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Abstract 

 Coach development programs (CDPs) provide an avenue for coaches to learn about the 

valuable knowledge and skills necessary to facilitate positive athlete outcomes through their 

behaviours. However, existing evidence-informed, interpersonal-focused CDPs lack in their 

incorporation of behaviour change theory (Allan et al., 2017). One program that exists that 

addresses the aforementioned limitation is the Transformational Coaching Workshop (TCW; 

Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). A recent evaluation of the TCW yielded promising findings in regard 

to the workshop’s ability to change the observable leadership behaviours of coaches (Lawrason 

et al., 2019); however, the TCW has not been examined for its ability to change the way coaches 

perceive their use of transformational coaching behaviours. Thus, the purpose of this study was 

to use behaviour change theory to examine the TCW’s ability to target the perceptual elements 

that influence behaviour change in coaches.  

 Sixty-three youth sport coaches from across Ontario participated in the study. Thirty-one 

coaches participated in the TCW and served as the intervention group while the remaining 32 

coaches served as a comparison group and did not receive any training. All coaches were asked 

to complete a capability-opportunity-motivation-behaviour (COM-B; Michie et al., 2011) 

questionnaire at two separate time points to assess their perceptions of factors that contribute to 

their use of transformational coaching behaviours. A combination of dependent- and 

independent- samples t-tests were run to examine pre- and post-test differences within the 

intervention group and between the intervention and comparison groups at post-test. 

  Results of the study unveiled that while the TCW increased the mean scores of coaches’ 

perceived capability (p = .02), opportunity  (p = .03), and motivation (p = .34) to use 

transformational coaching behaviours after participation in the workshop, non-significant p 
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values after a Bonferroni adjustment (i.e., p = .01) suggest the need for a larger sample to be 

included in future studies of the TCW to achieve statistical significance. However, medium to 

large effect sizes observed for both perceived capability (d = .53) and opportunity (d = .51) offer 

a pragmatic understanding of the workshop’s implications on coaches who participated. 

Additionally, there were no significant differences between the intervention and comparison 

group at post-test for perceived capability, opportunity, or motivation. Nonetheless, the TCW did 

yield promising results for increasing the ways coaches perceive their use of transformational 

coaching behaviours and thus, is considered a valuable resource for youth sport coaches looking 

to increase the interpersonal side of their coaching.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Coaches play an important role in affecting athletes’ overall sport experiences (Duda, 

2013). While commonly viewed as effective through their ability to achieve performance 

outcomes (e.g., winning games), research has found that coaches’ win-lost records bore little 

relation to athletes’ psychosocial experiences of sport (i.e., reaction to coach, enjoyment, and 

self-esteem; Smith & Smoll, 1997). In fact, variance in athletes’ experiences is better explained 

by differences in coaching behaviours than outcomes such as win-lost records. Effective 

coaching behaviours have been associated with the facilitation of personal assets (i.e., 

competence, confidence, connection, and character), which are integral components when 

progressing toward long-term sport-related outcomes (i.e., performance, participation, and 

personal development; Côté et al., 2010; Côté et al., 2014). Previous research has conceptualized 

these behaviours through coaches’ integration and application of their professional, 

interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge (Côté & Gilbert, 2009).  

An examination of the coaching education literature suggests that there has been a larger 

emphasis on the professional knowledge and behaviours of coaches than on inter- and 

intrapersonal knowledge (Cushion et al., 2010; Nash & Collins, 2006). However, coaching 

research has shown that coaches’ abilities to develop and sustain interpersonal relationships with 

their athletes is a key determinant in the facilitation of positive sport experiences for athletes 

(Côté & Gilbert, 2009; Erickson & Côté, 2016; Lefebvre et al., 2016). More specifically, the 

quality of coach-athlete relationships has been linked to athlete outcomes such as intrinsic 

motivation (Adie & Jowett, 2011), passion for sport (Lafrenière et al., 2008), and satisfaction 



 

2 

 

with training and performance (Jowett & Nezlek, 2012). Therefore, it is important to explore 

ways in which coaches can learn how to effectively implement interpersonal behaviours into 

their own coaching practices.  

One way coaches can learn to enhance their interpersonal knowledge and behaviours is 

through participation in Coach Development Programs (CDPs). CDPs are defined as 

interventions where activities are applied systematically through education, social interaction, 

and/or personal reflection with the goal of changing coaches’ behaviours (Evans et al., 2015). 

Due to the importance of coaches’ interpersonal behaviours in regard to promoting positive 

athlete outcomes, there has been a need to train coaches on their interpersonal skills through 

formal coach education programs. However, despite empirical support for the interpersonal 

component of coaching, few programs exist that specifically target coaches’ interpersonal 

knowledge and behaviours (Lefebvre et al., 2016).  

Consequently, researchers and practitioners can draw upon the few evidence-informed 

interpersonal-focused CDPs that have shown success in changing coach and athlete outcomes. 

For instance, the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC; Smith et al., 2007) is a CDP that 

educated sport coaches on various strategies to promote the emergence of a mastery motivational 

climate through their use of effective pedagogical strategies and behaviours. The MAC was 

found to be successful in providing coaches with the necessary behaviours to improve athletes’ 

experiences of sport (e.g., lowered athletes’ anxiety; Smith et al., 2007). However, while the 

MAC program is considered to be an interpersonal intervention, its program content still largely 

focused on the professional behaviours of coaches and consequently lacked content directed 

specifically at enhancing interpersonal elements associated to coaches’ behaviours (e.g., tone 

used when communicating with athletes). 
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Another way coaches and coach educators conceptualized interpersonal behaviours is 

through the application of leadership theory to CDPs. Coach leadership can be understood as a 

process of interpersonal influence, dependent upon the relationship between coach and athlete, 

that facilitates the athlete outcomes of competence, confidence, connection, and character (Vella 

et al., 2010). As such, coach leadership provides an alternative lens for understanding how 

coaches view their interpersonal behaviours and how interpersonal behaviours impact athlete 

outcomes (Chelladurai, 1993).  

One leadership theory that has been applied in different contexts and has been adapted to 

better understand interpersonal behaviours in coaching is Transformational Leadership (TFL; 

Bass & Riggio, 2006; Vella et al., 2014). TFL is a person-centered approach in which leaders 

(e.g., coaches) inspire the growth and development of followers (e.g., athletes) into future leaders 

(Bass & Riggio, 2006). TFL, which has proven to be successful in the development of training 

programs in various areas outside of sport (e.g., military; Hardy et al., 2010; business; Barling et 

al., 1996; education; Beauchamp et al., 2011; healthcare; Kelloway & Barling, 2000), has 

recently been used to inform the development of interventions aimed at targeting the 

interpersonal knowledge and behaviours of sport coaches specifically (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017; 

Vella et al., 2013). The efficacy of these programs has been supported as a recent study has 

shown that a TFL-informed CDP can be effective in changing observable coaching behaviours 

from pre- to post-intervention (Lawrason et al., 2019). Yet, no research is available that 

examines the intervention’s impact on the way coaches perceive their use of transformational 

coaching behaviours. Accordingly, it has been suggested that using behaviour change theory, 

such as the COM-B model (i.e., Capability, Opportunity, Motivation-Behaviour [COM-B] 
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model; Michie et al., 2011), is a suitable solution to more comprehensively examine how CDPs 

promote change in coaches’ behaviours (Allan et al., 2017; Lawrason et al., 2019).  

The COM-B model (Michie et al., 2011) stresses that there are three elements required to 

change a person’s behaviour: (a) capability, an individual’s physical or psychological ability to 

execute the preferred behaviour; (b) opportunity, the physical or social environment that can 

enable an individual’s behaviour; and (c) motivation, an individual’s internal automatic or 

reflective processes that direct these behaviours. The way individuals perceive these elements 

has a direct influence on whether or not a behaviour is performed. Therefore, it is important to 

understand the features of CDPs that impact coaches’ perceptions of their capability, 

opportunity, and motivation to use transformational coaching behaviours as these elements 

ultimately instigate behaviour change in coaches after program participation.  

