tradition in the literature (e.g., Goh et al., 2015; Maudgalya et al,,
2006). However, professional athletes, whose actual work is sport,
encounter different types of workplace stressors that are rarely studied.
In our research, we map the workplace stress factors affecting
Hungarian elite athletes, both active and retired, in sports.

Workplace stressors

Many people understand workplace stress to mean a conflict
between managers and subordinates, employers and employees
(Woodman and Hardy, 2001). However, workplace stress covers a
much broader spectrum. In the case of different stressors, it is very
important how predictable or influenceable they are for the individual.
Numerous studies have shown that if we can prepare for something
and influence it, it will cause us much less stress than things that are
unpredictable (Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 2009). The same applies to
stressors at work: some can be planned in advance (e.g., I have to
commute to work every day), but there are others, such as
interpersonal conflicts and the work environment (noise,
temperature), over which we have less control (Klein, 2004; Juhdsz,
2002). The impact of workplace stress on employee motivation,
performance, wellbeing, and productivity is one of the most significant
challenges facing organizations. Research has shown that employees
who experience high levels of stress perform less and are more likely
to suffer from serious physical and mental health problems in the long
term (Munoz et al., 2022).

Workplace stress often arises from excessive expectations,
deadlines, competitive situations, or a lack of balance between work
and private life. Stressors in sport, such as competitive pressure,
performance pressure, or the risk of injury (Lehrer et al., 2007), can
also place a significant psychological burden on athletes. However,
little research has been conducted into the impact of other stressors
affecting athletes, known as athletic workplace stressors, on athletic
performance. The literature on workplace stressors covers a wide
spectrum, but the classification by Juhdsz (2002) presented below
seems to be the most detailed, which is why we chose it as the basis for
our research, as these are even less of a focus in sports.

The stressors associated with the job vary widely: meeting
deadlines and excessive or insufficient workloads in terms of quantity
or quality can be significant sources of stress in the life of an employee
(Cooper and Davidson, 1987). An equally significant stressor is the
need to keep pace with technological changes, where generational
differences can also be observed, so it is worth providing them with
different motivation systems (Resperger and Géczi, 2021). Although
it is a relatively new concept, we also need to address the issue of
technostress. We need to keep pace with the latest technological
changes in order to improve our position in the labor market. Keeping
pace is stressful, as it often involves a complex learning process
(Szikora, 2023).

Work-related stressors are among the most significant stressors
(Juhasz, 2002). Working or playing sports in extreme weather
conditions all day long (e.g., ice hockey players, tennis players,
runners, etc.) and performing well amid constant noise is extremely
difficult. Juhdsz (2002) highlights that stressors related to roles within
the organization can come from three main sources: they can
be individual conflicts, which may arise, for example, from a lack of
individual career prospects, but they can also occur at the group level
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(e.g., ostracism) or at the organizational level, when we feel insecure
about our job or work in a poor workplace atmosphere. Juhdsz (2002)
gives several examples of stressors outside the organization, one being
when daily commuting causes problems because the individual lives
far from the workplace and has to spend long hours traveling.

In sports, we have recently encountered the fifth major group of
workplace stressors. These include stressors specific to certain groups,
such as women (Juhdsz, 2002). In recent days, countless articles have
appeared about the humiliation of Italian female gymnasts and about
figure skater Marina Kielmann and the abuse she suffered at the hands
of her team doctor (Kiss, 2025). There is considerable evidence that
women report greater fear and are more likely to develop anxiety
disorders than men (McLean and Anderson, 2009). Further research
examining differences between women and men focused on social
anxiety. Although this area has not yet been fully explored, research
to date suggests that gender differences can also be found in this area
(Caballo etal., 2014). The article by Medaris (2023) draws attention to
the gender differences in stress, existing from additional domestic
expectations toward women, and also societal pressures.

Stress in sports

The influential work by Fletcher et al. (2012) indicates that
organizational stress plays a significant role in athlete performance,
which are directly linked to the act of competing such as anxiety
before a match, fear of underperforming, or pressure to win. This
work has paved the way for further studies. The authors argue that
understanding stress in sport needs to expand beyond competitive
anxiety to include the considerable influence of organizational
factors. Numerous international studies have shown that athletes
often experience anxiety, melancholy, and even depression (Grobler
etal, 2022). The findings of Mellalieu et al. (2009) demonstrate that,
in addition to performance-related stress, athletes also have to face
work-related stressors, which stem from the broader occupational
context in which athletes operate. Both can affect the overall stress
experienced by athletes.

A lack of performance level, loss of enthusiasm, and even burnout
can occur when someone is faced with unmanageable stress (Jiménez-
Picon et al, 2021). Athletes with greater mental toughness often have
the ability to perceive stressors as less severe, leading them to a more
positive mindset and better stress response (Cowden, 2016). According
to the study of Nuetzel (2023), elite athletes face multiple sources of
stress. It can arise from competition, organizational demands, and
personal issues that can all add to the risk of mental health problems.
The study of Hamlin et al. (2019) indicates that workload changes are
consistent with higher stress levels among the athletes tested.
Furthermore, they found that changes occurring during the pre-season
periods have a greater effect on rising stress levels. Den Hartigh et al.
(2024) highlight that stress management, alongside resilience, are both
important factors in helping athletes bounce back after facing
challenges. Overall, various types of work-related stress have an
impact on a persons wellbeing (e.g., Parry et al., 2025).

Aims of the study

In our research, we examine workplace stressors specifically
in sports, using our established model of workplace stressors.
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Being an athlete is a unique form of employment; athletes do not
follow a typical 40-h work week from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., nor do they
usually work at their employer’s premises. Our goal is to identify
factors that may influence athletes’ stress levels, in line with
previous models (Juhdsz, 2002). Best of our knowledge this is the
first empirical analysis of the model in sport context. Although
Juhdsz's (2002) model was originally developed for general
workplace settings, its comprehensive categorization of stressors
makes it highly adaptable to the elite sport context. This
adaptability is particularly valuable given the occupational nature
of professional athletic careers. Additionally, we aim to determine
whether stressors that are unique to athletes can be identified, and
if there are any gender differences in how these stressors are
experienced among athletes. Finally, we want to compare the
stressors faced by different types of sports (such as individual
versus team sports) and explore the varying experiences
of competitors.

