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Abstract 

Positive youth development (PYD) through sport is a person-centered approach that aims to develop a 

variety of assets. Coaches can play a significant role in this process but often require training to develop 

their professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal skills and knowledge. Recently, a coaching 

development program (CDP) grounded in Transformational Leadership theory (TFL) has been shown to 

increase coaches’ interpersonal behaviors that focus on the development of the person. However, how this 

training affects athletes’ outcomes has yet to be tested. The purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to test the 

effects of a Transformational coaching workshop for developing athletes’ competence, confidence, 

connection, and character—also known as the 4Cs. Fifty-three soccer athletes (Mage = 13.7, SD = 1.91 ) 

completed four questionnaires before and after their coaches participated in the workshop. Seventy-two 

soccer athletes (Mage = 14.24, SD = 1.27 ) served as a comparison group and had coaches that did not 

participate in the workshop. Four separate tests were run to analyze differences in the 4Cs at two time 

points during the season across the two groups. Two repeated measures ANOVAs were run for 

competence and confidence, while two repeated measure ANCOVAs were run for connection and 

character while controlling for age and gender respectively. The results show that the intervention had no 

significant effects on athletes 4Cs. Athletes in both groups appeared to be situated in a nurturing 

environment before the workshop and continued to benefit from this environment after the workshop. The 

findings add to the growing body of research that shows CDPs may not benefit those who are already 

developing optimally and who perceive their environment positively. However, the high averages for both 

groups at both time points indicate that the ceiling effect and social desirability bias might be influencing 

the findings. These constraints on the results appear to be a growing trend in CDP and PYD research, and 

thus open a discussion to suggest the need for more sensitive instruments and rigorous methodologies in 

future studies.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Despite the hopes and wishes of many young athletes and their families, the majority of 

developing athletes will not participate in professional sport, join a varsity university program, or 

obtain a scholarship to do so (“State of Play 2018,” 2018). There has therefore been increasing 

concern regarding the “professionalization” of youth sports programs and their narrow focus on 

adult-prescribed performance outcomes (Erdal, 2018; “Sport for all play for life: A playbook to 

get every kid in the game,” 2015). Statistically, fewer than 1% of athletes are going to make it to 

the professional level, and therefore, there is need to widen the primary focus of youth sports to 

beyond winning and elite athlete development (“State of Play 2018,” 2018).  In contrast, there has 

been a growing interest in applying Positive Youth Development (PYD) to athletic contexts in the 

hopes of developing the whole child rather than just their performance (e.g. Horn, 2008; Vella, 

Oades, & Crowe, 2011).  

PYD offers an alternative approach for youth sports programs and aims to guide youth to 

develop optimally through leading healthy, satisfying, and productive life, which, later in 

adulthood, may foster competence to engage in society as contributing citizens, nurture others, 

and participate in healthy social relationships (Hamilton, Hamilton, & Pittman, 2004). Through 

its ability to develop initiative, engage, and challenge youth (Holt & Neely, 2011), sport seems 

like an ideal environment to achieve the overall outcomes of PYD. While there are many PYD 

frameworks and outcomes to choose from, the 4Cs of competence, confidence, connection, and 

character have been shown to be empirically comprehensive for developing young athletes both 

within as well as outside a sporting context (Vella et al., 2011; Vierimaa, Bruner, & Côté, 2018; 

Vierimaa, Turnnidge, Bruner, & Côté, 2017). To develop the 4Cs, though, coaches need the 

proper training to help athletes negotiate the different challenges inherent to sport.  
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There is an extensive body of literature highlighting the important role that coaches play 

in facilitating athlete development (e.g. Conroy & Coatsworth, 2004; Smoll & Smith, 1989; Vella 

et al., 2011; Vella & Perlman, 2014). Coaches though are not inherently effective; their influence 

can be positive or negative depending on their behaviours, relationships with their athletes, and 

interactions (Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & Deakin, 2005; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2013b). To better 

ensure that athletes’ interactions with their coaches are positive and will lead to positive athlete 

development, coaches need to display behaviours with their athletes that are consistent with the 

guiding principles of positive youth development (Côté & Gilbert, 2009). Accordingly, Côté and 

Gilbert (2009) propose that coaches can become more effective by expanding their own 

professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge so that sport becomes a rich 

environment for the nurturing and development of personal assets. However, how to best expand 

coaches’ knowledge and thus help coaches to be more effective at developing the whole person is 

an area of research that needs attention. 

Coaching development programs (CDPs) are one way of developing more effective 

coaches; unfortunately, the majority of CDPs neglect key interpersonal and intrapersonal 

behaviours that can be essential for the development of athletes’ PYD outcomes such as the 4Cs 

(Lefebvre, Evans, Turnnidge, Gainforth, & Côté, 2016). Although limited in number, several 

inter- and intrapersonally focused CDPs have shown success in developing effective coaches by 

improving athletes’ motivational outcomes. These include the Coach Effectiveness Training 

workshop (CET; Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1979), the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC; 

Smith et al., 2007), Empowering Coaching (Duda, 2013), and the Transformational Leadership 

Approach to Coaching (TLAC; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2013a). More recently, Turnnidge and 

Côté (2017) have developed a new CDP called The Transformational Coaching Workshop 

(TCW). In line with the results described in past research (Lawrason, Turnnidge, Martin, & Côté, 
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in press) this intervention seems particularly promising at improving a broad range of athlete 

PYD outcomes; however, this effect has yet to be tested empirically.  

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to evaluate specific changes in athlete 

development following coaches’ participation in the TCW. By observing changes in athletes’ 

4Cs, this study will evaluate the effectiveness of the TCW on athlete development. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Given the importance of PYD in sport (e.g. Larson, 2000) and the essential role that 

coaches play in facilitating—or encumbering—these outcomes (e.g. Holt et al., 2017), the 

purpose of this literature review is to provide a general overview of PYD. More specifically, it 

will contextualize PYD within the sport context and how inter- and intrapersonal CDPs aim to 

develop more effective coaches who can achieve these athlete outcomes. Therefore, this section 

will (a) review PYD and why sport might be an ideal environment for PYD; (b) discuss the 

possible developmental outcomes of PYD in sport; (c) examine how effective coaching can 

achieve these outcomes; (d) analyze how previous CDPs have aimed to develop these more 

effective coaches; (e) finally, describe a new CDP grounded in Transformational Leadership 

theory (TFL) theory and the reasons why it may have success in achieving PYD outcomes for 

youth athletes.  

Positive Youth Development (PYD) 

In general, PYD refers to having an asset-based approach that aims to enable youth to 

“lead a healthy, satisfying, and productive life as youth and later adults because they gain 

competence to earn a living, to engage in civic activities, to nurture others, and to participate in 

social relations and cultural activities” (Hamilton et al., 2004, pg. 3). Instead of seeing youth as a 

problem to be solved, PYD researchers view them as resources to be nurtured (Lerner, Brown, & 

Kier, 2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). According to Larson (2000), a key part of PYD is the 

development of initiative, which requires agency, concerted engagement, and a development of 

these two aspects over time. Ideal activities that promote PYD would be those that are 

challenging and effortful in which participants wish to engage voluntarily for some intrinsic 

reason (e.g. enjoyment). Additionally, effective PYD programs will entice participants to want to 
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continue to repeat these behaviors over multiple seasons and years. Unlike school, which might 

be challenging but not the most enjoyable activity, or playing videogames with friends, which 

might be enjoyable but not effortful, sport and other extra-curricular activities such as music can 

offer environments that are both enjoyable and challenging therefore creating an ideal setting for 

PYD (Larson, 2000).    

Given the broad definition and objectives of PYD, several frameworks have been used to 

measure the outcomes of PYD and evaluate PYD programs. For example, Benson (1997) 

identified a total of 40 possible assets split between internal (e.g. self-esteem, honesty, integrity, 

caring) and external assets (e.g. adult role models, family boundaries, caring school climate). In 

their study on agricultural and farming clubs (4H clubs), Lerner et al. (2005) used factor analysis 

to suggest five general assets: competence, confidence, character, caring/compassion, and 

connections. However, neither of these frameworks were designed within the context of sport.  

While there is significant overlap between types of PYD programs outside of the sporting 

context, some researchers have questioned whether the 5Cs accurately represent the unique 

aspects within sport (Holt, 2016; Jones, Dunn, Holt, Sullivan, & Bloom, 2011). Sporting 

environments have a different social and emotional level of commitment compared to school and 

after school programs. Moreover, sport organizations typically have different mission statements 

than other youth programs such as Boy Scouts and 4H, which are often more overtly focused on 

PYD.  In exploring the applicability of the 5Cs model to sport, Côté and colleagues (2010) 

examined the sports and character development literature and recommended the 4Cs model of 

competence, confidence, connection, and character, which they derived by merging character 

with caring/compassion after finding it too similar to differentiate in the sports context.  

In the sporting context, competence refers to athletes’ skill development, ability, and 

sport specific performance (Martens, 1996). Competence can further be broken down into 

specific dimensions such as technical skills, which is an athlete’s ability to perform the 
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movements necessary for their specific sport such as dribbling and shooting; tactical skills, which 

is an athlete’s decision making and ability to perform specific action during competition, such as 

running a specific play or throwing a specific pitch; and, physical skills, which is an athlete’s 

overall fitness and functionality that allows them to meet the rigors of their sport’s training and 

competition such as sprint speed. While competence refers to an athlete’s actual ability, 

confidence within the sport context refers to athletes’ beliefs in their own ability to be successful 

in the sport that they practice and their belief that they can achieve their sports specific goals 

(Vealey, 1986; Vierimaa et al., 2012). These goals can be outcome (e.g. winning or championship 

performances) or process oriented (e.g. effort or playing well), both of which can be pursued 

simultaneously and influence athletes’ confidence (Vealey, 1986). Connection refers to the 

friendships, bonds, and social relationships that athletes develop with people both inside and 

outside of sport (e.g. fellow athletes, parents, and assistant coaches; Côté & Gilbert, 2009; 

Vierimaa et al., 2012). Coaches can help their athletes maintain and improve these connections so 

that they turn into positive relationships over time (Vella et al., 2011). Finally, character refers to 

an athlete’s moral development and sportspersonship, and in sport, is generally measured by how 

much an athlete engages in prosocial or antisocial behaviour (Eisenberg, Spinrad, & Knafo-

Noam, 2015; Kavussanu, Stanger, & Boardley, 2013; Vierimaa et al., 2012). Prosocial behaviours 

are actions that benefit or help others while antisocial behaviours are those that harm or 

disadvantage others (Kavussanu et al., 2013). Overall, character can be defined as an athlete’s 

sense of responsibility, honesty, empathy, and respect (Côté & Gilbert, 2009). There are certainly 

other personal assets and lenses beyond the 4Cs, but the 4Cs are specific to sports and encompass 

a wide range of developmental outcomes for youth (Côté, Bruner, Strachan, Erickson, & Fraser-

Thomas, 2010; Vierimaa et al., 2012).   

Since its conception, the 4Cs have been found to be both a reliable and a concise 

measurement of youth athletic developmental outcomes (e.g. Beesley & Fraser-Thomas, 2019; 
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Erickson & Côté, 2016; Vella et al., 2011; Vierimaa et al., 2017; Vierimaa et al., 2018). Vierimaa 

et al. (2017) interviewed 12 recreational basketball coaches and, after performing a thematic 

analysis, found that coaches consistently referenced the 4Cs as short-term outcomes for their 

athletes. Coaches discussed how they saw their athletes’ dribbling and passing skills improve 

(competence), the development of long-term friendships (connection), athletes finding their voice 

and strengths (confidence), and respect for other teams and officials (character). Similarly, Vella 

et al. (2011) interviewed 17 youth soccer coaches and asked about their coaching philosophies, 

what outcomes they wanted for their athletes, and their team goals. After thematic analysis, he 

found that the coaches’ goals and observations for athlete outcomes could be categorized within 

the 4Cs framework. Not only do these two studies show the presence of the 4Cs within the 

context of youth athletics, but also it shows the importance of the coach in facilitating them. In 

order to help athletes develop the 4Cs, youth need effective coaches who have the knowledge and 

skills to do so (Camiré, Trudel, & Forneris, 2012; Vella et al., 2011). Indeed, a recent qualitative 

meta-study looking at PYD in sports stated that along with parents and social relationships, the 

coach plays a critical role in the creation of an environment in which youth can develop positively 

and improve their personal, social, and physical outcomes (Holt et al., 2017). The following 

section will elaborate on what it means to be an effective coach and how coaches can adapt 

behaviours that are in line with their athletes' development of competence, confidence, 

connection, and character.  

Effective Coaching Behaviours 

Coaches’ behaviours can have a significant impact on athletes’ short and long term 

development in sport (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2004; Smoll & Smith, 1989; Vella et al., 2011). 

Specifically, a coach’s influence is contingent upon the type of relationships they establish with 

their athletes (Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & Deakin, 2008). Studies suggest that when athletes have 

negative interactions and experiences in sport such as feeling that they are being controlled by 
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their coach, continually being yelled at for making mistakes, or feeling pressured to perform, they 

are more likely to display more antisocial behaviours, to drop out of sport, to peak prematurely, 

or to have their identity overly tied to their sport performance (Gearity & Murray, 2011; Quested 

et al., 2013). Conversely, research indicates that when athletes have nurturing relationships with 

their coaches, athletes have an improved chance at developing better social connections and 

prosocial behaviours  (Smoll & Smith, 2010; Smoll, Smith, & Curtis, 1977). It has recently been 

shown that effective coaching behaviours that lead to these more nurturing relationships can be 

trained (e.g. Lawrason et al., in press), so understanding how to build positive relationships 

between coaches and athletes and, in turn, develop more effective coaching is critical for youths’ 

overall development.  