 In sum, evidence exists showing that TFL interventions can effectively educate coaches 

on interpersonal behaviours which in turn, can facilitate positive athlete outcomes. However, it 

remains unknown how effective a TFL intervention is at increasing coaches’ perceptions of 

elements that influence behaviour change. Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine the 

impact of a TFL intervention for a sample of youth sport coaches. Specifically, the impact of the 

intervention will be examined with pre- and post-intervention measurements of the coaches’ 

perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation to use transformational coaching behaviours 

(i.e., COM-B model; Michie et al., 2011). 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Coaches have been shown to have a profound effect on the lives of athletes, regardless of 

factors such as sport type or level of involvement (Baker et al., 2003). Moreover, effective 

coaching behaviours have been found to have a predictive effect on facilitating positive youth 

development (PYD; Vierimaa et al., 2018) and important athlete outcomes pertaining to a broad 

range of variables such as competence, confidence, connection, and character (Côté et al., 2010).  

Thus, the important role of the coach as an agent of personal development has promoted the 

discussion and conceptualization of effective coaching behaviours.   

Conceptualizing coaching roles in the overall development of young people becomes 

complex when trying to determine what constitutes a coach as being effective or ineffective. Past 

research has placed emphasis on coaching effectiveness through the lens of the pedagogical and 

teaching behaviours of coaches (Cushion, 2007). However, a coach’s ability to establish and 

sustain interpersonal relationships with their athletes is a key component of effective coaching 

and has not always been salient in the coaching research (Erickson & Côté, 2016; Lefebvre et al., 

2016). For instance, Horn (2008) states that an effective coach should be able to foster positive 

psychosocial outcomes in their athletes in addition to standard performance outcomes and 

suggests how this could be improved through more focused research that examines coaches’ 

behaviours.       

As such, Côté and Gilbert (2009) developed a comprehensive definition of coaching 

effectiveness that addresses some of the concerns related to the narrow scope of the existing 

coaching research. They define coaching effectiveness as “the consistent and integrated  
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application of professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge and behaviours to 

facilitate athlete outcomes pertaining to competence, confidence, connection, and character in 

specific sport contexts” (Côté & Gilbert, 2009, p. 316). Professional knowledge is the technical 

and tactical sport-specific knowledge and behaviours a coach possesses. Interpersonal 

knowledge relates to coaches’ ability to form quality relationships with those they interact with, 

whereas intrapersonal knowledge is more self-reflective in nature and refers to coaches’ 

awareness of themselves in the sport environment. Together, these three types of knowledge and 

corresponding behaviours should facilitate immediate athlete outcomes of competence (e.g.., 

skill development), confidence (e.g., increased levels of self-esteem), connection (e.g., relating to 

others) and character (e.g., moral development) (Côté et al., 2010). The application of the 

different types of knowledges and behaviours by a coach can occur in varying contexts, ranging 

from recreational youth sport to professional adult sport.  

The different elements of Côté and Gilbert’s (2009) coaching effectiveness definition 

provide a useful template to examine the representativeness of the coaching research. In fact, it 

becomes apparent that the professional knowledge of coaches is particularly emphasized 

throughout the coaching literature (Cushion et al., 2010). In a review of the coaching research, 

Nash and Collins (2006) claim that coaching involves a “knowledge system” comprised of sport-

specific knowledge, pedagogy, and “ologies” (e.g., physiology, kinesiology, etc.). They argue 

that high tacit knowledge (i.e., practical, intuitive knowledge that leads to quick, accurate 

decision-making behaviours) is what constitutes an expert coach (Nash & Collins, 2006). While 

this review partially supports the coach effectiveness definition proposed by Côté and Gilbert 

(2009) by acknowledging that the “sport science” behaviours of coaching are key determinants 

of effective coaching, it has been suggested that research takes into account other elements of 
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effective coaching rather than focusing solely on technical and tactical sport-specific knowledge 

(Abraham et al., 2006).  

As a result, research is beginning to extend beyond the professional knowledge and 

behaviours of coaches by advocating for the integration and application of interpersonal 

knowledge and behaviours as a means for enhancing coaching effectiveness. Interpersonal 

knowledge resides in one’s ability to create and maintain quality relationships between coaches 

and athletes (Côté & Gilbert, 2009). As witnessed through research utilizing Jowett and 

colleagues’ 3 + 1 Cs model (Jowett, 2007; Jowett & Meek, 2000; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), 

the quality of coach-athlete relationships is important as it has been linked to various athlete 

outcomes, such as intrinsic motivation (Adie & Jowett, 2011), passion for sport (Lafrenière et al., 

2008), and satisfaction with training and performance (Jowett & Nezlek, 2012). Erickson and 

colleagues (2011) further explored the interpersonal component of coaching by using a novel 

state space grid observational methodology to analyze the reciprocal nature and structure of the 

interactions taking place between two head coaches and 17 athletes. Results of the study showed 

that the relationship between coaches and athletes was multidirectional in nature (referred to as 

“coach-athlete dyads”) and the coach who related more personally with each athlete and 

exhibited less variable behaviours (i.e., was consistent with their coaching behaviours regardless 

of the context) facilitated higher performance and satisfaction outcomes in their athletes 

(Erickson et al., 2011). Following a similar methodology, Allan and Côté (2016) observed the 

impact that nine coaches’ behaviours had on athletes’ competence, confidence, connection, and 

character. Results unveiled that the athletes of coaches classified as “calm and inquisitive” 

displayed more prosocial behaviours and less antisocial behaviours when compared to athletes of 

coaches classified as “intense, hustle coaches” (Allan & Côté, 2016) and the calm and inquisitive 
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coaches had athletes that scored higher on measures of character. These findings suggest that 

even specific aspects concerning the interpersonal nature of emotional processes (e.g., being 

consistent and tone of voice used with athletes) can impact athletes’ psychosocial development 

(Erickson et al., 2011; Allan & Côté, 2016). Consistent with these findings, Becker (2012) 

proposed that coaching behaviours are more likely to be effective when they involve 

characteristics that are supportive, appropriate, individualistic, clear, and consistent. Aligning 

with interpersonal knowledge, the behaviours proposed by Becker (2012) demonstrate that 

coaches’ use of personalized and caring behaviours are effective at developing positive outcomes 

in athletes.  

In brief, the results of coaching effectiveness studies exemplify how the relational nature 

of coach behaviours can have a significant impact on athletes and provide justification for why 

coaching research should place a focus on this area of coaching. However, research that extends 

beyond professional coaching knowledge and behaviours by exploring the application of 

interpersonal knowledge and behaviours is still in its infancy. While these studies report that 

various dimensions of interpersonal behaviours facilitate positive athlete outcomes, they do not 

explore the theoretical underpinnings that help explain how coaches engage, maintain, and learn 

effective interpersonal behaviours. Furthermore, the application of such research has been 

limited and is infrequently utilized as a component of coach development programs (CDP; Evans 

et al., 2015; Lefebvre et al., 2016). Therefore, the following sections will provide a discussion on 

how the interpersonal behaviours of coaches have been conceptualized in past literature and how 

this line of research has contributed to the development of evidence informed, interpersonal-

focused CDPs.  
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2.1 Conceptualizing Interpersonal Coaching Behaviours in Sport 

Coaches’ interpersonal behaviours can be conceptualized through varying existing 

models and frameworks; however, three marked coaching frameworks that provide a 

comprehensive lens to understanding coaches’ interpersonal behaviours include: (a) the 

mediational approach to coaching (Smoll et al., 1978; Smoll & Smith, 1989), (b) the 

motivational approach to coaching (Duda, 2013; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003), and (c) the 

transformational approach to coaching (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Turnnidge & Côté, 2018; Vella et 

al., 2014). These models will be discussed in this section while their corresponding CDPs will be 

reviewed in the following section entitled “Teaching Interpersonal Behaviours through Coaching 

Interventions”.  