Methods
Procedure

The research was conducted in two stages between October
2024 and April 2025. The questionnaire prepared as a starting
point was designed for a quantitative data collection method using
questionnaires. In order to refine the questionnaire, a qualitative
preparatory phase was included. This phase consisted of
interviews with 10 former elite athletes from 10 different sports.
They were asked to reflect on the stressful situations they had
experienced during their sporting careers. The final questionnaire
was refined and supplemented using the results of the interviews.
The survey was compiled using SurveyMonkey questionnaire
software and distributed online via the same platform. The
questionnaire was widely distributed among athletes, sports
organizations, and university students. It took approximately
15-20 min to complete. The questionnaire was anonymous. The
study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of
Helsinki (World Medical Association, 2013), and the guidelines of
the Ethics Committee at the Hungarian University of Sports
Science were followed (Ethical
MTSE-OKE-KEB/04/2023).

number:

Participants

The 10 interviewees included active competitors, athletes
participating in national championships, federation leaders, coaches,
Olympians, and former Olympic champions. The questionnaire was
designed specifically for Hungarian competitive athletes. The
minimum age for completing the questionnaire was 18. A total of 319
responses were recorded during the data collection process.
Unfortunately, we had to exclude 48 responses from the analysis due
to incomplete data, which slightly reduced our final sample size. A
total of 271 responses were usable during data processing. Among the
respondents, 156 were male and 115 were female. Regarding sport
type, 44% (n = 120) were individual athletes, while 56% (n = 151) took
part in team sports.
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Interviews and the questionnaire

The methodology used enabled a comprehensive and reliable
mapping of athletes’ life circumstances, work situations, and stressors,
while the qualitative preparation process ensured the practical
relevance of the questionnaire. The interviews were used in the initial
stage of the research to create the questionnaire and ensure its
relevance to athletes (Falus and Oll¢, 2017, p. 61). Subsequently, active
and retired athletes at various competitive levels took part in
developing the questionnaire, sharing their experiences and offering
suggestions after reviewing all the questions. These interviews lasted
an average of 60-80 min and were conducted in person. Based on the
athletes’ feedback and their comments, we refined the structure and
content of the questionnaire in some areas. In developing the final
questionnaire, we considered all the suggestions, additions, and
professional comments we received. During the interviews and
evaluations related to the questionnaire, it was important to ensure
that both genders and both individual and team athletes were
represented. Additionally, we involved coaches working with
successful athletes in both individual and team sports in the research
to ensure the questionnaire covered a wider range of sports. Before
finalizing the questionnaire, we conducted a pilot test to gather
additional practical feedback from respondents, which enhanced the
reliability and validity of the tool.

In the questionnaire used, questions about stressors were grouped
according to the classification of Juhdsz’s (2002) workplace stressors.
The research covered the main categories listed in Table 1, such
categories as task-related stressors, work environment stressors
(physical environment), stressors related to roles within the
organization, stressors occurring outside the organization, and
stressors for specific layers.

The first part of the questionnaire contained demographic
questions. The respondents were asked to provide information about
their gender, age, and current place of residence in a closed, multiple-
choice format. This was followed by a question about their sport and
their current practices: they could choose from a predefined list or
enter a free-text response if their sport was not included. The following
questions concerned the results and their current relationship
with sport.

The second part of the questionnaire contained a total of 66
statements relating to stressor categories. (e.g., I find it stressful to deal
with conflicts with my coach.), which was based on our inital stage. For
clarity, the statements were grouped and presented in six separate
tables. Each statement was evaluated using a 6-point Likert scale, with
the following answer options: “not at all characteristic,” “least

» «

characteristic,

» «

somewhat characteristic,” “moderately characteristic,”

“usually characteristic,” and “always characteristic”

Statistical analysis

In addition to descriptive statistics, Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) was conducted to identify the underlying factors within our
66-item questionnaire. Following the Kaiser criterion, factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1 were retained for further analysis. The
internal consistency of these factors was assessed using Cronbach’s
alpha. To examine the bidirectional relationships among the identified
factors, Pearson correlation coeflicients were calculated. Subsequently,
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TABLE 1 Categories of workplace stressors adapted from Juhasz (2002,
pp. 7-19).

Main category:

Subcategories
Workplace stressors

Task-related stressors (missing Quantitative or qualitative overloading or

deadlines, overtime, mistakes, etc.) underloading

Working conditions

Changes in the work

Keeping pace with rapid technological

change, Technostress

Work environment stressors - noise,
- heat,
- lighting,

- air quality, etc.

Stressors related to roles within the At the individual level

organization - role ambiguity

- role conflict

- too much or too little responsibility
for employees

- career development

At a group level

- lack of cohesion

- lack of good working relationships
- relationship with superiors/

subordinates

At an organizational level
- organizational climate
- management styles

- control systems

- technology and its change

excessively low pay

job insecurity

Stressors outside the organization - family relationships, financial problems

difficulties in balancing family and

work roles

personal beliefs, convictions

frequent relocation

- transportation to the workplace

Stressors for specific layers women (harassment at work, balancing
work and family roles, gender

inequality in the labor market)

physical workers (uncertainty, lack

of understanding)

- mental workers (family problems,
interpersonal relationships)

- stressors for leaders (e.g., stressors for

middle managers)

subordinates’ stressors (e.g., lack of

control)

a Structural Equation Model (SEM) was employed to explore
additional latent variables that could not be captured by the previous
methods. In our SEM model, PCA results were used to build our
model, and we identified second-order factors that were in line with
theoretical models. Widely used fit indices were used to test our model
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fit, which included hi-square (x?), relative chi-square divided by the
degree of freedom (CMIN/d.f), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), a non-normed fit index called the Tucker-
Lewis index (TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), and standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR). Finally, a one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was performed to investigate the effects of gender and
various sport-related variables (e.g., sport type, team vs. individual
sports, and competition level). At first step of ANOVA Levene’s test
were used to test homogeneity of the variance, which were not violated
in all cases, therefore Tukey’s post hoc were conducted for post-hoc
comparison. All analysis were conducted with Jamovi 2.6.