Côté and Gilbert (2009) define an effective coach as one who consistently integrates 

professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge and behaviours to improve their 

athletes’ development of the 4Cs. Professional knowledge and behaviours encompass sport-

specific content such as teaching proper drills, skills, and strategy. Interpersonal knowledge and 

behaviours refer to communication and relationships with various social agents (e.g. athletes). 

Finally, intrapersonal knowledge and behaviours focus on the ability to critically reflect upon 

one’s own skills and behaviours as a coach. Côté and Gilbert (2009) suggest that when a coach 

has the right integration of these three knowledge types, they can optimize the short- and long-

term physical, psychological, and social developmental outcomes of athletes.   

Unfortunately, many coaches see their role simply as facilitators of sport performance 

and may not be concerned about athletes’ 4Cs or other psychosocial assets (Cushion, Armour, & 

Jones, 2003; Jones & Wallace, 2005; Santos, Camiré, & Campos, 2018; Santos et al., 2017; 

Wilcox & Trudel, 1998). As Vella et al. (2011) and later Rochon et al. (2017) further discovered 

through qualitative interviews, coaches may only value athletes’ performance because they do not 

know how to improve the personal assets of their athletes. While reversing this feeling and 
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training coaches specifically to focus on personal assets has occurred successfully in very 

controlled and directed environments such as the First Tee program or Girls on the Run (Holt et 

al., 2017; Weiss, Bolter, Bhalla, & Price, 2007; Weiss et al., Kipp, Phillips, Reichter, Espinoza, & 

Bolter, 2019), these programs have been criticized for not being applicable or realistic in the real 

world of volunteer coaches and recreational youth sports, in which time and resources are limited 

and parental and administrative pressure to perform are high (Santos, Gould, & Strachan, 2019; 

Vella et al., 2011). Even when coaches value personal development, there is a discrepancy 

between what the coaches see as their role and their actual behaviors (McCallister, Blinde, & 

Weiss, 2000). While many coaches value and aim to develop the personal assets of their athletes, 

their behaviors show a clear preference in the need to win and develop sport specific skills 

(McCallister et al., 2000; Santos et al., 2017). Over the past decade, however, researchers have 

begun to show that the development of personal assets is not only an attainable goal, but it is also 

a measurable outcome that needs to be fostered in sport (Brunelle, Danish, & Forneris, 2007; 

Côté & Gilbert, 2009; Vella et al., 2011; Vierimaa et al., 2012). To do so, there needs to be 

programs to broaden coaches’ focus from strictly performance and competence to a more holistic 

goal of overall athlete development; these programs need to educate coaches that athletes’ 

personal development through sport is an important element of successful and effective coaching 

(Rochon, Turnnidge, Cowburn, O’Conner, & Côté, 2017). 

CDPs offer an avenue of achieving the goal of developing more effective coaches who 

focus on the personal development of their athletes. CDP is a general term applied to learning 

activities that systematically aim at changing and improving coaching behaviours through 

education, reflection, and/or discussions (Evans, McGuckin, Gainforth, Bruner, & Côté, 2015).  

Studies that have put coaches through an interpersonally based CDP and monitored its effect on 

coaching behaviour, and consequently athletes’ outcomes, have shown that providing training and 

support to youth sport coaches can result in the enhanced likelihood of PYD (Falcão, Bloom, & 
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Gilbert, 2012; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993). However, many CDPs focus on the 

professional behaviours of coaching while neglecting the interpersonal and intrapersonal aspects 

of coaching (Lefebvre et al., 2016). According to Lefebvre and colleagues’ (2016) systematic 

review of CDPs, 92% focus solely on professional knowledge, while only 6% of  CDPs include 

trying to develop interpersonal skills, and 2% intrapersonal knowledge. Although professional 

knowledge is a critical foundation of coaching, it is only one knowledge area of an effective 

coach (Becker, 2009; Cassidy, Jones, & Potrac, 2009; Côté & Gilbert, 2009). There is thus a need 

for more training programs to develop coaches interpersonal knowledge and behaviours, 

especially given its critical link to athletes’ short and long term development (Langan, Blake, & 

Lonsdale, 2013; Turnnidge & Côté, 2016a; Vella & Perlman, 2014). Moreover, future and 

existing intra- and interpersonal CDPs need to be evaluated for their effectiveness.  

As Evans et al. (2015), Lefebvre et al. (2016), and Langan et al. (2013) point out, there is 

a paucity of inter- and intrapersonally based CDPs. Moreover, the ones that do exist significantly 

vary in their ability to affect athletes. This problem is further muddled by the wide variety of 

outcomes measured. According to Langan et al. (2013), the most effective of the 51 CDPs 

evaluated in their review have been those utilizing the CET (Smith et al., 1979) and the MAC 

(Smith et al., 2007) because of their theoretical grounding, strong intervention design, moderate 

selection bias, and strong data collection methods. More recently, the Empowering Coaching™ 

workshop (Duda, 2013), which is based in self-determination theory (SDT), has emerged as a 

promising program to develop coaches’ interpersonal skills and behaviours as well as positive 

athlete outcomes.  Collectively, the CET, MAC, and Empowering Coaching™ have shown that 

CDPs can develop more effective coaches and positively impact athletes’ psychosocial 

experience in sport. The following section will review these interventions and summarize their 

effects on athlete outcomes.  
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Developing Effective Coaches through CDPs 

Coach Effectiveness Training (CET). As seen in the literature reviewing and evaluating 

interpersonal CDPs (e.g. Langan et al., 2013; Vella and Perlman, 2014), one of the most 

prominent lines of research on coach development programs was conducted by Smith, Smoll, and 

colleagues (Smith et al., 1979; Smith, Zane, & Smoll, 1983). In their seminal 1979 study, Smith 

et al. developed the CET workshop, which aimed at improving the behavioural interactions 

between coaches and their athletes and consequently, improve their overall athletic experience. 

The CET is derived from Bandura’s cognitive-behavioural framework and Smith et al.’s (1983) 

cognitive-mediational model of coaching. Here, it is stated that athletes’ reactions to their 

coaches’ behaviours are mediated by athletes’ cognitive and affective processes, including 

perceptions and recall of the leaders’ behaviours (Smith et al., 1983) To positively affect athletes’ 

development, coaches need to have more nurturing interactions and change their behaviours to 

promote athletes’ perceptions that the coach cares for them and that effort is more important than 

winning.  

The two-hour CET workshop trains coaches to behave in specific ways with a list of 

behaviours on how to give immediate, constructive feedback and praise athletes’ effort while 

avoiding criticism, sarcasm and punitive behaviours. For example, the facilitators offer insight on 

how to give feedback without using sarcasm or gibes. The workshop also emphasizes the 

importance of reflexivity so that coaches improve their intrapersonal awareness of their own 

behaviours and stop controlling behaviours such as yelling and belittling performances before 

they occur (Smith et al., 1979).  

Since its creation in 1979, the effectiveness of the CET on athlete development has been 

measured through several studies in varying contexts, which have yielded mixed results regarding 

different athlete outcomes. Through pre-post quasi-experimental designs, studies have 
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consistently shown that the perception of youth athletes’ relationships with their coach improved 

after the coach participated in the CET (Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992; Smith, Smoll, & Barnett, 

1995; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993). Athletes’ also experienced decreases in anxiety 

(Smith et al., 1995) and were less likely to drop out of their sport (Barnett et al., 1992). However, 

when looking at effects on athletes’ self-esteem, no significant differences were found between 

intervention and control groups (Barnett et al., 1992; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Smoll et al., 

1993). Similarly no significant changes were observed in athletes’ fear of failure (Conroy & 

Coatsworth, 2004). Nevertheless, the studies that used the CET show that a CDP can develop 

more effective coaches who can improve a variety of athletes’ psychosocial outcomes by 

changing coaches’ instructional behaviours and coach-athlete relationships. In an effort to build 

upon these findings and ground these behaviours in more recent theory, Smith et al. (2007) 

modified the CET to develop the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC). 

Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC). Grounded in achievement goal theory (AGT; 

Ames, 1992; Nicholls, 1989), the MAC aims at improving the mastery-oriented motivational 

climate of a team by helping coaches to emphasize processes over performance outcomes. 

According to AGT, coaches can create two types of motivational climate depending on their 

behaviours: a mastery oriented climate in which athletes focus on effort, intrinsic motivation, and 

self-referential improvements or an ego oriented climate in which athletes compare themselves to 

others and focus on external outcomes such as winning (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Theoretically, 

when coaches create a mastery-oriented motivational climate, athletes experience positive 

psychosocial outcomes such as cohesion and enjoyment and less negative outcomes such as 

anxiety (Smoll & Smith, 2009). To create a more mastery-oriented atmosphere, coaches need to 

set positive team norms and demonstrate encouraging behaviours in favour of controlling or 

aversive behaviours.  



 

13 

 

In line with this theoretical framework, the MAC workshop follows a similar structure to 

the CET but focuses on: (a) communicating to coaches the difference between a developmental 

and professional sport model, (b) helping coaches to adapt a positive approach to coaching 

through the use of reinforcement, encouragement, and sound technical instruction, (c) helping 

coaches to use positive group norms such as communication and teamwork, (d) assigning 

significant roles to athletes to form a cohesive group structure, and (e) having coaches reflect 

upon their own behaviours and practice (Smoll & Smith, 2009). Consistent with these behaviours, 

coaches are also taught, in the MAC, to encourage and reward effort rather than winning (Smith 

et al., 2007; Smoll, Smith, & Cumming, 2007).   

Studies of youth recreational basketball athletes showed that athletes of coaches that 

participated in a MAC intervention showed that athletes perceived significant improvements in 

their coaches’ mastery-oriented motivational behaviors with decreases in ego-oriented behaviors 

compared to control groups (Smith et al., 2007; Smoll et al., 2007). As a result of these changes 

in the motivational climate of a team, athletes showed a more mastery oriented (i.e. process 

oriented) mindset and increased enjoyment (Smith et al., 2007; Smoll et al., 2007). When 

compared to the control group, the intervention group also showed decreased anxiety (Smith et 

al., 2007; Smoll et al., 2007). This research on the MAC shows that a CDP can change the 

motivational climate of a team and in doing so improve the psychosocial outcomes of their 

athletes. The quality of the motivational climate of a team and the quality of the coaches’ 

behaviours is a significant predictor of athletes’ psychosocial well-being and longevity in their 

sport (Smoll & Smith, 2009). The success of the MAC has further inspired similar CDPs aimed at 

improving the motivational climate of the team through the coaches’ autonomy support of their 

athletes.    

Empowering Coaching workshop. Drawing upon the MAC, Duda (2013) developed 

the Empowering Coaching workshop as an intervention to help coaches improve the 
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motivational climate of their teams. Empowering Coaching is based on self-determination 

theory (SDT) and states that, in order to foster and achieve the goals of athletes, the innate needs 

that give these goals potency and meaning must be met (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The innate needs at 

the foundation of SDT are: autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000). If one 

of these essential needs are not met or is thwarted, then athletes’ motivation, vitality, and mental 

health will suffer. According to Mageau and Vallerand (2003), from which Duda derived the 

foundation of the Empowering Coaching workshop, the coach plays a pivotal role in fostering a 

motivational climate that feeds the SDT needs and positively affects athletes. In their 

motivational model, coaches’ personal orientation, the coaching context, and coaches’ 

perceptions of athletes’ motivations and behaviours influence the coaches’ ability to create an 

autonomy-supportive motivational climate. When athletes’ needs of competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness are met, an intrinsic and/or autonomous extrinsic motivational climate arises in which 

an athlete is motivated by internal desires rather than external pressures (Gillet, Vallerand, 

Amoura, & Baldes, 2010; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). Athletes, who are more intrinsically 

motivated and thus feel more autonomous have more positive psychosocial outcomes (Weiss & 

Amarose, 2008). The Empower Coaching workshop, therefore, aims at improving coaches’ 

interactions to include more autonomy-supportive and less controlling behaviours so that athletes 

can develop more intrinsic motivation and better psychosocial outcomes.  

Duda and colleagues have built upon the autonomy-supportive model and the SDT 

framework to create the Empowering Coaching program (Duda, 2013; Duda et al., 2013). 

However, the Empowering Coaching workshop goes beyond the socio-environmental 

dimension of AGT and SDT and targets three specific areas which coaches need to focus on. 

First, coaches need to know what motivates athletes so that they can give proper goal setting 

strategies. Secondly, coaches need to know why athletes participate in their sport and in particular 

their intrinsic motivations. Lastly, coaches need to know how they can best influence their 
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athletes and make them more autonomous. The resulting empowering climate is high in task 

involving, autonomy supportive, and social supportive behaviours. Conversely, a disempowering 

environment is high in ego involving and controlling behaviours that take control and power 

away from the athletes. An empowering coach has a reflexive, working knowledge of their 

athletes’ motivation and how their coaching behaviours influence the motivation of their athletes. 

Grounded in this framework, the Empowering Coaching workshop trains coaches on how to 

create a task-driven (also referred to by Duda as “empowering), rather than an ego-driven 

(referred to as “disempowering”) motivational climate. The presenters work on educating coaches 

on behaviours that satisfy the psychological needs of their athletes by making them feel more 

autonomous and competent in their behaviours (Duda, 2013; Duda et al., 2013).  

Researchers have administered the Empowering Coaching workshop with great success 

to a variety of coaches and teams in several European countries as part of the European 

Promoting Adolescent Physical Activity project (PAPA; Duda, 2014). Preliminary results have 

shown that of the 7769 athletes included, participants (aged 10-14 years old) whose coaches 

participated in the Empowering Coaching program, reported higher perceptions of enjoyment, 

self-esteem, and vitality than those athletes in control groups (Duda, 2014). Researchers also 

found that athletes of coaches who participated in the Empowering Coaching  workshop had 

significantly higher levels of intention to continue on in their sport (Duda, 2014). 