2.1.1 Mediational approach to coaching. The mediational approach, also known as 

mastery-oriented coaching (Smith et al., 2007), involves a detailed model that acknowledges 

how cognitive processes, differences between individuals (e.g., age), and situational factors (e.g., 

competition level) mediate the relationships between coach behaviours and athlete outcomes 

(Smoll & Smith, 1989; Smoll et al., 1978). In line with Achievement Goal Theory (AGT; 

Nicholls, 1989), this framework posits that coaches can create two types of climates: a mastery-

oriented climate or an ego-oriented climate (Smith et al., 2007). Mastery-oriented climates are 

described as environments whereby individuals (i.e., coaches) define success through self-

improvement, maximum effort, and task mastery (Ames, 1992). Mastery climates can be 

beneficial for athletes as they focus on effort, increase intrinsic motivation, view mistakes as a 

source of valuable feedback, and lower sport anxiety (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). In comparison, 

ego-oriented climates focus primarily on winning and elicit toxic and punitive behaviours from 

coaches when athletes make mistakes (Chi, 2002; Duda & Ntoumanis, 2005). A coach-created 
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ego-oriented climate is also characterized by varying treatment of players based on ability 

differences, rivalry, and a focus on outperforming one’s competitors (Newton et al., 2000). 

Overall, coaching research points to the benefits of coach-created mastery-oriented climates. 

More particularly, coaches who have succeeded in cultivating mastery climates for their 

athletes have been shown to facilitate a range of associated positive outcomes, such as sport 

enjoyment, adaptive goal orientations, and greater player return-rate (Cumming et al., 2007; 

Gould et al., 2012; Smith et al., 2007). Because mistakes are regarded as part of the learning 

process in mastery climates, athletes experience less threat to outperform peers and therefore 

experience lower levels of anxiety (McCardle & Duda, 2002; Roberts, 1986). Furthermore, 

studies that examined the relationships between motivational climate and life skills suggest that 

mastery-oriented climates are associated with greater life skill attainment for athletes whereas 

ego-oriented climates hinder life skill attainment and contribute to lower levels of positive 

development (Gould et al., 2012; Smith et al., 2007). The work of Smith and colleagues (2007) 

has provided a wealth of information which has been instrumental in researchers’ understanding 

of interpersonal coach behaviours and their potential influence on youth development. One 

shortcoming of this research is that it focuses mainly on the facilitation of motivational sport 

climates through the assessment of professional behaviours such as instruction, feedback, and 

organization.  It appears that a more intricate understanding of how coaches specifically interact 

with their athletes, while providing professional behaviours such as instruction or feedback, is 

necessary. Therefore, I will provide next a review of a coaching framework (i.e., autonomy-

supportive coaching, Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; empowering coaching, Duda, 2013) that 

discusses how specific types of interpersonal coaching behaviours promote the emergence of a 

positive motivational climate.  
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2.1.2 Motivational approach to coaching. In addition to the mediational approach, a 

motivational approach to coaching can also be applied to explore coaches’ interpersonal 

behaviours. Self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985), a prominent motivational 

theory, suggests that coaches’ behaviours can be viewed in terms of two interpersonal styles: 

autonomy-supportive and controlling. A coach who is autonomy-supportive creates an 

environment where they consider athletes’ perspectives and preferences, provide choice in 

practices and games, and are receptive and welcoming to input from athletes regarding the 

decision-making process (Mageau et al., 2009; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). On the other hand, a 

coach who is controlling pressures athletes, exhibits coerciveness, and uses intimidation tactics 

when engaging with athletes (Bartholomew et al., 2010). It is key to examine autonomy-

supportive coaching behaviours specifically as research shows these behaviours have been linked 

to the facilitation of positive athlete outcomes and thriving motivational climate (e.g., 

Coatsworth & Conroy, 2009; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). 

For instance, coaching behaviours that have contributed to the creation of autonomy-

supportive environments have been shown to be associated with athlete’s intrinsic and 

autonomous extrinsic motivation (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). As a result, increases in these 

types of motivation have been correlated with increases in athlete psychological needs 

satisfaction and player well-being and performance, as well as decreases in athlete burnout. 

Furthermore, studies have shown that coaches who were perceived as showing more autonomy-

supportive behaviours had athletes with higher levels of self-esteem, identity, and pro-social 

behaviours (Coatsworth & Conroy, 2009; Hodge & Lonsdale, 2011). It has been suggested that 

three factors – a coach’s personal orientation, coaching context, and perceptions of athletes’ 

behaviours and motivation - directly influence coaches’ use of autonomy-supportive coaching 
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behaviours (Occhino et al., 2014). Therefore, Occhino and colleagues (2014) proposed that 

future research should explore these factors in greater detail to obtain a more in-depth 

understanding of influences on the interpersonal behaviours of coaches.   

In an effort to further advance this line of research, Duda (2013) introduced the concept 

of “empowering coaching.” While heavily influenced by SDT, empowering coaching also 

utilizes AGT and additional empirical research to consolidate the importance of coaches’ 

interpersonal behaviours for the total development of athletes. An empowering coaching 

environment is one that is task-oriented, autonomy supportive, and socially supportive in order to 

enhance the psychological needs satisfaction of athletes and increase their overall well-being 

(Duda, 2013). The conceptual model described to be underlying empowering coaching considers 

the “what” coaches can emphasize (i.e., the goal content in terms of players’ participation), the 

“why” or reasons for athletes’ engagement (i.e., goal motives), and the “how” regarding coaches’ 

influence on their athletes (i.e., via their facilitation or compromising of players’ sense of 

autonomy; Nicholls, 1989; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). 

Similar to autonomy-supportive coaching, empowering coaching environments hold 

potential for influencing athlete development as well. Reinboth and colleagues (2004) found that 

autonomy supportive, task-involving and socially supportive features of the coaching 

environment predict autonomy, competence and relatedness need satisfaction in athletes. For 

instance, Quested and Duda (2010) examined antecedents of burnout among 219 elite dancers 

enrolled in vocational training and found that task-involving environments positively predicted 

psychological needs satisfaction in dancers whereas ego-involving environments were negatively 

correlated with competence and relatedness. Other studies have found that task-involving 

climates, whereby empowering coaching behaviours are utilized, can aid in the elicitation of 
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increased task cohesion amongst athletes (Heuzé et al., 2006). When examining the impact of 

empowering coaching environments on coaching outcomes, researchers found that coaches who 

were classified into three groups at the beginning of their season based upon their use of 

empowering coaching behaviours scored differently on scales measuring well-being at the end of 

the season (Solstad et al., 2018).  More specifically, coaches that used more empowering 

coaching behaviours scored higher on measures of well-being when compared to coaches who 

used less empowering coaching behaviours. While the findings from studies examining 

autonomy-supportive coaching and empowering coaching point to the importance of coaches’ 

interpersonal behaviours, it appears that there is a lack of a clear taxonomy of autonomy- 

supportive or empowering coaching behaviours that can be used in a behaviour change 

intervention. A perspective that provides a classification of coaches’ interpersonal behaviours is 

a leadership approach (e.g., Bass & Riggio, 2006) that has been well researched in sport and 

suggested as a useful avenue to examine coach-athlete interactions (Chelladurai, 1993). 