Results

Principal component analysis with varimax rotation was
employed to examine the factor structure of our scale (see Table 2). A
total of 52 items were included in this study, and these items were
categorized into 10 distinct factors. The factors accounted for 65.72%
of the variance and the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) index showed a
0.90 value. The first factor consisted of 9 items, with an eigenvalue of
5.58, accounting for 10.73% of the variance. This factor addressed
stress perceived by peers and teammates, and was named “Athlete’s
subordinates’ stressors” The second factor had an eigenvalue of 4.89,
explained 9.41% of the variance, and included seven items. It was
named “Stressors outside of sports” as it pertained to stressors outside
of sports. The third factor, with an eigenvalue of 4.82, explained 9.27%
of the variance and included six items related to administrative stress
that the athletes need to deal with on their own. We named this factor
Individual stressors within the organization. The next factor included
five items with an eigenvalue of 3.48 and explained 6.70% of the
variance. It was named “Stressors from leader responsibilities”
highlighting personal decisions regarding career continuation and
team structure. The fifth factor, named “Sports conditions” had an
eigenvalue of 3.09 and accounted for 5.94% of the variance. This factor
contained questions about competition and equipment quality. The
following factor was titled “Team stressors within the organization”
with an eigenvalue of 2.85 and explained 5.47% of the variance. It
included items concerning stressors from teammates. The seventh
factor, which consisted of only three items related to workload and
stress, was named “Overloading from sports” This factor had an
eigenvalue of 2.31 and accounted for 4.43% of the variance. The eighth
factor explained 4.12% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 2.14 and
included four items pertaining to changes in the sports environment,
thus it was named “Changes in sports” The next factor, called “Sports
environment stressors” included items about adapting to the new
sporting environment. It had an eigenvalue of 1.90 and explained
3.66% of the variance. Lastly, we named the final factor “Management
stressors within the organization” This factor included three items
related to stress that individuals cannot influence and had an
eigenvalue of 1.68, accounting for 3.23% of the variance. Additionally,
there was one extra factor with a single item, which had an eigenvalue
of 1.43 and explained 2.75% of the variance; however, we decided not
to include it in further analysis.

Cronbach’s alpha values and correlations of the factors are
presented in Table 3 of the extracted factors. The mean scores range
from 1.91 to 3.00, indicating that respondents experienced low to
moderate levels of stress across different domains. The highest mean
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TABLE 2 Final structure of our scale.

Factors

Q38 0.74

Q39 0.73

Q42 0.71

Q65 0.68

Q40 0.67 0.40

Q43 0.55

Q66 0.54

Q64 0.54 0.42

Q45 0.46 0.45

Q51 0.77

Q52 0.74

Q50 0.66

Q56 0.65

Q54 0.65

Q55 0.57

Q53 0.51

Q28 0.83

Q27 0.82

Q29 0.66

Q41 0.51 0.64

Q26 0.56

Q30 0.55

Q62 0.83

Q63 0.82

Q61 0.67

Q37 0.51

Q59 0.46 0.47

Ql10 0.78

Q9 0.75

Q11 0.58 0.44

Q1 0.51

Q12 0.48

Q32 0.71

Q31 0.67

Q35 0.56

Q34 0.47 0.50

Q33 0.47

Q3 0.71

Q2 0.69

Q7 0.44 0.49

Q14 0.58

Q21 0.58

Q44 0.57

(Continued)
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TABLE 2 (Continued)
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Factors
6

Q20 0.45
Q23 0.40 0.70
Q22 045 0.65
Q24 0.53
Q6 0.35
Q46 0.54
Q47 0.49
Q19 0.40 0.42
Q60 0.63
Eigenvalue 5.58 4.89 482 3.48 3.09 2.85 231 2.14 1.90 1.68 1.43
% of variance 10.73 9.41 9.27 6.70 5.94 547 443 412 3.66 323 2.75

Factor loading higher than 0.04 were included in the analysis.

score was observed for “Changes in sports” (M = 3.00), while the
lowest was for “Individual stressors within the organization”
(M =1.91). The skewness and kurtosis values fall within acceptable
ranges, suggesting that the variables are approximately normally
distributed. All 10 stressor variables are significantly and positively
correlated with each other (p < 0.001), with correlation coefficients
ranging from 0.29 to 0.67. Internal consistency for each variable is
strong, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from 0.72 to 0.90,
indicating that the subscales are reliable.

To test the second-order construct among our factors,
we conducted a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis to
evaluate the previously established theoretical model. This model was
developed based on the results of our factor analysis. Our findings
indicated that the model displayed a good fit with the data and was
consistent with established factors (y*(1046) = 1572.39, p=0.01;
CMIN/df. = 1.50; CFI=0.91; TLI=0.90; SRMR =0.06;
RMSEA = 0.05). We identified five latent variables as second-order
factors, all of which align with the theoretical framework related to
sports-related stress. The factors “Task-related stressors” and “Stressors
related to roles within the organization” each included three previously
established dimensions. Additionally, the latent variable “Stressors for
specific layers” comprised two factors. However, we did not create a
second-order factor for “Stressors outside of sports” and “Sports
environment stressors.” The second-order factors are highly correlated
with each other as seen in the subscales of the study. It is important to
note that item 59 was moved from “stressors from leader
responsibilities” to “Stressors outside of sports “due to its higher
reliability and the presence of cross-loadings identified in the factor
analysis (Figure 1).

In the next step, the factors were analyzed according to gender and
sports variable (Table 4). The analysis revealed significant gender
differences across most stress factors, with women consistently
reporting higher levels of stress than men. This was particularly
evident in “Task-related stressors,” where women (M =3.05,
SD = 0.81) scored significantly higher than men (M = 2.45, SD = 0.72),
F=35.29, p <0.001. Similar patterns were observed for “Overloading
from sports” (F = 20.71, p < 0.001), “Changes in sports” (F = 43.92,
P <0.001), and “Stressors outside of sports” (F = 13.80, p < 0.001). In
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terms of “Stressors for specific layers,” women also reported higher
scores in both “Athlete’s subordinates’ stressors” and “stressors from
leader responsibilities” Differences based on sport type (individual vs.
team) were also investigated, though generally less pronounced than
gender differences. Athletes in team sports reported higher stress in
“Task-related stressors” (F =12.08, p < 0.001), especially regarding
“Changes in sports” (F = 24.09, p < 0.001), “Overloading from sports”
(F=6.18, p < 0.05), and “Sports conditions” (F = 5.77, p < 0.05). Team
athletes also experienced greater stress in “stressors from leader
responsibilities” (F=7.75, p<0.01) and “Sports environment
stressors” (F = 14.81, p < 0.001).