Collectively, the CET, MAC, and Empowering Coaching CDPs show that when 

coaches better understand the consequences of their interpersonal behaviours, then the variables 

related to the motivational climate of their teams often improves. Moreover, and more generally, 

these interventions show that athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviours have a significant 

impact on athlete outcomes and that the positive climate of a team can be improved through 

coaching interventions. The theoretical framework surrounding these CDPs can thus inform 

future programs. However, through their success, these examples also raise the possibility that 
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other frameworks beyond those grounded in autonomy support and self-determination theory can 

similarly be effective in changing coaching behaviours and athletes’ outcomes. With a different 

framework, a broader conceptualization of athletic development can be adopted and targeted. 

Recently, researchers have been looking towards other frameworks and theories such as 

Transformational Leadership (TFL; Bass & Riggio, 2006) to provide more explicit and 

recognized behaviours for coaches to adapt that can possibly affect a wider range of athlete 

outcomes related to positive youth development.  

TFL and the Full Range Leadership Model 

TFL is a person-centered approach to coaching that aims to empower, inspire, and 

challenge followers to enable them to reach their full potential and, in doing so, to also become 

leaders themselves (Bass & Riggio, 2006). TFL is actually a subset of the Full Range Leadership 

Model, which also includes transactional and laissez-faire leadership. This model was later 

modified to include toxic leadership behaviours, which were found in specific contexts like the 

military (Pelletier, 2010) and sports (Turnnidge & Côté, 2016b). In this revised Full Range 

Leadership Model (see Figure 1), four leadership styles, TFL, transactional, toxic, and laissez-

faire, are plotted onto a coordinate plan with effectiveness measured on the y-axis and 

engagement on the x-axis. Neutral, which lies at the intersection of the axes, is not a leadership 

style per se but rather refers to types of behaviours that are neither effective nor engaging. An 

example of neutral behaviour would be a coach saying, “Line up for the next drill.”  In this 

example, the coach is neither fully engaged nor providing constructive feedback that athletes can 

use to improve.  
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Figure 1. The Full Range Leadership Model adapted from Bass and Riggio (2006) 

 

As seen in Figure 1, the least effective and engaged type of leadership is laissez-faire 

leadership. These leaders show disinterest or ambiguity towards the group such as when a coach 

spends time on their cellphone or talks with an assistant coach about non-relevant matters rather 

than being engaged and focused on practice or the game (Burns, 1983). Because of this passivity, 

laissez-faire leadership can create a negative climate for followers, which in turn can negatively 

affect attitude, mental fatigue, and overall well-being (Barling & Frone, 2017; Che, Zhou, 

Kessler, & Spector, 2017). Toxic leadership, while more engaged, is just as ineffective. Toxic 

leaders display behaviours that convey negative attitudes/feelings towards their athletes (Pelletier, 

2010; Turnnidge & Côté, 2016b). These behaviours include expressions of anger and hostility 

such as verbal threats, yelling, or non-verbal intimidations like the throwing of a clipboard. 

Sarcasm and modeling of antisocial behaviours (e.g. “You kick like a girl…” and “There’s no 

crying in baseball…”) also fall into this category. Toxic leadership can lead to a host of negative 



 

18 

 

follower outcomes including lack of trust, reduced effectiveness, and participant attrition (Schyns 

& Schilling, 2013).  

The next type of leadership in the model is transactional leadership, which describes 

leaders who lead by contract and reward in three different situations with varying degrees of 

engagement. Transactional leaders who use primarily contingent rewards give rewards if goals 

are met and/or norms are followed; for example, when a coach promises ice cream to a team after 

winning a game or gives the team an off day if everyone attends practice on time for a month. 

Transactional leadership also encompasses what Bass (1985) describes as “active management by 

exception” where leaders who monitor the work and progress of the team and team takes 

immediate corrective actions only when something goes wrong. This could include instances such 

as stopping the team when they make an error while running a play during practice or exclusively 

providing players with corrective feedback. Conversely, in passive management by exception, the 

leader only intervenes when objectives have not been met or after problems have become serious 

such as stopping a practice scrimmage in soccer when the score is ten-nil. Depending on the 

context, transactional leadership has been shown to positively affect athlete outcomes such as 

commitment to the team and psychological empowerment, at least in the short term. However, 

transactional leadership has also been associated with negative athlete outcomes such as burnout 

and amotivation when the rewards are not present (Lee, Kim, & Joon-Ho, 2013).  

Transformational leadership is the final, most engaging, and effective type of leadership 

described within to the Full Range Leadership Model. TFL has four dimensions: (a) Inspirational 

Motivation, (b) Idealized Influence, (c) Individual Consideration, and (d) Intellectual Stimulation. 

Through inspirational motivation, leaders show that they believe in their followers, which can be 

done by setting clear goals and expectations both on an individual and team level. By making 

these goals realistic yet challenging, coaches can show that they believe in their athletes. 
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Inspirational motivation also involves providing meaningful and challenging tasks and roles to 

each member of their team.  

Idealized influence involves coaches embodying the values that they themselves espouse 

and acting as positive role models. In doing so, they gain their athletes’ trust and respect. 

Idealized influence is shown by modeling prosocial values and behaviors such as 

sportspersonship, inclusion, understanding, and fairness. It also includes expressing vulnerability 

and humility such as apologizing after an error or sharing their own experiences with athletes.  

Individualized consideration relates to coaches who create a supportive and inclusive 

environment on their team by focusing on the individual needs, skills, and limitations of each 

athlete. Using individualized consideration, coaches craft workouts and drills to improve 

individual athletes’ weaknesses while honing their strengths. Coaches with high levels of 

individual consideration also show a genuine interest in an athlete’s feelings and perspective. 

Secondly, they recognize their athletes’ accomplishments both in and out of sports.   

Intellectual stimulation aims at empowering athletes to develop independence and 

encourages them to see problems and tasks from different perspectives. Coaches demonstrate 

intellectual stimulation by asking for athlete input and encouraging them to contribute ideas. 

Intellectual stimulation can also include involving athletes in the coaching process such as letting 

them lead drills and demonstrating moves. Lastly, intellectual stimulation includes emphasizing 

the learning process. Instead of focusing on just the outcome like winning, coaches encourage 

their athletes to engage in challenging tasks and to value effort and learning. 

Overall, the Full Range Leadership Model shows a wide range of coaching behaviours 

and their effects—both positive and negative—on followers. Theoretically, by minimizing 

laissez-faire, toxic, neutral, and transactional behaviours and increasing TFL behaviours 

(specifically, the 4Is), athlete outcomes such as the 4Cs can be improved. The next section will 

detail the potential links between TFL behaviours and the 4Cs.  
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TFL and the 4Cs. Since TFL is relatively new within sport compared to research in 

other areas of psychology, such as business and education, previous research is limited showing 

the evidence of its effectiveness in promoting athlete outcomes specifically. In particular, there is 

limited quantitative research suggesting how each of the 4Is might influence different aspects of 

athletic development. However, there has been research outside of sport that focuses on topics 

that are very similar to that of the 4Is and thus can provide insight into the potential effects that 

the 4Is can have on the 4Cs of athlete development. The dependent variables used in these studies 

may be labeled differently than “competence, confidence, connection, and character” but the 

underlying concepts are still related and map well onto the 4Cs. The following section will look 

at what research has been done to provide insight into how the 4Is can work synergistically to 

affect athletes’ 4Cs.   

Competence. There are strong links between the 4Is and competence and performance. 

When coaches focus on the process and effort, as emphasized in inspirational motivation, 

athletes’ performance and perceptions of their own competence increases (Balaguer et al., 2012; 

Sarrazin, Guillet, & Cury, 2001). Charbonneau, Barling, and Kelloway (2001) found that a 

coaches’ intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration significantly correlated with 

athletes’ intrinsic motivation which in turn improved performance. Similarly, Callow, Smith, 

Hardy, Arthur, and Hardy (2009) found that there was a strong correlation between high 

performing teams and team leaders’ increased use of inspirational motivation. Interventions, 

although not in sport, have further confirmed this correlation. After a TFL based intervention for 

bank managers, employees reported improvements in their superior’s TFL behaviours in 

particular their intellectual stimulation, individual consideration, and charisma (i.e. inspirational 

motivation; Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996). More importantly though, these changes in 

managers’ TFL behaviours translated into follower outcomes with followers’ showing improved 

work performance post intervention compared to a control group. 
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Confidence. The 4Is appear to target confidence of athletes. As previously mentioned, 

giving an athlete a sense of control or autonomy over the coaching process and feeling like their 

voice is being heard through behaviours like asking for their input on situations or letting them 

lead practice (i.e. intellectual stimulation) leads to decreases in trait anxiety, which can improve 

confidence (Duda, 2014). Similarly, providing athletes with achievable yet challenging goals 

(inspirational motivation) leads to a boost in self-efficacy, another construct related to confidence 

(Beauchamp, Barling, & Morton, 2011). Athletes who feel like they can achieve and are making 

progress towards their goals are more likely to be more confident in their abilities over time. It is 

important to note that transformational coaches still allow athletes to fail, but they turn those 

failures into learning opportunities instead of occasions for ridicule, and thus create a supportive 

and nurturing environment in which confidence can develop.   

Connection. There are also many ways that transformational behaviors can help develop 

their relationship with their athletes as well as between athletes. More specifically, as Olympiou, 

Jowett, and Duda (2008) showed, when the coach focuses on role importance and athlete 

improvement—facets of individualized consideration and inspirational motivation respectively—

athlete closeness with their coach increases. Moreover, TFL coaching behaviours such as setting 

clear expectations, fostering acceptance of group goals, and promoting team work, all of which 

fall under inspirational motivation, have been shown to increase both task and social cohesion 

within teams, which is a good indicator of improved connections (Callow et al., 2009). A 

coaches’ use of intellectual stimulation and individual consideration as well has been shown to 

increase team task cohesion; by questioning one’s own performance instead of judging others, 

intellectual stimulation appears to help with intrateam conflict resolution and problem 

management, thus increasing connection (Callow et al., 2009). Decreasing toxic behaviours, like 

yelling, has also been shown to improve the coach-athlete relationship which then can lead to 

improved task and social cohesion (Jowett & Chaundy, 2004; Schyns & Schilling, 2013). 
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Character.  Lastly, research has shown that behaviors related to TFL can also affect an 

athlete’s character. For one, there is a strong correlation between a coach’s own sportspersonship 

and that of their players. This suggests that athletes imitate the behaviour of their coach (Bolter & 

Kipp, 2018; Tucker, Turner, Barling, & McEvoy, 2010). Coaches who model good behaviours 

have athletes who also demonstrate good behaviours. It would follow then that improving 

coaches’ idealized influence so that they model prosocial behaviours would in turn improve the 

character of their athletes. Improving a coach’s intellectual stimulation would also appear to 

improve an athlete’s character since athletes of coaches who discuss moral dilemmas and 

emphasize learning with their athletes also have better sporting behaviours (Gibbons, Ebbeck, & 

Weiss, 1995).  

Overall, by improving coaches’ TFL behaviours, there is a strong likelihood that athletes 

will experience benefits in their 4Cs; however, the effects of the 4Is on athlete outcomes has only 

been tested in one intervention: Vella, Oades, and Crowe’s TLAC (2013a). 

TLAC 

Using TFL and the 4Is as a guiding framework, Vella, Oades, and Crowe (2013a) 

modified the CET/MAC to reflect TFL concepts by including behaviours such as intellectual 

stimulation, idealized influence, and individual consideration (Vella & Perlman, 2014) with the 

aim of changing coaches’ overall leadership behaviours to make them more transformational. The 

TLAC consists of a two-hour program that first introduces coaches to the concept of TFL, the 4Is, 

and their application to sport (Vella, 2011). Coach participants (n = 9) then worked through 

examples of what TFL looked like in practice and developed basic guidelines for TFL coaching 

behaviours. Coaches made goals and reflected upon what behaviours they could improve and 

where they could increase their awareness of their own and desired TFL behaviours. Over the 

course of the athletic season following the delivery of the workshop, the researchers followed up 

with the coaches to answer questions and help refine their goals as needed.  
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Results showed that athletes whose coach participated in the TLAC reported higher levels 

of cognitive skills and higher rates of goal setting compared to those in the control group (Vella et 

al., 2013a). It is important to note, that personal, social, and initiative skills showed significant 

changes only when compared to the control group and not when compared to baseline measures. 

In these developmental outcomes, athletes in the intervention did not change over the course of 

the season but, rather, the control group declined. Overall, the TLAC shows that TFL has the 

potential to be effectively incorporated into coach development programs. By focusing on a broad 

range of coaching behaviours such as the 4Is, a large scope of athlete outcomes can be affected. 

However, the TLAC can be expanded and improved upon in two major ways.  

Firstly, future workshops centered around TFL theory can include behaviours that cover a 

wider spectrum of leadership styles by grounding themselves in the Full Range Leadership 

Model. The TLAC, while TFL inspired, was still structured around the MAC instead of focusing 

on different leadership styles. To be able to truly evaluate leadership effectiveness when used in a 

CDP, the workshop has to contrast different leadership styles and situate TFL within these styles. 

To do this, the workshop needs to go beyond a generic presentation of the 4Is and instead 

compare and contrast each leadership style of the Full Range Leadership Model. By doing so, not 

only will coaches be presented with what to do (i.e. the 4Is and TFL) but also what not to do and 

how to change negative leadership behaviours, thus allowing for a broader conceptualization of 

coaching leadership and behaviours.  