2.1.3 Transformational leadership approach to coaching. Theoretical coaching 

models have expanded beyond mediational and motivational approaches to coaching (i.e., 

autonomy-supportive, mastery-oriented, and empowering coaching) and have also considered the 

application of a leadership approach to coaching. One comprehensive leadership framework that 

has been applied in different contexts and that is now being adapted to sport coaching is 

Transformational Leadership (TFL; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Turnnidge & Côté, 2019; Vella et al., 

2014). TFL is derived from a broader leadership framework known as the Full-Range Leadership 

Model (FRLM; Bass & Riggio, 2006). The FRLM examines leadership by taking into 

consideration two axes: active to passive and effective to ineffective. Along these axes fall three 

distinct leadership behaviours: laissez-faire, transactional, and transformational. Out of the 
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various leadership styles, TFL is considered the most active and effective style. More 

specifically, TFL adopts a follower-centered approach that enables the growth and development 

of followers into leaders by attending to their individual needs (Bass & Riggio, 2006). This is 

accomplished by empowering them and by aligning the goals of the individual followers, the 

leader, and the group. The original FRLM has since been adapted to the coaching context by 

incorporating two additional categories of behaviours: toxic leadership and neutral leadership 

(Turnnidge & Côté, 2019). 

Figure 1 

Newly Adapted Full-Range Leadership Model Showing the Addition of Toxic and Neutral 

Leadership to the Two Axes (Turnnidge & Côté, 2019)  

 

In an effort to provide a more comprehensive method for examining the nature of coach 

leadership, Turnnidge and Côté (2019) developed a systematic observation coding system known 

as the Coach Leadership Assessment System (CLAS) that provides an objective evaluation of 

coaches’ leadership behaviours. The CLAS captures several lower-order dimensions of toxic, 
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laissez-faire, transactional, and transformational coaching behaviours drawing from the FRLM 

(CLAS; Turnnidge & Côté, 2019). These behavioural categories were developed through an 

iterative combination of literature review, qualitative interviews, video observation, and expert 

review to develop 18 behavioural codes across the five higher order leadership dimensions: 

transformational (11), transactional (2), laissez-faire (1), neutral (1), and toxic (2), with one code 

for uncodable behaviour.  

More specifically, the 11 transformational coaching behaviours outlined by the CLAS are 

categorized by one of the four dimensions of TFL (referred to as the “4 I’s”): (a) idealized 

influence, (b) inspirational motivation, (c) intellectual stimulation, and (d) individualized 

consideration (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Idealized influence occurs when leaders discuss and model 

pro-social values and show vulnerability and humility. Inspirational motivation is displayed 

when leaders discuss goals and expectations, express confidence in athletes’ potential, promote 

team concept, and enhance the meaning of activities by connecting them to a “bigger picture”. 

Intellectual stimulation involves eliciting athlete input, sharing in the decision-making and 

leadership responsibilities, and emphasizing the learning process. Finally, individualized 

consideration refers to behaviours that show interest in athletes and recognize roles and 

accomplishments. Together, the 4 I’s and their 11 corresponding behaviours most effectively 

facilitate positive follower outcomes. Table 1 provides a summary of each TFL behaviour. For a 

complete description, please refer to Turnnidge and Côté (2019). 

Table 1 

Summary of the Transformational Coaching Behaviours  

Higher Order Dimension (“I”) Leadership Behaviour  

Idealized Influence 1- Discussing and modelling pro-social values or behaviours 
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 2- Showing vulnerability and humility 

Inspirational Motivation 3- Discussing goals and 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 and leadership responsibilities 

 9- Emphasizing the learning process 

Individualized Consideration 10- Showing interest in athletes’ needs 

 11- Recognizing individual roles and contributions 

 

Using TFL to inform an interpersonal intervention is a logical choice for a variety of 

reasons. Firstly, TFL compliments a key element of effective coaching: a coach’s ability to 

facilitate an athlete’s acquisition of positive developmental outcomes (Côté & Gilbert, 2009). 

This is achieved through TFL’s emphasis on followers’ performance and personal development. 

Because a focal point of coaching interventions is educating coaches on effective coaching 

behaviours, it is then beneficial to use a theory that parallels one of the fundamental aims of 

effective coaching.  Secondly, there is a substantial body of literature that advocates for the 

success of TFL in varying contexts (e.g., military; Hardy et al., 2010; business; Barling et al., 

1996; education; Beauchamp et al., 2011; healthcare; Kelloway & Barling, 2000). When 

examining sport literature specifically, research has indicated a TFL approach to coaching to 

have a positive effect on athlete outcomes at both an individual and group level for performance 

(Charbonneau et al., 2001), satisfaction (Kao & Tsai, 2016), and cohesion (Callow et al., 2009). 
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Moreover, transformational coaches have been witnessed to foster perceptions of self-efficacy in 

their athletes by providing athletes with opportunities to achieve success while simultaneously 

being provided with individualized feedback (Shamir et al., 1993). A TFL approach to coaching 

has also been associated with increased task cohesion, collective efficacy, perceived competence 

and enjoyment in athletes (Price & Weiss, 2013; Vella et al., 2013). While TFL has shown 

success in facilitating positive outcomes in sport, much of the literature focuses specifically on 

TFL’s impact on athlete outcomes rather than on how it connects to coaches’ behaviours. 

Nonetheless, similar to the coaching frameworks reviewed in this section, researchers have still 

applied TFL to interpersonal-focused coaching interventions. In the next section, I will discuss 

some CDPs that were developed from the theoretical lenses of the mediational, motivational, and 

transformational approaches to coaching. 

2.2 Teaching Interpersonal Behaviours through Coaching Interventions 

 2.2.1 Coach Effectiveness Training (CET). Informed by the mediational approach to 

coaching, the CET is an educational program that grants coaches with specific behavioural 

guidelines for facilitating positive coach-athlete relationships and enhancing team cohesion 

(Smith et al., 1997; Smoll et al., 1979). Evaluative outcome studies have demonstrated the 

presence of observable behavioural differences between trained (participated in the CET) and 

untrained (control) coaches that are consistent with the CET behavioural guidelines (Smith & 

Smoll, 1997; Smith et al., 1979). By measuring observational data and athlete perceptions, 

trained coaches were found to be more reinforcing, provided more encouragement, gave more 

technical instruction, and were less punitive when compared to the untrained coaches. Although 

the CET involves some content that aligns with AGT, it was developed prior to the emergence of 

AGT and therefore does not account for the wealth of empirical support for coach-created 
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mastery-oriented climates. In an effort to place a more explicit emphasis on using interpersonal 

behaviours to foster mastery-involved motivational climates and develop an intervention that can 

generalize to multiple sport settings, the Mastery Approach to Coaching intervention was 

developed as a follow up to the CET training (MAC; Smith et al., 2007).  

 2.2.2 Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC). In essence, the MAC intervention adopts 

a lecture-style approach to coach education that focuses on two major themes: (1) positive versus 

aversive comparison of coaching behaviours and (2) defining success as giving maximum effort 

(Smith et al., 2007). During the intervention, a mastery climate is described, its development is 

recommended, and a list of evidence-based conclusions are delivered. The intervention also 

focuses on both desirable and undesirable methods of responding to specific situations (e.g., 

athlete mistakes) and encourages coaches to participate in role-play opportunities. In a 

systematic review of the effectiveness of interpersonal coach education interventions by Langan 

and colleagues (2013), the MAC ranked highest on design, implementation, and satisfaction 

from participants when compared to other CDPs reviewed. An evaluation of the MAC’s 

effectiveness on athlete outcomes unveiled that coaches who participated in MAC workshops 

successfully facilitated mastery-oriented climates, which in turn contributed to lower levels of 

performance anxiety within athletes (Smith et al., 2007). Additionally, Smith and colleagues 

(2007) found that athletes of coaches who participated in the MAC evaluated their coaches, 

teammates, and sport experiences more positively in comparison to athletes of coaches who did 

not participate. However, the aforementioned studies (i.e., Langan et al., 2013; Smith et al., 

2007) provide a limited amount of information regarding the processes of the intervention that 

were successful or less successful. Moving forward, CDPs, such as the MAC, should clearly 

identify what coaching behaviours are being impacted from pre- to post-intervention in order to 
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gain a better understanding of how these behaviours are promoting the creation of environments 

that facilitate positive athlete outcomes. Through an understanding of how interventions impact 

coach behaviours, researchers can become equipped with valuable information that can be used 

for the improvement of intervention content and delivery.  