The comparison of stress factors across different sports revealed
significant sport-specific differences. As it can be seen in Table 5. The
sub factors of “Task-related stressors” significantly differentiated
among different sports. Significant differences were found in “Sports
conditions” (F = 2.38, p < 0.05), with the highest stress levels reported
by fencers (M =3.49), tennis players (M =3.48), and athletes
(M =3.37). Handball (M =2.60) and football players (M = 2.75)
reported the lowest levels. “Sports conditions” varied significantly as
well (F = 2.44, p < 0.05), with gymnasts (M = 2.58) and tennis players
(M = 2.45) experiencing more stress, while athletes (M = 1.98) and ice
hockey players (M = 1.82) reported less. “Changes in sports” had
showed the most pronounced differences across sports (F = 4.05,
p <0.001). Gymnasts (M = 3.33), fencers (M = 3.33), and athletes in
“other” sports (M = 3.22) reported the highest stress levels in this
domain, while ice hockey players (M = 2.32) and handball players
(M =2.55) reported the lowest. “Sports environment stressors”
differences were also statistically significant (F=3.10, p <0.01).
Tennis players (M = 2.39) and basketball players (M = 2.17) reported
the highest levels of environmental stress, compared to lower levels
among handball (M = 1.52), football (M =1.56), and ice hockey
players (M = 1.55).

In our final analysis, we analyzed the stress factors across four
levels of sport competitions (Table 6). We found only significant
differences among “Team stressors within the organization” (F = 3.51,
P < 0.05) and “Stressors outside of sports.” As the post-hoc test showed
us National team athletes, (M = 2.10), Competing at international
level (M = 2.09), and competing at national level (M = 2.14) reported
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TABLE 3 Characteristics and correlations of the study variable.

Variable Skewness

1. Athlete’s
subordinates’ 2.91 1.07 —0.08 —0.98 (0.90)

stressors

2. Stressors
2.81 1.05 0.03 —091 0.62%#5 (0.89)
outside of sports

3. Individual
stressors within 191 0.89 1.09 0.41 0.51 %% 0.53%%#% (0.88)

the organization

4. Stressors from

2.18 1.11 0.68 —0.57 0.50%** 0.54%#%* 0.60%** (0.85)
leader skills

5. Sports
2.25 0.85 0.48 —0.37 0.477%%% 0.44%%%* 0,297 0.31%#%#%* (0.74)
conditions

6. Team stressors
within the 221 0.92 0.76 —-0.00 0.61 7% 0.60% 0.597### 0.56%%* 0.43%%% (0.77)

organization

7. Overloading
2.86 1.05 —0.03 —0.88 0.58%#% 0.577#%% 0.427%#5% 0.39%4% 0.54%% 0.50%%% (0.75)
from sports

8. Changes in
3.00 1.06 —0.14 -0.78 0.677#%* 0.58%* 0.45%%% 0.44%+% 0.53%%* 0.48%#+* 0.55%%% (0.74)
sports

9. Sports
environment 1.92 0.98 1.00 0.13 0.43%% 0.38%## 0.56% %% 0.397%# 0.35%#% 0.427% %% 0.39%# 0.447 %% (0.72)

stressors

10. Management (0.78)
stressors within 2.70 1.22 0.11 -1.17 0.67%%* 0.627%%* 0.54%%%* 0.56% %% 0.47%%* 0.57%#% 0.60%** 0.627%%* 0.50%**

the organization

Cronbach alpha values are the diagonal of the correlation table. All vales are significant at the level of 0.001.
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FIGURE 1
Results of the Structural Equation Model of the work-related stressors. Q = questions; All paths were significantly associated at the level of 0.001.

TABLE 4 Gender and sport type differences between the stress factors.

Variable Gender Individual vs Team sports
Women Individual
M (SD) M (SD)
Task-related stressors 2.45(0.72) 3.05(0.81) 35,29 2.51(0.77) 2.88 (0.82) 12.08%#%
Overloading from
2.77 (1.09) 3.40 (1.11) 20.71%%* 2.84 (1.11) 3.19 (1.16) 6.18%
sports
Sports conditions 2.08 (0.77) 2.50 (0.90) 15.21%%% 2.11(0.83) 2.37 (0.86) 5.77*
Changes in sports 2.61 (0.95) 3.47 (1.01) 43,92%%:% 2.63 (0.95) 3.28 (1.06) 24.09%%*
Stressors related to roles
2.15(0.85) 2.42(0.85) 5.75% 2.17 (0.81) 2.35(0.88) 2.66
within the organization
Individual stressors
1.87 (0.90) 1.97 (0.96) 0.65 1.80 (0.83) 1.99 (0.99) 2.53
within the organization
Team stressors within
1.95 (0.89) 2.18 (0.94) 3.93% 2.00 (0.84) 2.09 (0.97) 0.61
the organization
Management stressors
2.49 (1.13) 2.95 (1.30) 8.31%* 2.44 (1.13) 2.89 (1.26) 8.40%*
within the organization
Stressors outside of
2.59 (1.05) 3.10 (1.00) 13.80°%#* 2.75 (1.07) 2.86 (1.05) 0.68
sports
Sports environment
1.80 (0.98) 2.07 (0.97) 4.88* 1.65 (0.90) 2.12 (1.00) 14.81%%%
stressors
Stressors for specific
2.35(0.91) 2.81(0.94) 13.62%%% 2.40 (0.87) 2.66 (1.00) 4.66%
layers
Athlete’s subordinates’
2.67 (1.03) 3.27 (1.04) 18.38:%#* 2.86 (1.04) 2.98 (1.11) 0.69
stressors
Stressors from leader
sl 2.04 (1.04) 2.36 (1.18) 4.54* 1.96 (0.98) 2.36 (1.19) 7.75%%
skills

#p < 0.05; #*p < 0.01; #*¥p < 0.001. All bold values are significant.
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TABLE 5 Stressor differences between different types of sport.