Secondly, when each leadership style and behaviours are introduced, they need to be 

youth sport specific. When discussing what the 4Is look like behaviourally, it is hard to know 

whether the TLAC effectively adapted these behaviours to the youth sports context. While 

coaches discussed what the 4Is might look like in practice, the TLAC does not list out any sport 

specific behaviours that youth coaches can actually focus on. To truly evaluate TFL’s 

effectiveness as a framework in youth sport and its use in CDPs, future workshops need to ground 
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their content entirely in TFL theory and give coaches sports-specific and contextually appropriate 

behaviours to implement when interacting with their athletes.  

The Transformational Coaching Workshop (TCW)  

Turnnidge and Côté (2017) used TFL and the Full Range Leadership Model to develop 

the TCW from the work of Beauchamp and colleagues (2011), who created a TFL based 

workshop that significantly improved the student outcomes of physical education teachers who 

participated, as well as Barling et al. (1996), who developed a TFL based workshop that was 

found to improve performance and organizational commitment in financial institutions. Unlike 

previous CDPs, though, the TCW was developed around Martin-Ginis et al.’s five principles of 

effective knowledge mobilization (2012), which are: (a) knowing the audience and the issues, (b) 

identifying credible messengers, (c) creating audience-specific messages and practices, (d) 

selecting effective methods for conveying messages, and (e) evaluating the product. In particular, 

the TCW incorporates effective behavioral change techniques derived from Michie et al.’s 

Behavioral Change Wheel framework (BCW; 2014).  

In the TCW, coaches are introduced to the Full Range Leadership Model with video 

examples and quotes to represent each type of leadership style, then specific TFL behaviours that 

were derived from research with coaches and athletes are presented and discussed (Table 1). The 

workshop uses a variety of demonstrations, lectures, discussions, video examples, which are then 

followed by discussion, and reflective activities to allow coaches to see what the principles of 

TFL are, practice them, and reflect upon how they can begin to plan and incorporate these ideas 

and behaviours into their coaching. After each part of the workshop, coaches complete an action 

card with the specific behaviour they want to stop doing, start doing, and continue to do.  

Table 1. 

11 behaviours associated with the 4Is of TFL 

The 4Is Coaching Behaviours 
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Idealized influence 1 – Discussing/modelling pro-social values or behaviours  

2 – Showing vulnerability/humility 

Inspirational motivation 3 – Discussing goals/expectations 

4 – Expressing confidence in athlete(s)’ capabilities 

5 – Implementing a collective vision 

6 – Providing meaningful and challenging tasks and roles 

Intellectual stimulation 7 – Eliciting athlete input 

8 – Sharing decision making/leadership responsibilities 

9 – Emphasizing the learning process 

Individualized consideration 10 – Showing interest in athletes’ needs 

11 – Recognizing individual roles/contributions 

 

The workshop concludes with several more hands-on activities such as film sessions 

where coaches are asked to analyze what behaviours are used in specific videos and what could 

be done better. These videos are tailored to the sport to which the workshop is being delivered to 

ensure that coaches can better relate with what is being shown. To further enable this transfer of 

knowledge into practice, coaches leave the workshop with materials like action cards, schedules, 

and a workbook to remind them of certain behaviours as well as a practice plan template to help 

map out when, where, and how they would implement TFL behaviours and which of the 4Is and 

11 behaviours outlined in Table 1 they would use. Coaches are encouraged to focus on making 

small changes to everyday behaviours to enhance the quantity and quality of their 

transformational coaching behaviours. Coaches are also provided with cue-cards, additional 

readings, an outline of how to follow-up with the workshop’s facilitators, and an opportunity to 

ask facilitators any questions they might have regarding the workshop content.  

In a pilot study, Lawrason and colleagues (in press) used the Coaching Leadership 

Assessment System (CLAS; Turnnidge & Côté, 2016b) to code video recordings of coaches’ (n = 

8) practice behaviours before and after their participation in the workshop. She found promising 

results showing that, after participating in the workshop, coaches significantly decreased their 

neutral behaviours and spent more time displaying the behaviours of idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, and intellectual stimulation. However, while coaches’ behaviours have 
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changed as a result of the TCW, it is unknown whether these changes positively affected their 

athletes’ perceptions of development in any way.  

Purpose  

The purpose of this study is to test the effectiveness of the TCW by examining changes in 

athletes’ perceptions of their own competence, confidence, connection, and character (4Cs). 

Based on the research reviewed in this document, two hypotheses are proposed: 

H1: Athletes of coaches who participate in the TCW will improve in their 4Cs scores 

from baseline (T1) to after the workshop (T2).    

H2: Athletes of coaches who participate in the TCW will have significantly higher 4Cs 

scores compared to athletes whose coaches did not participate in the 4Cs at post-

workshop follow-up.
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

Participants 

Athletes. A total of 125, recreational youth soccer athletes (n = 41 boys) and their 

coaches (n = 12) participated in the study. These teams were all located in Ontario cities and had 

similar demographic compositions with the majority of the athletes sampled being Caucasian. Of 

the 125 athletes, 53 of these athletes (n = 10 boys) from five teams were in the intervention group 

(Ai). Ai ranged in age from 12 to 17 years old (Mage = 13.7; SD = 1.91) and spent on average 4.74 

hours (SD = .58 hours) a week in practice with their coach. In the comparison group (Ac), there 

were 72 athletes (n = 31 boys) from seven teams. Ac ranged in age from 12 to 16 years old (Mage 

= 14.2; SD = 1.27) and spent on average 4.91 hours a week (SD = .68 hours) with their coach in 

practice. 

Coaches. Coaches of the Ai group consisted of five coaches (n = 1 female) and ranged in 

age from 30 to 47 years old (Mage = 31.8, SD = 6.65). Coaches of the Ac consisted of seven male 

coaches and ranged from 40 to 50 years of age (Mage = 44.29, SD = 3.35). Coaches in both groups 

came from a variety of ethnic backgrounds, had at least four years of previous soccer coaching 

experience, and held a coaching certification from Canada Soccer Association’s (CSA) ranging 

from their C to A level licensure. The CSA’s certification process “requires that coaches reach a 

minimum standard of competence in a practical coaching environment” and are “aimed at 

coaches working with players in an environment where performance is a critical factor in 

successful coaching” (“Coach Education Programs,” n.d.). Beyond the professional certification 
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described above, none of the coaches reported having received any type of formalized workshop 

specifically designed to target leadership or interpersonal skills. 

Measures 

The specific battery of instruments chosen to measure the 4Cs was based on the review 

and recommendations from Vierimaa et al., (2012) and Erickson and Côté (2016). The toolkit 

(See Appendix B) for this study consists of four subscales that measure athletes’ competence, 

confidence, connection (to coach), and character. Each of these subscales come from previously 

validated, self-report instruments (see Table 2). For ratings of all 4Cs, athletes were instructed to 

refer only to their current team, coach, and sporting context. Other instruments (e.g. Sport 

Enjoyment and Future Participation) were also distributed and completed by the athletes but were 

not used in the analysis. For the full battery of instruments, please see Appendix B.  

Table 2  

Vierimaa et al.’s 4Cs toolkit and their respective sources 

 

Instrument Source 

Competence  Sports Competence Inventory  Dunn, Dunn, & Bayduza 

(2007) 

Confidence Confidence sub scale of the Revised 

Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2  

(CSAI-2R)  

Cox, Martens, & Russell 

(2003) 

Connection (coach-athlete) Coach-Athlete Relationship 

Questionnaire (CART- Q)  

Jowett & Ntoumanis (2004) 

Character Prosocial and Antisocial Athlete 

Behaviour Scale (PABSS) 

Kavussanu & Boardley (2009) 

 

Competence. First, athletes’ competence was measured using the three item, self-

reported athlete competency subscale of the Sport Competence Inventory developed by Vierimaa 

et al. (2012), which was originally based on the work of Dunn, Dunn, and Bayduza (2007). In the 
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Sport Competence Inventory, sport competence is conceptualized as consisting of three basic 

elements: technical skill, tactical skill, and physical skill. Athletes ranked themselves using a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all competent) to 5 (extremely competent) from which a 

final competence score for each athlete was calculated by averaging the three items together.   

Confidence. Confidence was measured using the five item, self-confidence subscale of 

the Revised Competitive State Anxiety-2 (CSAI-2R; Cox, Martens, & Russell, 2003). While the 

previous scale, self-reported competence, aims to evaluate athletes’ perceptions about their own 

specific skills, this scale aims to evaluate their perceptions about their ability to be successful in 

sport (Feltz, 1988).  The self-confidence subscale is made up of five items (e.g., “I’m confident I 

can meet the challenge”) that are scored on a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) 

to 4 (very much so). Based on the recommendations of Vierimaa et al. (2012), this study used a 

modified version to target trait sport confidence instead of state confidence (i.e., “indicate how 

you generally feel” rather than “indicate how you feel right now”). The CSAI-2R has been 

validated with two independent samples of youth athletes and a confirmatory factor analysis 

revealed that the self-confidence subscale demonstrates good psychometric properties with 

standardized path coefficients of .69 to .80 (Cox et al., 2003). The five items were averaged then 

standardized to a 5-point scale to calculate a single confidence score for each athlete.   

Connection. Coach-athlete connection was measured by the Coach-Athlete Relationship 

Questionnaire (CART-Q; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). The CART-Q is an 11-item questionnaire 

with three subscales designed to evaluate affective/closeness (e.g. “I like my coach” and “I feel 

close to my coach”), cognitive/commitment (e.g. “I feel committed to my coach”), and 

behavioural/complementarity dimensions (e.g. “When I am coached by my coach, I am ready to 

do my best”) of coach-athlete relationship. All items were scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). Each of these scales has been shown to be sufficiently 
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reliable in previous youth sport studies (Cronbach’s alphas = .82 - .88; e.g. Jowett & Ntoumanis, 

2004). In line with Erickson and Côté (2016), all 11 items were averaged together and then 

standardized to a 5-point scale to form one score, which represents their coach-athlete 

relationship. As intended in the 4Cs model, we believed that having one score for connection 

better represented the real world rather than having three, theoretically distinct forms of 

connection.  

Character. Character was measured by the Prosocial and Antisocial Behaviour in Sport 

Scale (PABSS; Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009). The PABSS is a 20-item questionnaire assessing 

how often athletes engage in specific prosocial (e.g., ‘gave positive feedback to a team-mate) and 

antisocial (e.g.,‘retaliated after a bad foul’) behaviours. All items are scored on a 5-point Likert-

type scale ranging from 1(never) to 5 (very often). Both prosocial and antisocial dimensions can 

be broken down into behaviours directed toward teammates and toward opponents thus creating 

four constructs. Each of these four subscales has shown good internal reliability (Cronbach’s 

alphas = .74 - .86; Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009). For the present  study, a single character score 

was calculated for each athlete by subtracting the mean of the prosocial items from the mean of 

the antisocial items and then standardized to a 5-point scale. Conceptually, having this single 

score for character better represents the real-world expression of character rather than a more 

tetradic distinction between prosocial and antisocial behaviors and those directed towards 

teammates and opponents (Erickson & Côté, 2016).  

Procedure 

Ethical approval from the researchers’ institutional review board was obtained prior to 

commencing the present study (See Appendix C). Before the competition season, the lead 

researcher first contacted youth sports organizations by phone and email to gauge an 

organization’s interests in participating. If interested, the lead researcher would schedule a date 
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for data collection based on the organizations’ schedule and coaches’ availability. Following this, 

the head coach of the organization distributed detail information related to the TCW to their 

coaches. The researcher then communicated directly with the coaches to finalize data collection 

dates, times, and locations. It is important to note that the data for the comparison group was 

collected three years prior to the intervention group by another researcher who followed the exact 

same procedure and administered the same 4Cs toolkit. 

At the start of the season and before the first data collection each participant and their 

guardians were given written and verbal information on the study and consent forms were 

completed by guardians of participants before the completion of the surveys (See Appendix D & 

E). All surveys were completed before or after practice sessions in the presence of a member of 

the research team. On average, questionnaires took 15 minutes to complete. It was ensured that 

coaches were not present while the athletes filled out their questionnaires.  

Figure 2.  Timeline for Intervention and Comparison Group 

 

Baseline (T1). To record a baseline measure of athletes, both Ai  and Ac  groups completed 

the 4Cs toolkit two to three weeks after the beginning of their season (see Figure 2).  
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The TCW. Coaches of Ai participated in the TCW, led by the developer of this workshop 

(Dr. Jennifer Turnnidge).  The workshop involved one group session lasting approximately four 

hours in duration. Coaches were taught the specific behaviours related to the Full Range 

Leadership Model through lectures, YouTube video clips of coach-athlete interactions, and group 

discussions. Coaches were also given a workbook that they could use during and after the 

workshop. During the workshop, the coaches engaged in behaviour change techniques, such as 

action planning, goal setting, self-monitoring, and giving feedback. For more details on the 

development, content, and evaluation of the workshop, please see Turnnidge and Côté (2017) and 

Lawrason et al. (in press).  

Follow up (T2). Six to eight weeks into their sports season, both Ai and Ac groups 

completed the same 4Cs toolkit as before. This data collection coincided with the middle to end 

of each team’s season.  

Data Analysis and Cleaning 

Prior to data analysis, certain data cleaning steps were taken. First, all athletes who did 

not complete the questionnaire at either T1 or T2 were removed from analysis, leaving only 

athletes who had completed the toolkit at both time points. Data were then screened for any 

missing values and errors in data entry. Items within each 4Cs instrument were then aggregated 

so that each athlete had four scores measuring components of their athletic development—one 

each for their competence, confidence, connection, and character for T1 and T2. Average scores 

for confidence, connection, and character were then standardized into a 5-point scale for ease of 

interpretability. Standardized scores were then screened for outliers and tested for normality. 

Normality was tested by eliminating the possibility that the data had skewness or kurtosis by 

visual inspection of their histograms and Normal Q-Q plots as well as calculating the z-scores for 
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skewness and kurtosis. Given the unequal group sizes, Levene’s test was used to ensure that the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance was not violated.  