 2.2.3 Empowering CoachingTM. Drawing upon the principles of an autonomy-

supportive coaching environment, Duda (2013) developed the Empowering CoachingTM training 

program. Empowering CoachingTM is a six-hour CDP that aims to educate coaches on how to 

develop a conceptual understanding of aspects related to motivation, motivational processes, and 

their consequences. Through interactive and self-reflective activities, the workshop encourages 

participants to translate their goals of becoming a more empowering coach into action. While 

this workshop claims to have strategically embedded various activities into its program core that 

will lead to the adoption, maintenance, and generalizability to other situations, the accuracy of 

these claims has yet to be fully examined. 

  Similar to the MAC, majority of the research conducted with Empowering CoachingTM 

evaluates it based upon athlete outcomes that arise indirectly through coaches’ abilities to create 

empowering environments. For example, Duda and colleagues (2013) utilized the Empowering 

CoachingTM in a larger project (i.e., Promoting Adolescent Physical Activity; PAPA) that 

supported the program’s ability to create sporting environments that were more positive and 

adaptive for young children. However, there is a limited scope of research that examines the 

effectiveness of Empowering CoachingTM on coaching outcomes specifically. Only one study 

has explicitly explored the program’s ability to impact youth football coaches’ self-reported 

empowering and disempowering behaviours from pre- to post-season (Solstad et al., 2017). 

Using the Empowering and Disempowering Motivational Climate Questionnaire-Coach 
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(EDMCQ-C; Appleton et al., 2016), results showed that there was no difference in the coach 

behaviour assessments from pre-to-post program; however, semi-structured interviews among a 

subsample of the coaches indicated that participation in Empowering CoachingTM led coaches to 

reflect on their own coaching practices, facilitated an increased focus on enabling autonomy and 

involvement for the athletes and provided more attention to the athletes’ feelings of mastery. 

Coaches have also reported that they believed Empowering CoachingTM supported their efforts to 

develop and implement strategies that stimulate enjoyment, motivation, and sustained 

participation among their players (Larsen et al., 2015). In turn, it has been suggested that CDPs, 

such as Empowering CoachingTM, continue to empirically explore how coaches perceive their 

use of interpersonal behaviours as this will help reinforce the idea that these programs are 

effective (Lawrason et al., 2019).  

 2.2.4 Transformational Leadership Approach to Coaching (TLAC). In terms of 

CDPs explicitly informed by TFL, there are few examples within sport as it is a newer 

application for CDP development. One such example includes the Transformational Leadership 

Approach to Coaching intervention (TLAC; Vella et al., 2013). The TLAC, an adaptation of the 

previously discussed CET, MAC, and Empowering Coaching TM interventions, is a two-hour 

intervention that educates coaches on how to facilitate positive developmental outcomes for 

youth in sport through their use of TFL behaviours (Vella et al., 2013). Results of an evaluation 

of the intervention showed that coaches who participated in the training were rated higher by 

their athletes on the Differentiated Transformational Leadership Inventory for Youth Sport 

(Hardy et al., 2010) during follow-up when compared to baseline, indicating that coaches were 

perceived by their athletes as exhibiting more TFL behaviours after participation in the TLAC 

(Vella et al., 2013). However, the TLAC was a pilot intervention and it did not incorporate all 
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aspects of TFL theory (i.e., did not explicitly use idealized influence). This poses challenges 

when trying to link behaviour change in coaches to TFL specifically if not all principles of TFL 

were fully utilized. Moreover, the program was also not explicitly informed by a behaviour 

change theory (Allan et al., 2017). Lastly, the program’s effectiveness was measured by 

examining the effect that the intervention had on altering athlete’s perceptions of their coaches’ 

TFL behaviours from baseline to follow-up (Vella et al., 2013). The effectiveness of the 

intervention was not, however, measured by any changes in the coaches’ perceptions of their 

own use of TFL behaviours.  

 2.2.5 Transformational Coaching Workshop (TCW). A more recent CDP that is also 

informed by TFL is the Transformational Coaching Workshop (TCW; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). 

The TCW is a CDP grounded in TFL and formatted around an adapted version of the FRLM 

(Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). In particular, this CDP emphasizes the 4 I’s associated with TFL 

through its 11 corresponding coaching behaviours outlined by the CLAS (Turnnidge & Côté, 

2019). The TCW has been strategically designed to include aspects such as the integration of 

theoretical frameworks like the Reach, Effectiveness, Access, Implementation, Maintenance 

framework (RE-AIM; Evans et al., 2015) and the Behaviour Change Wheel/COM-B model 

(Michie et al., 2011).  

 The TCW is approximately four hours in length and includes activities that align with 

specific Behaviour Change Techniques (BCT; Michie et al., 2013). Examples of these BCTs 

include goal setting behaviour, instruction on how to perform behaviours, and action planning 

for using TFL behaviours. In addition to this, the workshop utilizes various demonstrations of 

transformational coaching behaviours and instigates thoughtful discussions to promote coach 

learning (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). By the end of the workshop, it is hoped that coaches have an 
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increased awareness and understanding of TFL and how they can change their behaviours by 

incorporating transformational coaching into their own coaching practices.   

 To test the effectiveness of the TCW, Lawrason and colleagues (2019) utilized a sample 

of eight male head coaches from a competitive youth soccer program and examined changes 

before and after the workshop in the duration of coaches’ observable leadership behaviours using 

the CLAS (Turnnidge & Côté, 2019). Although not statistically significant, the effect sizes 

suggest that the TCW had a meaningful and practical impact on coaches’ use of TFL behaviours. 

However, it was suggested that the TCW still needed further empirical evaluation to explore the 

impact it has on different coaching outcomes.  

2.3 Using Behaviour Change to Explore Intervention Outcomes 

The CET, MAC, Empowering CoachingTM, TLAC, and TCW can all be regarded as 

being highly reputable CDPs whose use of theoretical frameworks, such as AGT, SDT, and TFL, 

educate coaches on the implications of using interpersonal behaviours. However, while theory-

based interpersonal CDPs have shown success facilitating positive athlete outcomes, majority of 

existing interpersonal-focused CDPs do not explicitly incorporate behaviour change theories nor 

unequivocally state that they use specific BCTs (Allan et al., 2017).  

 Behaviour change theories are relevant as they explain why, when, or how a behaviour 

occurs as well as elaborate on the antecedents of specific behaviours (Michie et al., 2014). As 

such, using behaviour change theories in interpersonal-focused CDPs is important in order to 

ensure that coaches adopt the recently-taught behaviours after participation in the intervention. 

Through a systematic review of existing research-informed CDPs, Allan and colleagues (2017) 

discovered that out of 29 CDPs that met the inclusion criteria for the review, only 6 were based 

on a behaviour change theory. Of the 6 CDPs that deliberately used behaviour change theory, 
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they mostly targeted coaches’ knowledge, skills, and competence (also referred to as their 

“capability”) rather than other constructs that also affect behaviours such as motivation or 

opportunity (Allan et al., 2017). This is a concern, as motivation and opportunity are prominent 

components of behaviour change in frameworks such as the COM-B model for behaviour change 

(Michie et al., 2011). Therefore, these elements should also be equally targeted by intervention 

content and delivery strategies.  

 2.3.1 Behaviour change theory in intervention studies. Understanding behaviour 

change that results from an intervention allows researchers to improve the translation of research 

into practice and make interventions more effective at promoting actual modifications of attitude, 

conduct, and behaviour. The use of behaviour change theory in studies of interpersonal-focused 

CDPs is important for ensuring that coaches adopt recently-learned behaviours after an 

intervention. One comprehensive framework applicable to any type of intervention and study 

design, and that addresses limitations of existing behaviour change theories, is the Behaviour 

Change Wheel (BCW; Michie et al., 2011). 