Handball
M (SD)

Basketball
M (SD)

Other
M (SD)

Football
M (SD)

Athletics
M (SD)

Tennis Ice
M (SD) hockey
M (SD)

Variable

Fencing

Gymnastics F

M (SD) M (SD)

Task-related

2.43(0.78) 2.59 (0.94) 248(0.69) | 2.82(0.85)  2.85(0.52) | 2.83(0.46) | 2.86(0.65) 2.37(0.77) 2.90 (0.95) 1.77

stressors

Overloading

2.60 (1.19) 3.04 (1.35) 2.75(0.98) | 3.18 (1.17) | 3.49 (1.00) 3.37(0.51) 3.48(0.83)  2.87(1.20) 2.87 (1.26) 2.38%

from sports

Sports

2.21(0.95) 2.26 (0.73) 2.05(0.75) | 2.30(0.87)  2.06 (0.74) 1.98 (0.67) | 2.45(0.52) = 1.82(0.82) 2.58 (0.98) 2.44%

conditions

Changes in

2.55(0.92) 2.75 (1.04) 2.68(0.93) | 3.22(1.16)  3.33(0.57) 3.25(0.98) 2.97(1.21) | 2.32(0.81) 3.33(0.98) 4.05%%*

sports

Stressors related

to roles within 2.15 (0.68) 2.40 (0.82) 2.16 (0.79) | 2.26 (0.93) | 2.51(0.86) 2.35(1.02) 2.61(0.90) = 2.04(0.88) 2.23(0.81) 0.83

the organization

Individual

stressors

1.77 (0.72) 1.98 (0.87) 1.85(0.84) | 1.89 (0.96)  2.09 (0.92) 1.96 (0.93) | 2.58(1.19) = 1.57(0.81) 1.78 (0.84) 1.48

within the

organization

Team stressors

within the 1.91 (0.67) 2.14 (0.81) 2.01(0.89) | 2.16(1.04)  2.32(1.05) 2.04 (1.20) 2.37(1.01) = 1.92(0.88) 1.80 (0.70) 1.25

organization

Management

stressors

2.53 (1.20) 2.79 (1.25) 2.38(1.01) | 2.61(1.29)  3.19(1.26) 2.75(0.97) 2.88(1.22) = 2.35(1.20) 2.99 (1.28) 1.19

within the

organization

Stressors

outside of 2.59 (1.01) 2.74 (1.07) 2.89(1.13) | 2.87(1.09) | 276 (0.61) | 2.57(1.18) | 3.13(1.21) 2.65(1.13) 2.76 (0.97) 0.41

sports

Sports

environment 1.52 (0.65) 2.17 (1.05) 1.56 (0.89) | 1.83(0.95)  2.21(0.91) 2.15 (1.08) 2.39(1.03) | 1.55(0.79) 2.18 (1.08) 3.10%*

stressors

Stressors for

2.53(0.94) 2.73 (1.02) 2.38(0.73) | 2.52(1.04)  2.82(0.95) 2.16 (1.16) 2.91(0.88) = 2.10(0.88) 2.63 (0.89) 1.42

specific layers

Athlete’s

subordinates’ 2.88 (1.17) 3.22(1.16) 2.85(0.99) | 2.83(1.08) | 3.07(0.98) | 221(141) | 3.02(L.08) 2.52(1.00) 3.21(1.01) 118

stressors

Stressors from

2.18 (1.15)
leader skills

2.25(1.04) 1.93(0.89) | 2.22(1.17)  2.58(1.20) 2.18 (1.21) 2.79(1.20) = 1.68(0.84) 2.06 (1.12) 1.73

#p < 0.05; #*p < 0.01; #*¥p < 0.001. All bold values are significant.

higher stress than Olympian athletes (M = 1.68). “Stressors outside of
sports” (F=2.74, p <0.05), showed that National team athletes
(M =2.99) and the group of Competing at national level (M = 2.91)
experienced a higher level of stress in this domain, while Olympian
athletes perceived lower levels (M = 2.41).

Discussion

The goal of this study was to identify work-related factors that
may influence athletes’ stress levels. Additionally, we aimed to
investigate these stressors across different genders, types of sports, and
competition levels. Our analysis identified 10 latent factors that
contribute to athletes’ work-related stress and three additional factors

Frontiers in Psychology

that also play a role. Furthermore, we found that female athletes and
individual sports participants are more significantly affected by these
stressors. However, when examining the differences between sport
types and competition levels, only a few significant differences
were observed.

Our initial analysis aimed to explore workplace stressors within a
population of elite athletes by adapting Juhdsz's (2002) general
workplace stressor model to a sport-specific context. The results from
the factor analysis largely confirmed the applicability of this
framework in the athletic domain, with 10 distinct factors emerging.
The high internal consistency across all factors (Cronbach’s alpha
ranging from 0.72 to 0.90) indicates strong reliability of the adapted
scale and supports its use in assessing stress among athletes. Moreover,
most of the extracted factors showed strong conceptual alignment
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TABLE 6 Stress factor differences among different competition levels.