Testing for Covariates 

 Scores on 4Cs have been shown to vary by gender in previous studies (Hadley, 2016; 

Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009; Klomsten, Skaalvik, & Espnes, 2004; Martin et al., 2017; Nicholls 

et al., 2010). To determine if gender needed to be controlled for, an ANOVA for each of the 4Cs 

at T1 and T2 was run to see if there were differences between boys and girls as well as whether 

one gender reacted differently over time.  

 Age has also been shown to correlate with perceived competence in younger athletes 

(Weiss, Ebbeck, & Horn, 1997) and confidence in older athletes (Nicholls, Polman, Levy, & 

Backhouse, 2009). Thus, a Pearson correlation was run to test whether there was a relationship 

between age and 4Cs scores. 

Pre-post test analysis 

The overall goal of the statistical analysis was to test the hypotheses that the athletes of 

coaches who participate in the TCW would improve in their measures of the 4Cs compared to 

both their pre-workshop scores as well as compared to athletes in the comparison group. This was 

done in two ways, namely: (a) by comparing Ai scores on the 4Cs toolkit at T1 and T2, and (b) By 

comparing Ai scores to Ac scores on the 4Cs toolkit at T2. Since alpha levels did not need to be 

adjusted, significance was set at p < .05 for each test. Lastly, partial η2 values were used to 

measure effect sizes and reported with .01 being considered small, .06 medium, and .14 large 

(Cohen, 1969).  
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Data Analysis and Assumptions 

All statistical analyses were conducted with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

software version 25 (SPSS v25). In the initial review of the data, no missing scores or errors were 

found, but four univariable outliers were found to be more than three standard deviations from the 

mean. Therefore, these were winsorized, which has been shown to be an appropriate method of 

reducing bias and improving the robustness of the ANOVAs (Field, 2018). Standardized mean 

scores and standard deviations for both groups at each time point can be found in Table 3. 

Levene’s test indicated that despite the unequal sample sizes, there were equal variances between 

groups on all instruments, so the F statistic did not need to be adjusted. Finally, all scales had 

adequate internal consistencies with the exception of competence, which had a Cronbach alpha 

level of .588 (see Table 3). However, this lower value makes sense since each of the three items 

in the scale measures a different type of competence.  Competence, confidence, and character all 

had a slight negative skew and high kurtosis but were nevertheless within the acceptable bounds 

with z-scores falling under  2.58 (Field, 2018); however, connection showed a high, negatively 

skewed distribution. Therefore, a logarithmic transformation was needed to meet the assumption 

of normality. 

Covariates 

 While there were no statistically significant differences between gender and competence, 

confidence, and connection, there was a significant difference for character (F (1,24) = 7.587, p = 

.007) with females scoring higher than males (i.e. showing less antisocial behaviors and more 

prosocial behaviors). Thus, it was decided to control for gender during analysis of this variable. 
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Although there were differences between genders, no gender by time interactions were found, 

showing that females and males changed in similar ways over time.  

 No relationships were found between age and competence, confidence, and character, but 

there was a significant correlation with connection. Younger athletes reported to have a stronger 

connection with their coach than older athletes (r (123) = -.321, p = .011). Thus, age too was 

controlled for during hypothesis testing. Despite the relationship between age and connection, no 

age by time interactions were found, indicating that different age groups were affected similarly 

over time. 

Table 3. 

Reliabilities, means and standard deviations for each of the 4Cs pre and post workshop for both 

groups 

  Intervention (n = 53) Comparison (n = 72) 

  T1 T2 T1 T2 

Variable α M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Competence .588 3.91 .50 3.80 .46 3.99 .56 3.82 .48 

Confidence .934 4.06 .63 4.01 .67 3.84 .66 3.90 .60 

Connection .934 4.44 .37 4.43 .44 4.16 .66 4.15 .69 

Character 
.790 3.92 .39 3.94 .56 3.77 .40 3.73 .48 

 

Note. Means and standard deviations reflect the standardized but untransformed values on a 5-

point scale for ease of interpretability.  
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Pre-Post Test Analysis 

 Given the need to logarithmically transform character as well as control for different 

variables, rather than run a single MANCOVA, four separate analyses were run to test whether 

athletes differed in their 4Cs scores between T1 and T2 and whether the two groups differed at 

each time point on each of these measures. Two separate, repeated measures ANOVAs were run 

to test competence and confidence, while two, ANCOVAs were run for connection and character 

while controlling for age and gender respectively. Full results of these tests can be found in Table 

4. Post hoc power was calculated using the G*Power program version 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, 

Buchner, & Lang, 2009; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). 

Table 4.  

ANOVA and ANCOVA results 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Note. ANOVAs were run for competence and confidence while an ANCOVA was run for 

connection and character controlling for age and sex respectively. All effect sizes were 

considered small. 

 

Summary. Athletes in the intervention group and comparison group had no significant 

changes in their competence, confidence, connection and character from T1 to T2. The effect 

sizes, which were small with partial eta squared being under .01, further support that there was 

 df F statistic  p Partial η2 Power (1- ß err prob) 

Competence      

Time 123 1.325 .252 .011 .216 

Group*Time 123 .415 .521 .003 .093 

Confidence       

Time 123 .009 .925 <.001 .200 

Group*Time 123 .937 .335 .008 .169 

Connection      

Time 122 2.44 .121 .020 .354 

Group*Time 122 .048 .827 <.001 .064 

Character      

Time 122 .419 .519 .003 .093 

Group*Time 122 .606 .438 .005 .123 
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little noticeable change over time. As seen in Table 3, athletes’ scores were approaching the 

maximum value of 5 in all 4Cs before the workshop and remained high after the workshop. 

Moreover, these scores were tightly clustered with very little deviation between them. While 

there was some variation between time points, these changes were insignificant as seen not only 

by the p value but also in the small effect sizes.  

There were also no significant differences between groups at either time point, and thus, 

no significant group by time interactions occurred. A group by time interaction can indicate an 

intervention’s potential effects and can happen in three ways: (1) the intervention group could 

have improved in 4Cs scores while the comparison group remained the same (2) the intervention 

groups scores remained the same while the comparison group declined (3) the intervention group 

improved while the comparison group declined. However, the results indicate that no interactions 

occurred with groups scoring very similarly to each other and remained so overtime.   
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to test the effects of a TFL based CDP on athlete 

outcomes, measured through athletes’ 4Cs (competence, confidence, connection, and character). 

It was hypothesized that the athletes would significantly improve in 4Cs scores after their coaches 

participated in the workshop as well as have higher scores at T2 compared to the athletes whose 

coaches did not participate in the TFL intervention. With non-significant changes and small effect 

sizes following the TCW and no differences in development between groups post workshop, the 

results support both null hypotheses. As Ioannidis (2006) posits though, null findings such as 

these can nevertheless add to the existing literature and inform our understanding of TFL based 

interventions, CDPs, and PYD. This discussion will first analyze the key results and provide 

possible explanations for them. Based on these findings and potential causes, the discussion will 

then provide implications and recommendations for future work. Finally, the discussion will 

conclude by addressing the limitations, constraints, and strengths of the study. 

Key Findings  

The results show that athletes in the intervention group had no significant changes in their 

feelings of competence, confidence, connection and character from pre to post workshop. 

Furthermore, there were no significant differences in athletes’ experiences of the 4Cs between the 

intervention and comparison group at T2. In other words, athletes of trained and not-trained 

coaches had similar developmental experiences; athletes appeared to be training in a nurturing 

environment at baseline and continued to do so at follow up. All in all, this study suggests that the 

TFL intervention with this sample of coaches did not translate into measurable changes in 

athletes’ competence, confidence, connection, and character.     
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The first conceivable explanation for the lack of athletes’ developmental changes 

following the TFL intervention can be attributed to the ineffectiveness of the TCW. For example, 

it is possible that the TCW failed to elicit changes in coaches’ leadership style which was then 

reflected in no significant changes in athletes’ 4Cs. However, Lawrason et al.’s recent pilot study 

(in press), showed that following the TCW, a sample of eight coaches displayed more TFL 

behaviors—specifically idealized influence, inspirational motivation, and intellectual 

stimulation—and less neutral behaviors after participating in the TCW, suggesting that the TCW 

is effective at changing coaches’ leadership behaviors. Considering Lawrason et al.’s results (in 

press), the behavior change approaches used in the development of the TCW (Michie, Atkins, & 

West, 2014; Michie, van Stralen, & West, 2011; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017), and athletes’ high 

scores on the 4Cs toolkit, other mechanism, not related to the content of the TCW, should be 

considered as potential reasons to explain the null results of this study. 

One possible factor that may have contributed to the lack of change in athletes’ outcomes 

relates to the homogeneity of the athletes sampled. Based on athletes’ scores from both groups, it 

is plausible that the convenience sample of athletes who participated in this study was not a true 

representation of varying youth sport environments, but rather represented a bias sample of 

athletes who already perceived their experience as highly positive. As a plethora of CDP research 

has found, coaching interventions have little effect on these types of highly developing athletes 

compared to those who view their environment more negatively (Barnett et al., 1992; Coatsworth 

& Conroy, 2006; Langan et al., 2013; Smith & Smoll, 1990; Smoll et al., 1993). For instance, 

Smoll et al. (1993) found little change in athletes self-esteem scores after their coaches 

participated in the Coach Effectiveness Training (CET) workshop. However, upon further 

examination and after splitting the observed athletes into different groups based on their baseline 

scores, athletes who had low self-esteem scores at baseline improved significantly following the 
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workshop, while athletes above the median at baseline maintained their high scores, reflecting no 

significant effect of the workshop on this group. Smoll et al. concluded that the CET benefited 

athletes with low self-esteem the most, while only maintaining the nurturing environment for 

athletes with high self-esteem. Unlike Smoll et al. (1993), the present study did not have a group 

of low scoring athletes on the 4Cs to allow a more subtle examination of athletes that experienced 

a more negative sport environment.  

While the null findings in this study could be explained by the lack of variance in the 

sampled athletes, another possibility is that the ceiling effect is constraining scores on the 4Cs 

measures. The ceiling effect occurs when values obtained for an item approach the scale’s 

maximum possible value and results in the scores showing high skewness with little variance; as 

a result, it is difficult to measure and analyze changes overtime (VandenBos, 2007). The results in 

this study appear to fit this description. As seen in Table 3, at T1, average scores on all 

instruments—especially character—approached the upper limits of each scale with low standard 

deviations and negative skewness. Consequently, there was not much room to record growth and 

achieve significant improvements in scores at T2. Interestingly, the ceiling effect is not unique to 

this study but appears to be a fairly common issue in youth development and CDP research (e.g. 

Newland, Newton, Moore, and Legg, 2019; Smoll et al., 1993; Vella et al., 2013b; Weiss et al., 

2019). For example, following the TFL-inspired TLAC intervention, Vella et al. (2013a) found 

that the intervention group only improved on the subscales that had room for improvement—

cognitive skills and goal setting. However, the subscales that were already approaching the 

maximum score possible at baseline —personal skills, initiative, and negative experiences—

remained unchanged at follow up.  With limited room for higher scores, it becomes challenging 

to analyze the perception of benefits that changes in coaching behaviors can bring.  
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Only measuring at the beginning and middle of four month sports season may also be 

hindering the ability to observe changes in athlete development. Indeed, over longer periods of 

time, the 4Cs do appear to have more significant variations. When examining the 4Cs over three 

time points that coincided with the beginning, middle, and end of a five month season, Erickson 

and Côté (2016) found that athletes’ 4Cs scores naturally fluctuated, but the most significant 

changes and those with the largest effect size occurred between the beginning and end of the 

season. It is, therefore, possible that only sampling at the beginning and middle of the season was 

not long enough for the 4Cs toolkit to register any changes that occurred. Compared to other 

athlete outcomes, such as anxiety (Smith et al., 2007), enjoyment (Duda, 2014), and cognitive 

skills (Vella et al., 2013a), athletes’ feelings of competence, confidence, connection, and 

character may be less variable over short periods of time and therefore need longer observations 

to record developments. 

Another potential influence on the findings may be social desirability bias. Social 

desirability bias refers to participants giving answers in an effort to present themselves in a 

manner that will be viewed favorably by others and/or is deemed socially acceptable 

(VandenBos, 2007). A young athlete’s desire to give responses that are deemed socially 

appropriate such as not making fouls in a game, having a good relationship with their coach, and 

being a competent, confident player is a major issue in questionnaire-based research especially in 

youth populations (Lee, Whitehead, & Ntoumanis, 2007). Social desirability has been shown to 

inflate scores on motivation (Grossbard, Cumming, Standage, Smith, & Smoll,  2007), self-

confidence (Williams & Krane, 1989), prosocial and antisocial behavior (Lee, Whitehead, & 

Ntoumanis, 2007; Yukhymenko-Lescroart, 2015), and coach-athlete relationship (Jowett, 2008; 

Vella et al., 2011). It is certainly possible that athletes rated their experience in sport positively 

because they actually did feel that they were competent and confident athletes who had good 
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relationships with their coaches and acted in a prosocial manner. But, since this study did not 

control for social desirability, it is difficult to conclude that athletes’ perception of their 

experience is an accurate reflection of their actual reality.  

Overall, the results presented here support previous findings from other CDP and PYD 

research in that the TCW appears to have little effect on athletes who already have a positive 

view of their environment and coach. Beyond this sample of athletes though, the effectiveness of 

the TCW on athlete outcomes is hard to fully assess because sampling bias, the ceiling effect, 

time constraints, and social desirability bias are potentially constraining scores and masking 

potential changes. Given these issues as well as their apparent commonality within the research, 

this study’s findings have implications for future studies investigating the TCW, as well as PYD 

and CDPs as a whole.  