 2.3.1.1 Behaviour Change Wheel (BCW). After review of existing frameworks of 

behavioural interventions, Michie and colleagues (2011) argued that in order to find an 

intervention that is effective at changing behaviour, it must first commence with a clear model of 

behaviour. This model of behaviour should be one that captures the key mechanisms involved in 

change, such as internal (psychological and physical) and external factors, as well as be 

applicable to any type of intervention (Michie et al., 2011). To this end, they developed an 

integrated, comprehensive behaviour change model that encompasses key aspects from previous 

behaviour change theories. More specifically, the BCW consists of interactive layers focusing on 

the sources of behaviour, intervention functions, and policy categories (Michie et al., 2011). 
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Because the BCW is a synthesis of existing behaviour change theories, it is a viable behaviour 

change framework to use both in the design of a CDP and examination of intervention impact. 

Figure 2 

The Behaviour Change Wheel Framework (Michie et al., 2011)  

 

 

 

 2.3.1.2 COM-B model of behaviour change. Residing in the centre of the BCW under 

the sources of behaviour category lies the COM-B model for understanding behaviour (Michie et 

al., 2011). The COM-B model suggests that there are “active ingredients” that are necessary for a 

behaviour to occur. These elements include capability (psychological and physical capacity to 

carry out a given behaviour), opportunity (external factors that prompt a behaviour), and 

motivation (brain processes, such as emotional responding and decision-making, that direct a 

behaviour; Michie et al., 2011). 

The COM-B model provides a basis for designing intervention studies that explore 

behaviour change because it places no priority on an individual group or environmental 

perspective, meaning internal factors and external factors have an equal chance at controlling 
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behaviour (Michie et al., 2011). The causal links between the model components provide a way 

of identifying which components are being impacted in order to change different behaviours. 

Within the sport context, Rochon (2018) used the COM-B model to examine barriers and 

facilitators to coaches’ use of transformational leadership behaviours to inform the development 

of the TCW (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). Results from coaches’ self-reported responses to a COM-

B questionnaire indicated that coaches perceived opportunity as the most prominent barrier to 

performing TFL behaviours. Thematic analysis of open-ended interview questions revealed a 

variety of facilitators and barriers to the execution of TFL behaviours, including time, 

(opportunity), experience (capability), and coaches' roles (motivation) that were considered in 

the design of the TCW.   

Within the parasport context, Chen (2020) utilized the same COM-B questionnaire items 

to assess the impact that an adapted version of the TCW (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017) had on 

coaches of athletes with a disability’s (CAWAD) perceptions of their capability, opportunity, and 

motivation to demonstrate TFL behaviours and to facilitate quality participation. Findings 

showed significantly higher scores in coaches’ perceived capability and opportunity to 

demonstrate transformational coaching behaviours, and coaches’ perceived capability to 

facilitate athletes’ quality experiences after attending an adapted version of the TCW (Chen, 

2020). By using the COM-B model, both Rochon’s (2018) and Chen’s (2020) studies offered 

insight into coaches' use of TFL behaviours and provided practical recommendations for the 

delivery of interpersonal interventions with coaches such as the TCW.  

 In sum, using behaviour change theory in the design and studies of CDPs provides 

researchers with an alternative way to assess their effectiveness. The COM-B model is 

particularly suitable for the development of interventions focused on changing coaches’ 
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interpersonal behaviours (Allan et al., 2017; Michie et al., 2011), as this tool could lead to 

consistency in behaviour change theory use among coaching interventions (Allan et al., 2017). 

Additionally, the COM-B model, and BCW as a whole, provide a synthesized framework 

informed by existing frameworks that accounts for their apparent limitations and can inform 

relevant behaviour change techniques for use in CDPs (Michie et al., 2014). Therefore, the 

present study will explore how performing a non-randomized intervention study, informed by the 

COM-B model, can provide insight into the TCW’s (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017) ability to change 

coaches’ perceptions of factors that influence their use of transformational coaching behaviours. 

2.4 Study Purpose  

The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of the TCW on youth sport coaches 

through two main objectives. The first objective examines the intervention’s impact by 

examining the influence of participating in the TCW on the coaches’ perceived capability, 

opportunity, and motivation to demonstrate transformational coaching behaviours. It is 

hypothesized that:  

H1: Coaches who participate in the TCW will report a significant increase in scores for 

their perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation to demonstrate transformational 

coaching behaviours from baseline (pre-test) to after the workshop (post-test). 

The second objective examines the intervention’s impact on coaches by using a comparison 

group to compare post-test findings. It is hypothesized that: 

H2:  Coaches who participate in the TCW will report significantly higher scores for their 

perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation to demonstrate transformational 

coaching behaviours than coaches who did not participate in the TCW at post-test follow-

up.  
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

3.1 Study Design 

 This study employed a two-arm, pre- and post-test non-randomized intervention design to 

examine if the Transformational Coaching Workshop (TCW) increased coaches’ perceived 

capability, opportunity, and motivation to use transformational coaching behaviours. Two groups 

were included in the present study: an intervention group consisting of coaches who participated 

in the TCW and a comparison group consisting of coaches who did not participate in the TCW. 

All participants were administered the same COM-B questionnaire four weeks apart. Figure 3 

outlines the testing procedure with the two groups.   

Figure 3 

Procedural Timeline for Data Collection 

 

Note. The described procedural timeline for data collection for the intervention group and 

comparison group. 
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3.2 Participants 

An a priori power analysis was conducted using G*Power3 (Faul et al., 2007) to examine 

the sample size needed to test both the difference between two dependent group means and two 

independent group means with a medium to large effect size (Cohen’s d = .60) and a 95% 

confidence interval (alpha of .05). Results showed that a total sample of 54 participants would be 

needed (27 per group) to explore significant within-group differences and 102 participants would 

be needed (51 per group) to explore significant between-group differences in order to achieve a 

power of .80.   

A total of 63 coaches took part in the study as part of the intervention or comparison 

group. While this sample exceeded the minimum number of coaches recommended to test 

within-group differences, it did not meet the minimum number of coaches recommended to test 

between-group differences. It should be noted that a sample of above 50 coaches per group was 

originally projected; however, due to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, two large workshops 

scheduled for March 2020, had to be cancelled. All coaches were volunteer coaches from various 

youth sport teams in Ontario, Canada. Participants were considered eligible for this study if they 

had a minimum of one year of experience coaching. Thirty-one coaches were assigned to the 

intervention group (Mage = 45.65 years; SDage = 8.82 years), while the remaining 32 coaches 

(Mage = 44.59 years; SDage = 11.86 years) served as a comparison group.  

All coaches responded to a demographic questionnaire package (Appendix A) that 

assessed their personal and sport-related characteristics, including age, sex, ethnicity, years of 

coaching experience, sport coached, sex of athletes coached, age of athletes coached, hours spent 

each week coaching, and coaching qualifications. Generally, the overall sample included male (n 

= 51) and female (n = 12) coaches, with an average of 14 years of coaching experience (SD = 
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11.16 years). While coaches in both groups came from a variety of ethnic backgrounds, the 

majority of coaches identified as white (n = 48) with one coach (n = 1) not wishing to specify 

their ethnicity. Coaches also reported different types of certifications, such as National Coaching 

Certification Program levels 1-3 (n = 45), Respect in Sport (n = 15), and Gender Identity and 

Expression (n = 4). None of the participants reported receiving specialized training aimed at 

enhancing sport coaches’ interpersonal behaviours. Please see Appendix B for additional 

participant demographic information. 

3.3 Measures  

 3.3.1 COM-B questionnaire. Participants were asked to complete a COM-B 

questionnaire at pre- and post-test. Questionnaire items were originally created by Rochon 

(2018) and questionnaire development was guided by two primary sources: (a) Michie et al. 