10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1637069

Variable Olympian National team Competing at Competing at
M (SD) athletes international level national level
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Task-related stressors 2.67 (0.96) 2.94 (0.71) 2.70 (0.86) 2.75(0.84) 0.99
Overloading from sports 2.68 (1.20) 3.27(1.01) 3.11 (1.20) 3.01(1.14) 2.15
Sports conditions 2.26 (0.93) 2.45 (0.87) 2.18 (0.90) 2.20 (0.80) 1.09
Changes in sports 3.02 (1.08) 3.22(0.85) 2.70 (1.20) 3.03 (1.05) 1.82

Stressors related to roles

1.93 (0.72) 2.27 (0.81) 2.28 (0.88) 2.27 (0.90) 2.12

within the organization

Individual stressors

1.75 (0.94) 1.81 (0.79) 2.01 (1.01) 1.96 (0.94) 0.87
within the organization
Team stressors within

1.68 (0.72) 2.10 (0.98) 2.09 (0.91) 2.14 (0.94) 3.51%
the organization
Management stressors

2.40 (1.14) 2.84 (1.21) 2.75 (1.26) 2.71 (1.24) 1.09
within the organization

Stressors outside of sports 2.41 (0.90) 2.99(0.92) 2.91 (1.20) 2.82 (1.06) 2.74%

Sports environment

2.07 (1.00) 2.00 (1.00) 1.86 (0.96) 1.86 (0.99) 0.60
stressors

Stressors for specific

2.44 (0.96) 2.69 (0.82) 2.61(1.03) 2.50 (0.95) 0.67

layers

Athlete’s subordinates’

2.88 (1.03) 3.17 (0.89) 2.80(1.17) 2.89 (1.11) 1.26
stressors
Stressors from leader
il 2.01 (1.12) 221 (1.15) 2.42 (1.17) 2.11 (1.07) 1.03
skills

#p < 0.05. All bold values are significant.

with Juhdsz’s original categories, suggesting that traditional
occupational stress models can be effectively transferred to sport
environments when appropriately contextualized. For example, factors
such as “Task-related stressors,” “Team stressors within the
organization,” and “Management stressors within the organization”
parallel well-established by Juhdsz (2002). However, due to its sports
context, the names of these constructs were modified for
sports settings.

To further examine the structure and coherence of the identified
work-related stress factors, we employed Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) to test a second-order theoretical model. This
model was grounded in Juhdsz’s original conceptualization of work-
related stress but tailored to the realities of the sport context. The
SEM analysis revealed five latent variables that captured broader
clusters of stress experiences. Of these, three (“Task-related stressors,”
“Stressors related to roles within the organization,” and “Stressors for
specific layers”) were successfully modeled as coherent higher-order
constructs. In contrast, Stressors outside of sports and Sports
environment stressors did not integrate into any higher-order
category and remained as independent constructs. Some of the factor
labels, such as “Athletes’ subordinates’ stressors” and “Stressors from
leader responsibilities;,” may not be immediately intuitive in a sports
context. These constructs were derived from the adapted Juhdsz
(2002) model and reflect stressors related to interpersonal dynamics
within the athlete’s
environment. For example, “Athletes’ subordinates’ stressors”

and decision-making responsibilities

Frontiers in Psychology

includes items related to peer pressure and expectations from
teammates or junior athletes, while “Stressors from leader
responsibilities” captures the burden of making career-related
decisions or managing team dynamics. Although these terms
originate from organizational psychology, we believe they are
applicable to elite sport when appropriately contextualized.
We believe these factors are a reliable and useful tool for further
analysis in sport settings.

We must acknowledge that, there were bidirectional relationships
between the construct in our conceptual model. These connections
reflect the dynamic interplay between organizational demands and
personal identity-based stress. The boundaries between an athlete’s
personal life and professional responsibilities are often blurred, as
daily training, competition, and organizational expectations frequently
spill over into personal domains. For example, role ambiguity or
leadership pressure within a team can intensify task-related stress, and
external life stressors such as family obligations or relocation may
disproportionately affect specific athlete subgroups, including women
or younger athletes. This dynamic interplay is supported by recent
literature (e.g., Tossici et al., 2024), which highlights the systemic and
reciprocal nature of stressors in high-performance environments.
Therefore, the bidirectional arrows in our model are not merely visual
choices but reflect the theoretical and empirical reality of how stress
manifests in elite sport.

Investigating the differences between the stressors and gender
we found that female athletes consistently reported higher levels of
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stress across nearly all domains. This aligns with earlier research
showing that women tend to report higher levels of stressful behavior,
such as depression, frustration, and anxiety (Asher et al., 2017
Calvarese, 2015). A possible explanation comes from self-construal
theory (Cross et al., 2010): women often develop an interdependent
self-view, defining themselves through relationships, while men tend
toward an independent self-view, focusing on autonomy. It seems a
similar pattern can be observed in sport as well, since our results
suggest that women might experience the demands of athletic life
more intensely or feel less autonomy in navigating those stressors.
We believe these results call attention to coaches, sport psychologists,
and organizational leaders, who should consider tailoring support
programs and resources to meet the specific needs of female athletes.

Investigate different sport types, we found that stress can manifest
differently depending on the setting, but for both individual and team
athletes. Our results highlighted that individual athletes face more
work-related stress than team sports athletes in both of our analyses.
We believe the reason behind this phenomenon is that individual
athletes may face stress in isolation, while teams typically experience
stress collectively (Wergin et al., 2022). The study of Pluhar et al.
(2019) shows that athletes in individual sports are more likely to
experience anxiety or depression compared to those participating in
team sports. Their study attributes this difference to the social and
supportive environment of team sports, which fosters enjoyment and
stress relief, whereas individual sports often involve a more isolated
experience that may increase vulnerability to mental health issues.

Stress levels did not consistently increase with higher levels of
competition. In fact, Olympian athletes generally reported lower stress
in several domains. This may reflect better coping mechanisms, higher
psychological resilience, or more institutional support available at the
highest levels (Den Hartigh et al., 2024). These results support the idea
that elite experience can be a protective factor for anxiety. Several
studies confirm that stress does not increase athletic performance
proportionally. For example, the results of Garrido-Munoz et al.
(2024) show that judokas classified as higher-level competitors had
better scores on the CD-RISC 10 scale, which measures psychological
resilience. This typically indicates a better ability to handle stress and
recover from minor or major setbacks. Interestingly, stress levels
among national and international athletes were sometimes higher
than those of Olympians. This might indicate a “pressure peak” at the
sub-elite level, where athletes face intense expectations but have fewer
structural supports.

While our study highlights the significance of work-related stress
within athletic environments, it also has some limitations that need to
be acknowledged. First, we utilized convenience sampling and relied
on social media platforms for recruitment, which may have restricted
participation. Additionally, the stressors examined were based solely
on Juhdsz’s (2002) framework, potentially limiting the generalizability
of our findings and overlooking other constructs that could influence
athletes’ work-related stress. Another limitation is that our analysis
was confined to Hungarian athletes, which may restrict the
generalizability of the findings to athletes from other countries or
cultural contexts. Furthermore, our study focused exclusively on a
Hungarian sample, making the results applicable only within that
context. Future research should address these limitations by
incorporating more diverse and international samples, adopting
longitudinal designs, integrating mixed methods, and expanding the
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framework to capture a wider range of individual and
contextual influences.