Methodological considerations for future research  

In an effort to see the effects of CDPs on different types of athletes, future studies might 

consider different statistical methodologies such as switching from a variable-centered to a 

person-centered approach to analysis. Traditional statistical analyses, such as ANOVAs and 

MANOVAs with groups primarily based on the independent variables, are considered variable-

centered approaches to longitudinal data and are well-suited for answering experimental 

questions concerning how an independent or predictor variable explains the variance in dependent 

variables (Laursen & Hoff, 2006). In contrast, person-centered approaches, such as cluster 

analysis, aim to answer questions relating to differences and patterns in groups or individuals and 

their relationship with various variables.  Such analyses group athletes according to their baseline 

measures (i.e. low versus high developing), and thus allow researchers to track and compare how 

they develop over the course of the season following the intervention. Given the pattern in results 

that show CDPs affect athletes differently depending on baseline measures (e.g. Smith & Smoll, 
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1990; Smoll et al., 1993), a person-centered approach to analysis might be better at evaluating the 

effects of such interventions. The 4Cs in particular have been used with K-means cluster analysis 

in previous research on athlete development and has been able to capture trends for different 

groups of athletes overtime (e.g. Erickson & Côté, 2016; Vierimaa, Bruner, & Côté, 2018). 

Similarly, splitting a group at the mean (e.g. Weiss et al., 2019) or the median (e.g. Smoll et al., 

1993) has been shown to be effective in yielding meaningful results. Alternatively, using targeted 

sampling to recruit struggling teams and/or sports organizations is another person-centered 

approach that might improve the likelihood of capturing a wider range of athletes scores (Laursen 

& Hoff, 2006).  

To help limit the ceiling effect and make measurements more sensitive, future research 

should also consider using a different type of scale. The utilization of 5-point Likert-like scales is 

tempting because of its ease of implementation, but in the youth sport context, such scales may 

not be sensitive enough to uncover the developments and interactions that might be present. 

There has been a growing recognition for developing more sensitive methodologies to investigate 

athlete outcomes that better capture the complexity of the youth sport environment (Grossbard et 

al., 2007; Poczwardowski, Barott, & Jowett, 2006). For example, the use of continuous dependent 

response scales, as suggested by Russell and Bobko (1992) and Grossbard et al. (2007), might be 

better in capturing a more complete or wholistic view within this area of study. Such scales ask 

the participant to place a mark on a line segment to represent their responses. The researcher then 

takes the distance between the left end of the line segment and the athlete’s mark as the value of 

the dependent value (e.g. 140mm from the left). In their study, Russell and Bobko (1992) found 

that using such a method significantly increased the probability of detecting interaction effects 

during moderated regression analysis. Thus, the use of such a scale in the youth sport setting 
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might allow participants to give a more accurate and precise representation of their experience on 

various measures.  

Using more objective methodology such as supplementing athlete questionnaires with 

video observation and coding would further help curb social desirability bias as well as the 

ceiling effect. Recently, Vierimaa et al. (2018) conducted a study correlating athletes’ scores on 

the 4Cs toolkit with their behaviour using the Athlete Behavior Coding System (ABCS) and 

Observer XT software. The authors coded for prosocial communication, sport communication, 

directive communication, general communication, engaged, non-cooperative/disruptive, 

antisocial communication, and not codable. After clustering athletes based on their aggregated 

4Cs scores, they found that athletes who scored high on connection, confidence and character also 

had frequent communication with their coach. Such a mixed methodological approach could be 

applied to evaluating athlete outcomes following coach participation in the TCW. Not only would 

such a methodology be able to measure changes in perceptions of their coach but actual behavior 

associated with such perceptual changes. 

Similarly, supplementing quantitative data with qualitative interviews might be better in 

capturing athletes’ experiences following the TCW and contextualizing what the quantitative 

results are indicating. In their assessment of the effectiveness of the PYD-focused, “Girls on the 

Run” program on changes in competence, confidence, connection, character, and 

caring/compassion (5Cs), Weiss et al. (2019) supplemented responses to the 5Cs questionnaires 

with group interviews. Similar to the results presented in the present study, they found that as an 

entire sample, little significant change occurred over the course of the program; however, those 

who scored below the mean at baseline saw significant changes in their 5Cs scores. Additionally, 

through focus group interviews with athletes, parents, and coaches, they were able to capture 

what these changes, or lack of changes, actually meant to the participants.  When evaluating the 
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TCW as well as other CDPs, such a mixed methods approach (Weiss et al., 2019) would give 

meaning and depth behind athletes’ scores especially those that did not change at follow up or 

were constrained by the ceiling effect.   

Even with a mixed methods approach, to better capture athletic development, especially 

when examining the 4Cs, researchers should consider using a longer time frame approach to CDP 

evaluations. Given the nature of athletic development, in order to show that development has or 

has not occurred, research designs need to take place over an extended period of time and thus 

curb the issues of the measurement’s sensitivity (Bronfenbrenner, 2005). Indeed, athletes’ 

developmental outcomes are the results of quality exposure to an environment over time 

(Papaioannou & Kouli, 1999), so only sampling at two time points during a season may not 

capture the subtle changes in athletes’ experiences. Consequently, future studies should consider 

measuring outcomes throughout the season either with three or four time points (e.g. Erickson & 

Côté, 2016) or over two seasons (e.g. Vella et al., 2013a). Alternatively, studying the TCW in 

more intensive and condensed time frame, such as a sports camp setting, might yield more robust 

data (“ACA Facts and Trends,” 2015; Anderson-Butcher et al., 2013; Pierce, Gould, Cowburn, & 

Driska, 2016). While increasing the risk of participant drop out, assessing outcomes more 

frequently and designing multi-season long analyses would be helpful in capturing athletes’ 

developing experiences and outcomes before and after coaches’ participation in workshops such 

as the TCW.  

Limitations, Constraints, and Strengths 

There are several limitations and constraints of this study that must be addressed. 

Notably, this study employed a convenience sampling method to recruit coaches and teams and in 

doing so collected a potentially bias sample. It is possible that participants, organizations and 

coaches who already emphasized positive development in their athletes were self-selected for this 
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study. While having all soccer players in a similar competition level allowed for fewer covariates 

and confounding variables—a strength of the data—it nevertheless limited the generalizability of 

the study. Future studies should attempt to examine bigger sample and randomize their 

participating coaches and teams, which would limit this bias (Duda et al., 2014; Langan et al., 

2013). Although the sample is similar in size to other CDP research (e.g. Conroy & Coatsworth, 

2006), a larger sample size with more teams might have yielded a wider range of athlete scores or 

at least a sample that would have allowed for cluster analysis. Moreover, more teams (e.g. >20) 

would have allowed for the use of hierarchical linear modeling during analysis, which would 

account for the nested nature of athletes and the effects that teams can have on the individual 

athlete.     

 Despite these limitations, there were nevertheless several strengths that give credence to 

the null findings and the study overall. In line with Langan et al.’s (2013) evaluation of 

interpersonal CDPs and the recommendation that they put forth, this study ensured that the 

coaches who did not participate in the TCW were blinded to the intervention group and to the 

content of the workshop; especially considering that the comparison group data was collected 

three years prior to the intervention group, coaches had no way of knowing the specific details 

and techniques of the TCW. Having the same athletes, coaches, and teams at both time points 

allowed for the use of a repeated measures methodology, which enabled the tracking of specific 

players and the ability to compare individual scores overtime under the same coach rather than 

relying on team averages or randomly paired samples (e.g. Vella et al., 2013a). Finally, this 

sample of athletes had on average more than four hours of practice time with their coaches every 

week for a period of 4 months not including travel time, games, or tournaments. Therefore, the 

athletes had ample and repeated exposure to their coaches, which is critical for changes in 

development to occur (Seifriz, Duda, & Chi, 1992).  
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Chapter 6 

Concluding Thoughts  

This is the first study to look at the effects of the TCW on athlete outcomes. The TCW 

was developed to provide an evidence-informed interpersonal-skills workshop for youth sport 

coaches that is grounded in the Full Range Leadership Model and TFL theory (Turnnidge & Côté, 

2017). By focusing on a wider range of coach leadership behaviors beyond motivational theories 

like AGT and SDT, the aim of the TCW is to improve a wider range of athlete developmental 

outcomes, as measured by the 4Cs. Based on 125 athletes’ scores on the 4Cs toolkit, the current 

thesis provides a glimpse into the athlete experience before and after the intervention.   

Results indicate that, in line with findings of other CDPs (e.g. Smoll et al., 1993; Vella et 

al., 2013a), the TCW had no apparent effect on already highly developing athletes. These results 

thus add to the growing body of evidence that CDPs like the TCW, TLAC, and CET, help 

maintain nurturing environments that lead to athletic development but potentially have the most 

effect on low developing athletes (Langan et al., 2013). However, the results also add to the trend 

of CDP and PYD studies in which the ceiling effect and social desirability bias might be 

influencing the outcomes. Consequently, this study further demonstrates the need to reevaluate 

how researchers study youth development with more sensitive, objective, and person-centered 

approaches that may capture PYD outcomes better.  

Future work with a more diverse sample of athlete scores and more robust methodology 

needs to be done to evaluate the TCW’s effect, especially on low developing athletes. This study 

was potentially constrained by the instruments used as well as the uniformity of the athlete scores, 

coaching level, sport, and competition level, thus limiting the generalizability of the results. 
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Future work would do well to expand the participant sample to target a wider range of athletes, 

coaches and competition levels over multiple seasons. 

Ultimately, while the results suggest that the TCW had no effect on already highly 

developing athletes, this finding does not mean that coaches have no effect on athletes. On the 

contrary, the results indicate that coaches still play a critical role in athletes’ experiences and 

developmental outcomes. Given the paucity of interpersonally-based CDPs (Langan et al., 2013; 

Lefebvre et al., 2016) and the growing concern about the professionalization of youth sport 

(Erdal, 2018), there is still a need to continue to develop and evaluate coaching interventions that 

can foster more effective coaches by increasing their interpersonal and intrapersonal knowledge. 

In doing so, these more effective coaches can aim to positively develop athletes beyond the 

playing field.   

 

.   
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Appendix A 

Changes from Proposal  

This project was first proposed to Drs. Lee, Bruner, and Côté on January 24th, 2019. Since then, 

no significant changes have been made.  
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Appendix B 

4Cs toolkit 

Athlete Questionnaire Package 

Name: ___________________ Birthdate: _________   Age: ____     Sex: _____ 

Sport: ________________  Level: _________ Age at which you started sport: ____ 

      

Each week, how many hours to do you spend in formal practice with a coach: ____ 

What stage of the season is your team in (circle one):  

 

Beginning of season Middle of season End of season 

         

PART A 
Athlete Sport Competence Inventory 

 

Sport competence refers to one’s ability to successfully perform a certain task in sport. In this 

form you will be rating your sport competence. 

Please answer each question based on how skilled or competent you perceive compared to all of 

the athletes that you know. Please answer truthfully, basing your rating solely on the specific 

area described in each question.  

 

Circle the number that best corresponds to your perceptions. A 5 represents the most competent 

athlete you know at your age/skill level, while a 1 represents the least competent athlete you 

know at your age/skill level.  

 

Your answers will be kept completely confidential. 

 
Please rate your sport competence in the following areas: 

Technical skills (e.g., shooting, passing, 

blocking, etc.) 

 

Not at all 

competent 

1 

Somewhat 

competent 

2 

Moderately 

competent 

3 

Very 

competent 

4 

Extremely 

competent 

5 

Tactical skills (e.g., decision-making, 

reading the play, strategy, etc.) 

 

Not at all 

competent 

1 

Somewhat 

competent 

2 

Moderately 

competent 

3 

Very 

competent 

4 

Extremely 

competent 

5 

Physical Skills (e.g., strength, speed, 

agility, endurance, etc.) 

 

Not at all 

competent 

1 

Somewhat 

competent 

2 

Moderately 

competent 

3 

Very 

competent 

4 

Extremely 

competent 

5 

INSTRUCTIONS: There are 5 parts of the survey. This questionnaire is designed 

to assess your perceptions of your sport experiences. There are no right or wrong 

answers so please give your immediate reaction. Your honest responses are very 

important to us. 

Your responses will be kept in strictest confidence (Your coach, parents, and 

peers will not see your responses). If you have any questions, please ask for help.  
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Sport Confidence Inventory 
 
A number of statements that athletes have used to describe their feelings in sport are given below. Read 

each statement and then circle the appropriate number to indicate how you generally feel while 

participating in your sport. 

 

 
I feel self-confident. Not at all    Very much  

1  2  3  4 

I’m confident I can meet the challenge. Not at all    Very much  

1  2  3  4 

I’m confident about performing well. Not at all    Very much  

1  2  3  4 

I’m confident because I mentally picture myself 

reaching my goal. 

Not at all    Very much  

1  2  3  4 

I’m confident of coming through under pressure. Not at all    Very much  

1  2  3  4 
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Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire 

 
This questionnaire is designed to assess your relationship with your coach. Please answer truthfully. All 

answers will be kept completely confidential. 

 

1. I feel close to my coach 
Not at all        Extremely 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I feel committed to my coach 
Not at all        Extremely 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I feel that my sport career is promising 

with my coach 

Not at all        Extremely 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I like my coach 
Not at all        Extremely 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I trust my coach 
Not at all        Extremely 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I respect my coach 
Not at all        Extremely 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I feel appreciation for the sacrifices my 

coach has experienced in order to improve 

his/her performance 

Not at all        Extremely 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. When I am coached by my coach, I feel at 

ease 

Not at all        Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. When I am coached by my coach, I feel 

responsive to his/her efforts 

Not at all        Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. When I am coached by my coach, I am 

ready to do my best 

Not at all        Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. When I am coached by my coach, I adopt a 

friendly stance 

Not at all        Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

70 

 

Athlete Behaviour Scale 
Below is a list of behaviours likely to occur during matches/games. Please think about your experiences 

whole playing your sport and indicate how often you engaged in the behaviours this season by circling the 

relevant number. Please respond honestly.  