(2014) recommendations for developing COM-B measures; and (b) Huijg and colleagues’ (2014) 

Theoretical Domains Framework (TDF) questionnaire for evidence-informed research. The 

questionnaire was later revised by Chen (2020) to improve structure and clarity; all questionnaire 

items remained the same, however. The questionnaire includes 52 items divided into four 

subsections that correspond to each component in the COM-B model. Specifically, the 

subsections measure 13 items for coaches’ perceptions of their physical capability (e.g., “I have 

the necessary knowledge and understanding to elicit athlete input”), 13 items of psychological 

capability (e.g., “I have the interpersonal skills to elicit athlete input”), 13 items for opportunity 

(e.g., “I have the necessary resources to elicit athlete input”), and 13 items for motivation (e.g., 

“I want to elicit athlete input”) to perform the 11 transformational coaching behaviours (for a 

review of these behaviours, see Turnnidge & Côté, 2019). Two additional behaviours introduced 

by Allan and colleagues (under review) were also assessed: (a) providing individualized 
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instruction and feedback, and (b) listening to athletes. While the COM-B questionnaire asks 

coaches to reflect on their perceptions of the COM elements (which may appear to be an 

intrapersonal task), it is still being used to examine coaches’ perceptions of their capability, 

opportunity, and motivation to perform interpersonal behaviours specifically (i.e., the TFL 

coaching behaviours), as well as being used to examine the effectiveness of an interpersonal-

focused CDP as a whole. Questionnaire items were arranged on a 7-point Likert-type scale with 

anchors of 1= “strongly disagree”, 4= “neither agree nor disagree”, and 7= “strongly agree”. 

Higher scores on the questionnaire items reflected higher perceptions of physical capability, 

psychological capability, opportunity, and motivation to use transformational coaching 

behaviours. Please see Appendix C for the full version of the instrument. 

In regard to the reliability of the COM-B questionnaire, items were used in two previous 

research studies to assess coaches’ perceptions of their capability, opportunity, and motivation to 

use transformational coaching behaviours (i.e., Chen, 2020; Rochon, 2018). In Rochon’s (2018) 

study, internal consistencies for the COM-B questionnaire reported Cronbach’s alpha values of 𝛼 

= 0.96 for the 55 items related to capability, 𝛼 = 0.92 for the 22 items related to opportunity, and 

𝛼 = 0.92 for the 44 items related to motivation. For Chen’s (2020) study, internal consistencies 

for the COM-B questionnaire reported Cronbach’s alpha values of 𝛼 = 0.97 for the 26 items 

related to capability, 𝛼 = 0.94 for the 13 items related to opportunity, and 𝛼 = 0.89 for the 13 

items related to motivation. The current questionnaire maintained face and content validity as it 

was informed by the recommendations of Michie and colleagues (2014) and was developed, 

reviewed, and approved by members of the research team familiar with the design of behaviour 

change research. 
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3.4 Procedure  

Once the study received ethics approval from the institutional review board (Appendix 

D), I contacted local youth sports organizations from Kingston, Ottawa, and the Greater Toronto 

Area via e-mail to inform participants about the study. Participant recruitment occurred in two 

waves. From July 2019 to March 2020, youth sport coaches were recruited to participate in the 

intervention group. The Transformational Coaching Workshop (intervention) was offered based 

on the organizations’ schedules and coaches’ availability. Due to the onset of the COVID-19 

pandemic, recruitment for the intervention group ceased in early March, 2020. Recruitment for 

the comparison group occurred between February 2020 and April 2020. Once the number of 

coaches within the comparison group matched the number of coaches within the intervention 

group, recruitment for the study ceased.   

 3.4.1 Pre-test procedure. Exactly one week before participating in the TCW, the 

intervention coaches were administered the pre-test COM-B questionnaire package and asked to 

complete it at their convenience prior to arriving at the TCW. Coaches were originally intended 

to complete the questionnaires using paper copies; however, an amendment was approved to 

utilize an online version of the questionnaire to lower participant burden and provide a more 

convenient option for participants to complete the measures (see Appendix E). Upon receiving 

the questionnaire packages, coaches were first asked to read a Letter of Information (LOI; 

Appendix F). Once the LOI was read and coaches were debriefed on the study, they were asked 

to sign and date a consent form before proceeding to answer the questionnaire (Appendix G). A 

total of seven coaches completed questionnaire packages on paper while the remaining 24 

coaches completed the questionnaires electronically through a QualtricsTM link distributed via e-

mail. Consent forms and questionnaires were collected between seven days prior to and the day 
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of the TCW (the latter applies to coaches who completed paper copies of the consent forms and 

questionnaires). The questionnaires took approximately 20 minutes to complete.  

 Participants in the comparison group were sent the pre-test COM-B questionnaire 

package within 24 hours of agreeing to participate in the study. Their date of completion of pre-

test measures was kept on file in order to determine when the post-test questionnaire package 

would be administered. Maintaining the same timeline of administering the post-test 

questionnaire package for the comparison group was important to keep the study procedure as 

consistent as possible between groups. Again, it took approximately 20 minutes for participants 

in the comparison group to complete pre-test measures. 

3.4.2 Workshop. Coaches in the intervention group participated in the TCW seven days 

after the pre-test questionnaires were distributed. Delivery of the TCW followed the procedures 

outlined in Turnnidge and Côté (2017). The TCW takes approximately four hours to complete in 

person and is informed by the FRLM (Bass & Riggio, 2006) and behaviour change theory 

(Michie et al., 2011). Prior to beginning the TCW, coaches were provided with a workbook 

containing activities and information to be reviewed during the workshop and a notebook for 

participants’ additional notes. Through the use of a variety of activities, discussions, and videos, 

coaches were able to witness firsthand the principles of transformational leadership (TFL) and 

how they can actively practice each one. A strategic embedment of BCTs, as well as content 

aligning the COM-B model, targets coaches’ perceptions of their capability, opportunity, and 

motivation to use the transformational coaching behaviours discussed in the TCW. In addition to 

this, the workshop activities allow for reflection regarding how coaches can begin planning and 

incorporating these behaviours into their own coaching practices. Overall, the TCW content and 

supplementary resources were designed to effectively target the way coaches perceive their use 
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of transformational coaching behaviours. 

 3.4.3 Post-test procedure. Intervention participants were administered the post-test 

questionnaire package exactly three weeks post-intervention. This three-week window provided 

participants with an opportunity to incorporate learned TFL behaviours into their coaching 

practice. In order to mirror the timeline of the intervention group that includes a week where the 

TCW occurs, coaches within the comparison group were administered the post-test questionnaire 

package exactly four weeks after the completion of the pre-test questionnaire package. The seven 

coaches within the intervention group who completed the pre-test questionnaire package on 

paper also completed a paper version of the post-test questionnaire package. The remaining 

coaches from the intervention group (n = 24) and all coaches from the comparison group (n = 32) 

completed the post-test questionnaire packages via a QualtricsTM link. Due to COVID-19 and the 

cancellation of youth sport programming across Ontario, coaches within the comparison group 

were no longer given access to in-person functions with their athletes at the time of post-test 

questionnaire administration. However, participants still completed the post-test questionnaires 

at a time of their convenience and questionnaire completion ranged any time between the day of 

administration (e.g., coaches administered paper copies completed the questionnaires 

immediately) to two weeks following initial questionnaire administration. Questionnaire 

completion took approximately 25 minutes.  