Conclusion

Our study emphasizes the significance of work-related stress
among athletes. Based on our findings, we have the following
conclusions: (1) There are 10 factors and three second-order factors
for measuring work-related stress among athletes. (2) Women perceive
higher levels of work-related stress than men. (3) Individual athletes
experience higher levels of work-related stress than those in team
sports, as group dynamics play a protective role against anxiety. (4)
Work-related stress is not linearly related to competition level. Overall,
our research offer several practical implications for the field of sport
psychology and athlete support. By identifying 10 distinct stressor
categories and modeling them through a theoretically grounded SEM
framework, we provide a validated tool that can help coaches, sport
psychologists, and organizational leaders better understand the
specific stress profiles of elite athletes. Furthermore, our results
highlight the need for institutional support, especially for sub-elite
athletes who may face high stress with fewer resources. Ultimately, this
research enhancing our understanding of sport-specific workplace
stress, we can contribute to creating healthier and more sustainable
athletic environments.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will
be made available by the authors without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by Institutional
Review Board of Hungarian University of Sport Sciences (protocol
code: MTSE-OKE-KEB/03/2023; date of approval: 03.12.2023). The
studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and
institutional requirements. The participants provided their written
informed consent to participate in this study.

Author contributions

VR: Formal analysis, Supervision, Writing - review & editing,
Conceptualization, Writing - original draft. AK: Formal analysis,
Resources, Data curation, Conceptualization, Investigation, Writing —
review & editing, Writing — original draft. TB: Formal analysis,
Methodology, Software, Writing - review & editing, Conceptualization,
Writing - original draft.

Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for
the research and/or publication of this article.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1637069
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org

Resperger et al.

Acknowledgments

We would like to express gratitude to all the Hungarian athletes
who participated in this study for contributing their personal
experiences to our field of research.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Generative Al statement

The authors declare that Gen AI was used in the creation of this
manuscript. The authors exclusively employed AI technology

References

Asher, M., Asnaani, A., and Aderka, I. M. (2017). Gender differences in social anxiety
disorder: a review. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 56, 1-12. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2017.05.004

Caballo, V. E., Salazar, I. C,, Irurtia, M. J., Arias, B., and Hofmann, S. G. (2014).
Differences in social anxiety between men and women across 18 countries. Pers. Individ.
Differ. 64, 35-40. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.013

Calvarese, M. (2015). The effect of gender on stress factors: an exploratory study
among university students. Soc. Sci. 4, 1177-1184. doi: 10.3390/socsci4041177

Cooper, C. L., and Davidson, M. (1987). “Sources of stress at work and their relation
to stressors in non-working environments” in Psychosocial factors at work and their
relation to health. eds. R. Kalimo, M. A. El-Batavi and C. L. Cooper (Geneva: World
Health Organization).

Cowden, R. G. (2016). Mental toughness, emotional intelligence, and coping
effectiveness: an analysis of construct interrelatedness among high-performing
adolescent male athletes. Percept. ~Mot.  Skills 123, 737-753. doi:
10.1177/0031512516666027

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., and Gercek-Swing, B. (2010). The what, how, why, and
where of self-construal. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 15, 142-179. doi:
10.1177/1088868310373752

Den Hartigh, R. J. R., Meerhoff, L. R. A, Van Yperen, N. W,, Neumann, N. D.,
Brauers, J. J., Frencken, W. G. P, et al. (2024). Resilience in sports: a multidisciplinary,
dynamic, and personalized perspective. Int. Rev. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 17, 564-586. doi:
10.1080/1750984X.2022.2039749

Falus, I., and Oll¢, J. (2017). Az empirikus kutatdsok gyakorlata. Budapest: Nemzeti
Tanko6nyvkiado.

Fletcher, D., and Arnold, R. (2017). “Stress in sport: the role of the organizational
environment” in The organizational psychology of sport: key issues and practical
applications. ed. C. R. D. Wagstaff (London: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group), 83-100.

Fletcher, D., Hanton, S., Mellalieu, S. D., and Neil, R. (2012). A conceptual framework
of organizational stressors in sport performers. Scand. J. Med. Sci. Sports 22, 545-557.
doi: 10.1111/§.1600-0838.2010.01242.x

Garrido-Munoz, M., Blanco-Garcia, C., Diez-Vega, I, Garcia-Merino, S.,
Acebes-Sanchez, J., and Rodriguez-Romo, G. (2024). Psychological resilience, athletic
experience, and competitive level of judokas. A transversal study. Front. Psychol.
15:1440412. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1440412

Goh, J., Pfeffer, J., Zenios, S. A., and Rajpal, S. (2015). Workplace stressors & health
outcomes: health policy for the workplace. Behav. Sci. Policy 1, 43-52. doi:
10.1353/bsp.2015.0001

Grobler, H., Du Plooy, K., Kruger, P, and Ellis, S. (2022). The prevalence of
common mental disorders and its relationship with mental toughness in professional
south African rugby players. S. Afr. ] Psychol. 52, 61-72. doi:
10.1177/00812463211009422

Hamlin, M. J., Wilkes, D., Elliot, C. A., Lizamore, C. A., and Kathiravel, Y. (2019).
Monitoring training loads and perceived stress in young elite university athletes. Front.
Physiol. 10:34. doi: 10.3389/fphys.2019.00034

Jiménez-Picon, N., Romero-Martin, M., Ponce-Blandén, J. A., Ramirez-Baena, L.,
Palomo-Lara, J. C., and Gémez-Salgado, J. (2021). The relationship between

Frontiers in Psychology

10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1637069

(Grammarly) for grammatical corrections and language refinement.
All intellectual contributions, scientific analyses, and conclusions were
entirely the authors’ work, with no Al involvement in any other aspect
of the present study.