 

While playing for my team this season, I… Never Rarely 
Some 

times 
Often 

Very 

Often 

1.   Gave positive feedback to a team-mate  1 2 3 4 5 

2. Criticized an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Argued with a team-mate 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Helped an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Deliberately fouled an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Asked to stop play when an opponent was injured 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Verbally abused a team-mate 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Encouraged a team-mate 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Retaliated after a bad foul 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  Helped an injured opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  Criticized a team-mate 1 2 3 4 5 

12.  Gave constructive feedback to a team-mate 1 2 3 4 5 

13.  Tried to wind up an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

14.  Swore at a team-mate 1 2 3 4 5 

15.  Congratulated a team-mate for good play 1 2 3 4 5 

16.  Tried to injure an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  Intentionally distracted an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 

18.  Showed frustration at a team-mate's poor play 1 2 3 4 5 

19.  Intentionally broke the rules of the game 1 2 3 4 5 

20.  Physically intimidated an opponent 1 2 3 4 5 
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PART C 

In this section, we would like you to describe the coaching style of your coach. To answer each question, 

please circle the number that best describes what you think. If a question is irrelevant, or if you 

are unsure or do not know the answer, leave the answer blank. Please be as honest as possible, and 

answer how frequently each statement fits the coach you are describing. 

Use the following rating scale: 

 

Not at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly Often Frequently 

0 1 2 3 4 

MY COACH. . . 

 

 

 
1.  Shows that s/he cares about me 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
2. Acts as a person that I look up to 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
3. Creates lessons that really encourage me to think 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
4. Demonstrates that s/he believes in me 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
 
5. Treats me in ways that build my respect 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
6. Is enthusiastic about what I am capable of achieving 

0 1 2 3 4 

7. Provides me with tasks and challenges that get me to think in 

different ways 
0 1 2 3 4 

 
8. Motivates me to try my hardest 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
9. Tries to know every athlete on the team 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
10. Gets me to question my own and others’ ideas 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
11. Tries to help athletes who might be struggling 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
12. Talks about his/her personal values 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
13. Encourages me to look at issues from different sides 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
14. Recognizes the needs and abilities of each athlete on the team 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
15. Is optimistic about what I can accomplish 

0 1 2 3 4 

 
16. Behaves as someone that I can trust 

0 1 2 3 4 
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Part D 

The following questions ask about how you enjoy playing your sport. Please CIRCLE a number from 1 to 

5 to show how much you agree with each statement. 

 

1. Do you enjoy playing this sport this season? 

 

1 

Not at all 

2 

A little 

3 

Sort of 

4  

Pretty Much 

5 

Very Much  

 

2. Are you happy playing this sport this season? 

 

1 

Not at all 

2 

A little 

3 

Sort of 

4  

Pretty Much 

5 

Very Much  

 

 

3. Do you have fun playing in this sport this season? 

 

1 

Not at all 

2 

A little 

3 

Sort of 

4  

Pretty Much 

5 

Very Much  

 

4. Do you like playing in this sport this season? 

 

1 

Not at all 

2 

A little 

3 

Sort of 

4  

Pretty Much 

5 

Very Much  

 

  

The following questions ask about your future participation in this sport. Please CIRCLE a number from 

1 to 5 to show how much you agree with each statement. 

 

1. How likely are you to return to playing this sport next season? 

1 

Not at all 

2 

Not Likely 

3 

Maybe 

4  

Likely 

5 

Very Likely  

 

2. How likely are you to return to this particular team next season? 

1 

Not at all 

2 

Not Likely 

3 

Maybe 

4  

Likely 

5 

Very Likely  

 

3. How likely are you to return to this level of competition? 

1 

Not at all 

2 

Not Likely 

3 

Maybe 

4  

Likely 

5 

Very Likely  

 

4. How likely are you to return to this coach next season? 

1 

Not at all 

2 

Not Likely 

3 

Maybe 

4  

Likely 

5 

Very Likely  
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Part E: 
The following questions are designed to reflect how you feel about being a part of your team. Please 

CIRCLE a number from 1 to 7 to indicate your agreement with each of the statements. 

 
1. I have a lot in common with other members in this team. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

2. I feel strong ties to other members of this team. 

  

1  2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

3. I find it easy to form a bond with other members in this team. 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

4. I feel a sense of being “connected” with other members in this team. 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

5. I often think about the fact that I am a team member. 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

6. Overall, being a member of this team has a lot to do with how I feel about myself. 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

7. In general, being a member of this team is an important part of my self-image. 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

8. The fact that I am a member of this team often enter my mind.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

9. In general, I’m glad to be a member of this team.  

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 
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10. I rarely regret that I am a member of this team.  

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 

11. I feel good about being a member of this team.  

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

STRONGLY                  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGRE 

12.   Generally, I feel good when I think about myself as a member of this team.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

       STRONGLY                STRONGLY 

DISAGREE                      AGREE 
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Ethics Approval Letter 
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Appendix D 

Letters of Interest—Coach, Parent, and Stakeholder 

COACH LETTER OF INFORMATION: WORKSHOP PARTICIPATION 
Title of the study:  Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational Perspective 

 
I would like to invite you to take part in a research project. This research is being conducted by Chris 

Hague, MSc candidate, and Jennifer Turnnidge, postdoctoral research fellow, under the supervision of Dr. 

Jean Côté in the School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario. 

This study has been granted clearance by the General Research Ethics Board according to Canadian 

research ethics principles (http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx) and Queen's University policies 

(http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics). 

 

What is this study about? The purpose of this study is to develop and test a transformational coaching 

workshop for coaches of athletes aged 12-17 in sport. This workshop is designed to enhance coaches’ use 

of transformational leadership behaviours in youth sport.  

 

What does participating in this study involve? Pre/Post Workshop Component: Members of the research 

team will visit your practice facility twice during the season: One time before the workshop and one time 

following your completion of the workshop. During each of these visits, the practice session will be 

videotaped using two different video cameras, one of which will be set up with a wide angle capturing the 

broad play area and the other of which will be set up to capture coach-athlete interactions in greater detail. 

You will be asked wear a wireless microphone, while a second microphone will be connected to one of the 

video cameras. The videotapes will be watched by members of the research team to understand the 
dynamics of coaches’ leadership-based interactions. At each of the recorded practices, you will be asked to 

complete a questionnaire about your leadership behaviours (before or after practice, based on your 

preference). The athletes you coach will also be asked to complete questionnaires in a separate room that 

will ask them to reflect on their experiences within the sport environment. We anticipate that ¼ of the 

athletes on your team will complete the questionnaires. The questionnaires will be completed on-site and 

should take approximately 30 minutes to complete. A member of the research team will be on-site to 

answer any questions and to pick-up all questionnaires. There will be no deception used in this study. 

 

Workshop Component: You will be asked to participate in a three-hour workshop relating to coaches’ use 

of transformational leadership behaviours in the youth sport environment. This workshop will consist of 

lectures, discussions, and reflective activities designed to help you develop strategies for using 

transformational leadership behaviours in your own coaching practice. Following the three-hour workshop, 

you will be asked to complete a 30-minute questionnaire to provide feedback on the content and delivery of 

the workshop material. The workshop will be administered free of charge and will take place in the location 

of your organization’s choice either (a) on Queen’s campus or (b) at your practice facility. 

 

Optional Interview Component: One month following your completion of the workshop, you will have the 

option of participating in a one-on-one, 1-hour interview to gain a deeper understanding of your 

experiences in the workshop. The interview will take place in person at a location of your choice, either at 

the interviewer’s office or in a private room at a practice facility (while other co-workers are present in the 

building). As part of this research, an audio recording device will be used to record your interview. It will 

allow the interview to be transcribed at a later date. In the event that you participate in this interview, a 

follow-up email will be sent for verification of the transcript of the interview. You will be asked for your 

permission to use an audio recorder within the attached consent form. You are not obligated to participate 

in this phase in order to attend the workshop. The total time commitment of the study will be 7.5 hours for 

all three components (6.5 hours without the optional interview component). 

http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx
http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics
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Is my participation voluntary? Yes. Please answer questionnaire items and interview questions as 

honestly as possible, but you are not obliged to answer any material that you find objectionable or that 

makes you feel uncomfortable. You may withdraw at any time, for any reason, without explanation from 

the study with no repercussions for yourself, your team, or your league. If you choose to withdraw from the 

study you may choose to have your data removed from analysis. Questionnaire data and transcripts will be 

destroyed and your video data will be deleted. To withdraw from the study, please contact Jennifer 

Turnnidge (contact information provided below).   

 

What are the risks of participating? There are minor risks associated with participating this study as you 

will be asked personal questions about your coaching style in the questionnaires and you will be asked to 

reflect on your coaching experiences. Although there are minor risks, we will do everything possible to 

minimize these risks. You are not required to answer any material that you do not feel comfortable with. It 

is also important to highlight that should you agree to participate in this study, there will be other coaches 

present at the workshop. Therefore, while we will make every effort to ensure that your responses to the 

questionnaires and interview (if applicable) will remain confidential, we cannot guarantee your 

confidentiality at the workshop. We will ask those involved in the workshops to keep the personal 

information (e.g., names) of the coaches confidential. 

 

What are the benefits of participating? We cannot guarantee or promise that you will receive any direct 

benefits from being in the study. The results of the study will, however, contribute to a better understanding 

of designing effective leadership-based coaching workshops. The study has the potential to influence policy 

directions and services in relation to coach education and youth development in sport.  

 

What will happen to my responses? Your responses will be kept confidential to the extent possible. With 

regards to the questionnaire data, the information you provide us will be de-identified and given a code so 

that no one will be able to identify you from the information unless they have the participant code key. The 

only individuals with access to identifying information include Chris Hague, Jennifer Turnnidge, and Jean 

Côté. Members of the research team will have access to the videos, de-identified questionnaire data, and 

interview transcripts– all of whom are required to complete a confidentiality agreement. All the information 

provided through the interviews, questionnaires, videotapes, and consent forms will be confidential and 

will be stored in a controlled-access location (e.g., locked office, password protected files) in the School of 

Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s University for a minimum of seven years after the completion 

of the study. While the information collected may be presented at academic conferences and published in 

relevant academic journals, confidentiality of all participants will be maintained.  All images of athletes and 

coaches will be viewed only by the research team during the analysis of the data. No images will be shown 

in conference presentations or in any publications. All personal contact information and the participant 

code key will be destroyed after it is no longer required to authenticate study results. 

 

Will I be compensated for participating? We would like to show our gratitude by offering you a 

clipboard (approximate value $25) for use in your practice sessions and a resource book of the material 

covered in the workshop. Beverages/snacks will also be provided during the workshop. We would also like 

to share with you our study results when they are ready for publication. If you are interested in receiving a 

copy, please indicate so on the consent form. If you choose to withdraw from the study, you are still 

entitled to the clipboard and to receive a copy of the study’s findings. 

 

If you decide that you would like to be a part of this study, please complete the attached Consent Form. 

Please retain a copy of this Letter of Information and the Consent Form for your records. Any questions 

about study participation may be directed to Chris Hague (301-651-3329; 17CHH3@queensu.ca), Jennifer 

Turnnidge (613-533-6000, Ext. 78207; 5jm14@queensu.ca), or Jean Côté (613-533-6000, Ext. 79049; 

jc46@queensu.ca). If you have any ethical concerns or complaints, you may contact the Chair of the 

Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

mailto:17CHH3@queensu.ca
mailto:5jm14@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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PARENT/GUARDIAN LETTER OF INFORMATION: QUESTIONNAIRES 
Title of the study:  Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational Perspective 

 
I would like to invite your child to take part in a research project. This research is being conducted by Chris 

Hague, MSc candidate, and Jennifer Turnnidge, postdoctoral research fellow, under the supervision of Dr. 

Jean Côté in the School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario. 

This study has been granted clearance by the General Research Ethics Board according to Canadian 

research ethics principles (http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx) and Queen's University policies 

(http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics). 

 

What is this study about? The purpose of this study is to develop and test a transformational coaching 

workshop for coaches of athletes aged 12-17 in sport. This workshop is designed to enhance coaches’ use 

of transformational leadership behaviours in youth sport.  

 

What does participating in this study involve? Members of the research team will visit your child’s 

practice facility twice during the season: One time before the coach’s participation in workshop and one 

time following the coach’s completion of the workshop. During each of these visits, your child will be 

invited to complete a questionnaire that asks your child to reflect on their coach’s leadership behaviours 

and their experiences within the sport environment. The questionnaires will be completed on-site and 

should take approximately 30 minutes to complete. A member of the research team will be on-site to 

answer any questions and to pick-up the questionnaires. The coach will not be present when the 

questionnaires are completed and will not have access to either the identity of athletes who completed the 

questionnaires or to athletes’ responses to the questionnaire items. The total time commitment for this study 

will be 1 hour. There will be no deception used in this study. 

 

Is my participation voluntary? Yes. Your child is not obliged to answer any material that they find 

objectionable or that makes them feel uncomfortable. They may withdraw at any time, for any reason, 

without explanation from the study with no repercussions for yourself, your child, your child’s team, or the 

league. Your child’s participation in this study will not affect their coach’s eligibility to participate in the 

workshop. In the event that you or your child chooses to withdraw from the study, you may choose to have 

your child’s data removed from analysis. Any questionnaire data collected up until that point will be 

destroyed. To withdraw from the study, please contact Chris Hague or Jennifer Turnnidge (contact 

information provided below).   

 

What are the risks of participating? There is minor social risk associated with participating in this study 

as the questionnaire will ask your child to reflect on their coach’s leadership behaviours and the quality of 

their sport experiences. Although there are minor risks, we will do everything possible to minimize these 

risks. Your child’s responses will be kept confidential to the extent possible. The coach will not be made 

aware of whether or not your child participated in the study or their responses to the questionnaire items. 

Questionnaires will be completed in a room separate from the coach. A member of the research team will 

pick up the questionnaires. During the completion of the questionnaire, athletes will be encouraged to keep 

their responses to the questionnaire private. 

 

What are the benefits of participating? We cannot guarantee or promise that your child will receive any 

direct benefits from being in the study. The results of the study will, however, contribute to a better 

understanding designing effective leadership-based coaching workshops. The study has the potential to 

influence policy directions and services in relation to coach education and youth development in sport.  

 

What will happen to my child’s responses? Your child’s responses will be kept confidential to the extent 

possible. The information they provide us will be de-identified and given a code so that no one will be able 

to identify them from the information unless that person has the participant code key. The only individuals 

with access to identifying information include Chris Hague, Jennifer Turnnidge, and Jean Côté. Members 

of the research team will have access to the de-identified questionnaire data- all of whom are required to 

http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx
http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics
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complete a confidentiality agreement. All the information provided through the questionnaires and consent 

forms will be confidential and will be stored in a controlled-access location (e.g., locked office, password 

protected files) in the School of Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s University for a minimum of 

seven years after the completion of the study. 

 

While the information collected may be presented at academic conferences and published in relevant 

academic journals, confidentiality of all participants will be maintained. Data from the questionnaires will 

be presented in aggregate form; no personal information will be disclosed. All personal contact information 

and the participant code key will be destroyed after it is no longer required to authenticate study results. 

 

Will I be compensated for participating? We would like to show our gratitude by offering each member 

on the team Gatorade and snacks (e.g., granola bars). We would also like to share with you our study 

results when they are ready for publication. If you are interested in receiving a copy, please indicate so on 

the consent form. If your child chooses to withdraw from the study, you are still entitled to receive a copy 

of the study’s findings. 

 

If you and your child decide that they would like to be a part of this study, please complete the attached 

Consent Form. Please retain a copy of this Letter of Information and the Consent Form for your records. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Chris Hague (17CHH3@queensu.ca; 

3016513329), Jennifer Turnnidge at 613-533-6000, Ext. 78207 or 5jm14@queensu.ca or Jean Côté at 

jc46@queensu.ca or 613-533-6000 Ext. 79049. If you have any ethical concerns or complaints, you may 

contact the Chair of the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 or 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

Again, thank you. Your interest in participating in this research study is greatly appreciated.

mailto:17CHH3@queensu.ca
mailto:5jm14@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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STAKEHOLDER LETTER OF INFORMATION 
Title of the study: Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational Perspective 

 
The overall purpose of this research study is to design and test a transformational coaching workshop for 

youth sport coaches. This study has been granted clearance by the General Research Ethics Board 

according to Canadian research ethics principles (http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx) and Queen's 

University policies (http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics). 

 

What is this study about? The purpose of this study is to develop and test a transformational coaching 

workshop for coaches of athletes aged 12-17 in sport. This workshop is designed to enhance coaches’ use 

of transformational leadership behaviours in youth sport.  

 

What does participating in this study involve? This study will consist of a one-on-one interview with a 

member of our research team. Prior to the interview, you will be emailed an outline of the workshop 

content and provided with a copy of the workshop material. During the course of the interview, you will be 

asked to reflect on your perceptions of effectiveness, feasibility, and sustainability of the transformational 

coaching workshop. The interviews should take about 1 hour to complete. The interview will take place in 

person at a location of your choice, either at the interviewer’s office or in a private room at your practice 

facility (while other co-workers are present in the building). The total time commitment for participating is 

1.5 hours (1 hour interview and 30 minutes to review workshop material). 

 

Is my participation voluntary? Participation is completely voluntary and you can omit responses to any 

question or withdraw at any time. Furthermore, there will be no deception used in this study. Should you 

wish, you may withdraw from the study at any time, for any reason, without explanation or consequences 

by contacting Chris Hague or Jennifer Turnnidge (contact information provided below). As an example, 

you have the choice to: (a) stop an interview and remove yourself from the study, at which point, any data 

collected to that point (e.g., audio data file) will be discarded, or (b) remove your response to a question, at 

which point, the specific response identified will be removed from the transcription (even though it cannot 

be removed from the data file). As well, you reserve the right to not answer any question(s) you do not feel 

comfortable with. 

 

What will happen to my responses? As part of this research, an audio recording device will be used to 

record your interview and allow the interview to be transcribed at a later date. You will be asked for your 

permission to use an audio recorder within the attached consent form. 

 

The results from this study will be published and presented at conferences; however, your identity will be 

kept confidential. Specific identifying information that may be collected during the interview include: (a) 

your name, (b) specific details about your organization’s application of the workshop, and (c) your e-mail 

address, if you choose to provide it on the consent form to receive a summary of the findings. Although we 

will report direct quotations from the interviews, each interview participant will be given a pseudonym 

(false name), and all identifying information will be removed. The only individuals with access to 

identifying information include Chris Hague, Jennifer Turnnidge, and Jean Côté, along with research 

assistants who will help transcribe interviews – all of whom are required to complete a confidentiality 

agreement. All the information provided through the interviews, questionnaires, and consent forms will be 

kept confidential and will be stored in a controlled-access location (e.g., locked office, password protected 

files) in the School of Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s University for a minimum of seven years.  

 

What are the risks of participating? There are no known or foreseeable risks involved by participating in 

this study. 

 

What are the benefits of participating? We cannot guarantee or promise that you will receive any direct 

benefits from being in the study. The results of the study will, however, contribute to a better understanding 

designing effective leadership-based coaching workshops. The study has the potential to influence policy 

directions and services in relation to coach education and youth development in sport. 

http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx
http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics
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The interviews will be used to help improve the structure and content of a transformational coaching 

workshop to help facilitate positive interactions between coaches and athletes. If you decide that you would 

like to be a part of this study, please complete the attached Consent Form. Please retain a copy of this 

Letter of Information and the Consent Form for your records.  

 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Chris Hague (301-651-3329; 

17CHH3@queensu.ca), Jennifer Turnnidge (613-533-6000, Ext. 78207; 5jm14@queensu.ca), or Jean Côté 

(613-533-6000, Ext. 79049; jc46@queensu.ca). If you have any ethical concerns or complaints, you may 

contact the Chair of the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 or 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

Again, thank you for your participation.  It is greatly appreciated. 

  

mailto:17CHH3@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix E 

Consent forms for Coaches, Parents, and Athletes 

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM – COACH 
Title of the study:  Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational Perspective 

 
Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

1. I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 

 

2. I understand that I will be participating in the study called Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A 

Transformational Perspective. I understand that this means that I will be asked to (a) complete a 30-

minute questionnaire assessing my leadership behaviours before and after the workshop, (b) have a 

practice session video and audio-recorded before and after the workshop, and (c) take part in a 3-hour 

workshop, after which I will be asked to complete a 30-minute questionnaire assessing workshop 

content and provide feedback on the quality of the workshop. I will also be asked to participate in an 

optional one-on-one, 1-hour interview regarding my experiences in the workshop. I may indicate my 

desire to participate in the optional interview component below. 

 

3. I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time.  

I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now and in the 

future. Only team members and supervisor(s) in this research project will have access to the data. The 

data will be kept in a locked office. Electronic files of videos, questionnaire data, and transcripts will 

be password protected. The data may also be published in professional journals or presented at 
scientific conferences, but any such presentations will never breach individual confidentiality. All data 

containing personal identifiable information will be destroyed after seven years. Should I be interested, 

I am entitled to a copy of the findings, which will be emailed to me. 

 

4. I am aware that if I have any questions about study participation, they may be directed to Chris Hague 

(301-651-3329; 17CHH3@queensu.ca), Jennifer Turnnidge (613-533-6000, Ext. 78207; 

5jm14@queensu.ca), or Jean Côté (613-533-6000, Ext. 79049; jc46@queensu.ca). Any ethical 

concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-2988. 

 

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 

 

Signature: _____________________________________   Date: _______________________ 

 

1. I agree that the I can be audio-recorded and video-recorded.  

… Yes. 

… No. 

2.  …Yes, I would like to receive a summary of the study’s results.  

Please send them to me at this email address _________________________________  

3. I agree to be contacted about a follow-up interview, and understand that I can always decline the request. 

... Yes.  Please contact me at:  ___________________________________________ 

Chris Hague, MSc  

Primary Investigator                                                                
School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 
Kingston, ON  

17CHH3@queensu.ca                                                    
 

Jennifer Turnnidge, PhD  

Supervisor  
School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 
Kingston, ON                                                    

(613)533-6000 ext. 78207 

5jm14@queensu.ca 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Supervisor                                                                     
School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 
Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)533-6000, ext. 

79049 

John Freeman, PhD 

GREB Chair        

Queen’s University  

1 (844) 535-2988      

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
 

mailto:17CHH3@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT FORM: QUESTIONNAIRES 

Title of the study:  Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational Perspective 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

1. I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 

 

2. I understand that my child will be participating in the study called Exploring Leadership in Youth 

Sport: A Transformational Perspective. I understand that this means that my child will be asked to 

complete a 30-minute questionnaire assessing their coach’s leadership behaviours and their 

experiences within the sport environment on two separate occasions. 

 

3. I understand that my child’s participation in this study is voluntary and that they have the right to 

not answer any question(s) that they do not feel comfortable with. I also recognize that my child 

has the right to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and that any data collected to 

this point will be destroyed. 

  

4. I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now and in 

the future. Only team members and supervisor(s) in this research project will have access to the 

data. The data will be kept in a locked office. Electronic files of questionnaire data will be 

password protected. The data may also be published in professional journals or presented at 

scientific conferences, but any such presentations will never breach individual confidentiality. All 

data containing personal identifiable information will be destroyed after seven years. Should I be 

interested, I understand that I am entitled to a copy of the findings, which will be emailed. 

 

5. I am aware that if I have any questions about study participation, they may be directed to Chris 

Hague (301-651-3329; 17CHH3@queensu.ca), Jennifer Turnnidge (613-533-6000, Ext. 78207; 

5jm14@queensu.ca), or Jean Côté (613-533-6000, Ext. 79049; jc46@queensu.ca). Any ethical 

concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-2988. 

 

I, ____________________________ give permission to allow ____________________  

to participate in the study conducted by the School of Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s 

University. 

 

Signature__________________________________________ Date ______________ 

 

Please indicate if you wish to receive a summary of the study findings: [ ] Yes  [ ] No 

If you selected YES above, please provide a contact email       

 

Chris Hague, MSc  

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON  

17CHH3@queensu.ca                                                    
 

Jennifer Turnnidge, PhD  

Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                    

(613)533-6000 ext. 

78207 

5jm14@queensu.ca 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)533-6000, ext. 

79049 

jc46@queensu.ca                                        

John Freeman, PhD 

GREB Chair        

Queen’s University  

1 (844) 535-2988      

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

mailto:17CHH3@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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ATHLETE PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

Title of Study: Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational Leadership Perspective 

You are invited to participate in a study entitled Exploring Leadership in Youth Sport: A Transformational 

Perspective. Please read this form carefully and feel free to ask any questions you may have. This study has 

been granted clearance by the General Research Ethics Board according to Canadian research ethics 

principles (http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx) and Queen's University policies 

(http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics). 

Purpose and Procedures: The purpose of this research study is to design and test a transformational coach 

workshop for coaches in youth sport. If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to 

complete a 30-minute questionnaires about your coach’s leadership behaviours and sport experiences at 

two practices during the season. 

Potential Risks: You have the right to not answer any questions that you do not feel comfortable with. 

Your responses will be kept confidential. Your coach, parents, and teammates will not have access to your 

responses. Your answers will not affect your standing on the team. 

Potential Benefits: As a participant, you may be making important contributions to the research literature. 

During the questionnaire completion for your team, each member on the team will receive Gatorade and 

snacks (e.g., granola bars). 

Storage of Data: The questionnaires will be safeguarded and securely stored in a private location at 

Queen’s University for a minimum of seven years as per University requirements. 

Confidentiality: The data from this study will be published and presented at conferences; however, your 

identity will be kept confidential.  

Right to Withdraw: You may withdraw from the study for any reason, at any time, without penalty of any 

sort by contacting one of the principal investigators, Chris Hague (301-651-3329; 17CHH3@queensu.ca), 

Jennifer Turnnidge (613-533-6000, Ext. 78207; 5jm14@queensu.ca), or Jean Côté (613-533-6000, Ext. 
79049; jc46@queensu.ca). There will be no team-related effects associated with withdrawal. You do not 

have to answer any questions that you do not feel comfortable answering. Any information collected up to 

the time you withdraw from the study will be destroyed. 

Questions: Any questions about study participation may be directed to Chris Hague (301-651-3329; 

17CHH3@queensu.ca), Jennifer Turnnidge (613-533-6000, Ext. 78207; 5jm14@queensu.ca) or Jean Côté 

(613-533-6000, Ext. 79049; jc46@queensu.ca). If you have any ethical concerns or complaints, you may 

contact the Chair of the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 or 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

Consent to Participate 

I have read and understood the description provided above. I have been provided with an opportunity to ask 

questions and my questions have been answered satisfactorily. I consent to participate in the study 

described above, understanding that I may withdraw this consent at any time. A copy of this consent form 

has been given to me for my records.   

_________________________   _______________________ 

Signature of Participant    Date 

 

_________________________   _______________________ 

Signature of Researcher 

 

Chris Hague, MSc  

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON  

17CHH3@queensu.ca                                                    
 

Jennifer Turnnidge, PhD  

Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                     

5jm14@queensu.ca 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                         

jc46@queensu.ca                                        

John Freeman, PhD 

GREB Chair        

Queen’s University  

1 (844) 535-2988      

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

 

http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx
http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics
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