Any alternative text (alt text) provided alongside figures in this
article has been generated by Frontiers with the support of artificial
intelligence and reasonable efforts have been made to ensure accuracy,
including review by the authors wherever possible. If you identify any
issues, please contact us.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations,
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

mindfulness and emotional intelligence as a protective factor for healthcare
professionals: systematic review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 18:5491. doi:
10.3390/ijerph18105491

Juhdsz, A. (2002). Munkahelyi stressz, munkahelyi egészségfejlesztés, Oktatasi
segédanyag. Budapest: Budapesti Miiszaki és Gazdasagtudomanyi Egyetem, munka-és
szervezpszicholdgiai szakképzés.

Kiss, M. B. (2025). Szexudlis zaklatasarol vallott a korabbi sikeres miikorcsolydzoné. Index.
hu, 4 April. Available online at: https://index.hu/sport/telisport/2025/04/04/marina-kielmann-
szexualis-zaklatas-mukorcsolya-eletrajz-nemetorszag/ (Accessed May 8, 2025).

Klein, S. (2004). Munkapszichol6gia. Budapest: EDGE 2000.

Lehrer, P. M., Woolfolk, R. L., and Sime, W. E. (Eds.) (2007). Principles and practice
of stress management. 3rd Edn. London: Guilford Press.

Maudgalya, T., Wallace, S., Daraiseh, N., and Salem, S. (2006). Workplace stress factors
and ‘burnout’ among information technology professionals: a systematic review. Theor.
Issues Ergon. Sci. 7, 285-297. doi: 10.1080/14639220500090638

McLean, C. P, and Anderson, E. R. (2009). Brave men and timid women? A review of
the gender differences in fear and anxiety. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 29, 496-505. doi:
10.1016/j.cpr.2009.05.003

Medaris, A. (2023). Women say they're stressed, misunderstood, and alone: American
Psychological Association.

Mellalieu, S. D., Neil, R., Hanton, S., and Fletcher, D. (2009). Competition stress in
sport performers: stressors experienced in the competition environment. J. Sports Sci.
27, 729-744. doi: 10.1080/02640410902889834

Muioz, S., Iglesias, C. A, Mayora, O., and Osmani, V. (2022). Prediction of stress
levels in the workplace using surrounding stress. Inf. Process. Manag. 59:103064. doi:
10.1016/j.ipm.2022.103064

Nolen-Hoeksema, S., Atkinson, R. L., and Hilgard, E. R. (Eds.) (2009). Atkinson & Hilgard’s
introduction to psychology. 15th Edn. Hampsire: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

Nuetzel, B. (2023). Coping strategies for handling stress and providing mental health
in elite athletes: a systematic review. Front. Sports Active Living 5:1265783. doi:
10.3389/fspor.2023.1265783

Parry, S., Oldfield, J., and Williams, T. (2025). Exploring the impact of work-related
stress and professional wellbeing with practitioners in homes for children. Scot. J. Resid.
Child Care 24:28. doi: 10.17868/strath.00092779

Pluhar, E., McCracken, C., Griffith, K. L., Christino, M. A., Sugimoto, D., and
Meehan, W. P. (2019). Team sport athletes may be less likely to suffer anxiety or
depression than individual sport athletes. J. Sports Sci. Med. 18, 490-496.

Resperger, V., and Géczi, G. (Eds.) (2021). HR és sport. Budapest: Testnevelési
Egyetem.

Rice, S. M., Purcell, R, De Silva, S., Mawren, D., McGorry, P. D., and Parker, A. G.
(2016). The mental health of elite athletes: a narrative systematic review. Sports Med. 46,
1333-1353. doi: 10.1007/s40279-016-0492-2

Szikora, P. (2023). “A technostresszt befolydsol6 tényezék” in Véllalkozasfejlesztés a
XXI. szdzadban 2023/2. kotet: A jelen kor gazdasagi kihivdsainak és tarsadalmi

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1637069
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.013
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci4041177
https://doi.org/10.1177/0031512516666027
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310373752
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984X.2022.2039749
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0838.2010.01242.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1440412
https://doi.org/10.1353/bsp.2015.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/00812463211009422
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2019.00034
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18105491
https://index.hu/sport/telisport/2025/04/04/marina-kielmann-szexualis-zaklatas-mukorcsolya-eletrajz-nemetorszag/
https://index.hu/sport/telisport/2025/04/04/marina-kielmann-szexualis-zaklatas-mukorcsolya-eletrajz-nemetorszag/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14639220500090638
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410902889834
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2022.103064
https://doi.org/10.3389/fspor.2023.1265783
https://doi.org/10.17868/strath.00092779
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-016-0492-2

Resperger et al.

valtozasainak interdiszciplinaris megkozelitései. eds. J. Varga, A. Csiszarik-Kocsir and
M. Garai-Fodor (Budapest: Obudai Egyetem, Keleti Kéroly Gazdasagi Kar), 85-99.

Tossici, G., Zurloni, V., and Nitri, A. (2024). Stress and sport performance: a
PNEI multidisciplinary approach. Front. Psychol. 15:1358771. doi:
10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1358771

Wergin, V. V,, Mallett, C. J., and Beckmann, J. (2022). Individual vs. team sport
failure—similarities, differences, and current developments. Front. Psychol. 13:930025.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.930025

Frontiers in Psychology

10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1637069

Woodman, T., and Hardy, L. (2001). A case study of organizational stress in elite sport.
J. Appl. Sport Psychol. 13, 207-238. doi: 10.1080/104132001753149892

Woods, S., Dunne, S., Gallagher, P., and McNicholl, A. (2022). A systematic review of
the factors associated with athlete burnout in team sports. Int. Rev. Sport Exerc. Psychol.
18, 70-110. doi: 10.1080/1750984x.2022.2148225

‘World Medical Association (2013). World medical association declaration of Helsinki:
ethical principles for medical research involving human subjects. JAMA 310:2191. doi:
10.1001/jama.2013.281053

13 frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1637069
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1358771
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.930025
https://doi.org/10.1080/104132001753149892
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984x.2022.2148225
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2013.281053

	Survey of workplace stressors among Hungarian elite athletes
	Introduction
	Workplace stressors
	Stress in sports
	Aims of the study

	Methods
	Procedure
	Participants
	Interviews and the questionnaire
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion

	References