3.5 Data Analysis Strategy  

3.5.1 Missing values. Only coaches who had completed the questionnaire at both time 

points were included in the analysis. Within the intervention group, 45 participants completed 

pre-test measures while 31 of those participants completed the post-test measures. In the 

comparison group, 43 participants completed pre-test measures while 32 of those participants 
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completed post-test measures. Data from the COM-B questionnaires were then screened for any 

missing values and errors in data entry. After initial screening, there were missing values present 

within the pre- and post-test intervention group data. No data were missing within the 

comparison group as a “forced response” function was included in the administration of the on-

line questionnaires. Tests were done to analyze the characteristics of the missing data to establish 

whether there were specific patterns in the participants’ non-responses. The ratio of missing data 

over the total number of data points included: 4/31 cases (i.e., pre-test intervention participants; 

12.9%), 4/1612 items (i.e., items across all pre-test intervention participants; 0.003%), 3/31 cases 

(i.e., post-test intervention participants; 09.7%), and 3/1612 items (i.e., items across all post-test 

intervention participants; 0.002%). Little’s Missing Cases at Random (MCAR; Little & Rubin, 

2019) was conducted to determine the type of missingness of the data within the pre- and post-

intervention data sets. Little’s MCAR revealed a p-value of 1.000 (df = 128, 𝝌2 = 44.39) for the 

pre-test data and a p-value of 1.000 (df = 128, 𝝌2 = 47.11) for the post-test data, indicating that 

the missing data were considered missing completely at random within both data sets. While 

significant MCAR test are typically resolved using case deletion (Scheffer, 2002), due to the 

smaller sample size within this study, case deletion reduces an already low statistical power. 

Therefore, the Series Mean (SM) method was used to resolve the missing data (Anderson et al., 

1983).   

3.5.2 Data cleaning. Participants’ scores for each dependent variable (i.e., physical 

capability, psychological capability, opportunity, and motivation) were aggregated to produce 

pre- and post-test scores (Oberfield & Franke, 2013). Additionally, physical capability and 

psychological capability scores were combined to produce one aggregated score for capability. 

Therefore, three dependent variables were used in analysis (i.e., capability, opportunity, and 
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motivation). Pre- and post-test average scores for each dependent variable were then subjected to 

tests of normality, outliers, and descriptive statistics. Normality was tested through visual 

inspection of histograms, calculating skewness and kurtosis values, and computing z-score 

values. Although capability and opportunity variables were negatively skewed at both pre- and 

post-workshop, they were still within the acceptable bounds due to falling under the threshold of 

+ 3.29 (Williams, 2015). However, both the pre-test motivation and post-test motivation 

variables had a very high negative skew (i.e., -4.50 and -3.60, respectively), therefore violating 

the assumptions of normality. Thus, a reflective transformation was applied to both pre- and 

post-test motivation variables in order to reduce the significant negative skewness observed in 

the variables prior to running the main statistical analyses.  

3.5.3 Analysis. In non-randomized intervention designs, Analysis of Covariance 

(ANCOVA) can be used to test the presence of a treatment effect and whether differences exist 

between treatment and comparison groups (VanBreukelen, 2006). While commonly used to 

control for potential confounding variables present within non-randomized samples, ANCOVAs 

also assume that these groups do not differ on pre-test measures; thus, one can control for these 

baseline scores by treating them as a covariate (VanBreukelen, 2006; Williams, 2015). Further 

assumptions that need to be met in order to successfully run ANCOVAs include (1) normality 

(i.e., Shapiro-Wilks test), (2) homogeneity of regression slopes, (3) homogeneity of variance 

(i.e., Levene’s test), and (4) linearity of the covariate effect and absence of covariate by group 

interaction (i.e., visual inspection of matrix scatter plots) (Grande, 2016; Williams, 2015; 

VanBreukelen, 2006). Results of the assumptions testing revealed that only the homogeneity of 

variance assumption was met in this study’s data. Therefore, the data failed to meet three out of 
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the four assumptions necessary to investigate the hypotheses of the study using ANCOVAs (see 

Appendix H).  

Because the assumptions required to run an ANCOVA were not met, independent-

samples t-tests and dependent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare the differences 

between the pre- and post-test scores for each COM-B variable in the intervention and 

comparison groups, as well as to compare post-test differences between the intervention group 

and the comparison group. Thus, a total of three independent-samples t-tests and six dependent-

samples t-tests were conducted on the COM-B questionnaire data. Given the smaller sample, p 

values and effect sizes were used to determine the impact of the TCW intervention and to 

conduct null-hypothesis significance testing. Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s d with 

0.2 being considered small, 0.5 being considered medium, and 0.8 being considered large 

(Cohen, 1988), with a significance cut off of p = .01 after a Bonferroni adjustment was applied to 

account for multiple comparisons performed on the same data set. 

3.5.4 Methodological Rigour. To determine the reliability of the COM-B questionnaire, 

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients (Gliem & Gliem, 2003) were used to assess internal consistency. 

Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability coefficients for the pre-test COM-B questionnaire were 𝛼 = 

0.96 for capability, 𝛼 = 0.95 opportunity, 𝛼 = 0.90 for motivation.  Cronbach’s alpha internal 

reliability coefficients for the post-test COM-B questionnaire were 𝛼 = 0.95 for capability, 𝛼 = 

0.92 opportunity, 𝛼 = 0.93 for motivation. As a result, the internal consistency of all constructs 

within both the pre-test and post-test COM-B questionnaire were considered to be excellent.  
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Chapter 4 

Results 

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

intervention group would show a significant increase in their perceptions of their capability, 

opportunity, and motivation to use transformational coaching behaviours when compared to (a) 

their pre-test scores, and (b) post-test scores of coaches in the comparison group. The analysis 

was conducted by comparing intervention and comparison group aggregated scores on the COM-

B questionnaires at pre-test and post-test.  

4.1 Pre-Post Test Analysis  

 4.1.1 Descriptive statistics. No outliers were identified, and data were normally 

distributed for each capability, opportunity, and motivation variable at both pre- and post-test.  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations can be found in Table 2 for the comparison group 

and Table 3 for the intervention group.  

Table 2 

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Pearson Correlation (r) for the Comparison Group Pre- and 

Post-Test Scores. 

 Variable M SD Capability_1 Opportunity_1 Motivation_1 

1. Capability_1 6.19 .646    

2. Capability_2 6.24 .588 .000**   

3. Opportunity_1 5.91 .759    

4. Opportunity_2 6.01 .751  .002**  

5. Motivation_1 6.63 .486    
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6. Motivation_2 6.64 .453   .000** 

Note. Capability, opportunity, and motivation variables were measured using average scores. “1” 

reflects pre-test scores whereas “2” reflects post-test scores. *p < .05; **p < .01. 

Table 3 

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Pearson Correlation (r) for the Intervention Group Pre- and 

Post-Test Scores. 

 Variable M SD Capability_1 Opportunity_1 Motivation_1 

1. Capability_1 5.86 .636    

2. Capability_2 6.15 .461 .773   

3. Opportunity_1 5.60 .848    

4. Opportunity_2 5.98 .612  .679  

5. Motivation_1 6.61 .449    

6. Motivation_2 6.66 .413   .394 

Note. Capability, opportunity, and motivation variables were measured using average scores. “1” 

reflects pre-test scores whereas “2” reflects post-test scores. *p < .05; **p < .01. 

4.1.2 Pre-Post Intervention Group Differences. Table 4 displays the means and 

standard deviations for each of the three COM-B variables (pre- and post-test) for coaches in the 

intervention group (n = 31). Mean scores for each capability, opportunity, and motivation 

variable increased after coaches participated in the Transformational Coaching Workshop. While 

results from the dependent-samples t-tests appeared to show significant increases in scores from 

pre- to post-test for capability, t (30) = -2.07, p = 0.02, d = 0.53 (one-tailed) and opportunity, t 

(30) = -1.96, p = 0.03, d = 0.51 (one-tailed), a Bonferroni adjustment (i.e., p = .01) unveiled that 

the increases were not statistically significant. However, both perceived capability and 
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opportunity exhibited medium to large effect sizes, thus providing support for the magnitude of 

the differences between the means and the amount of impact the workshop had on these 

variables. There were also no significant differences found from pre- to post-test for motivation, t 

(30) = -0.41, p = 0.34, d = 0.11 (one-tailed), with a small effect size.  

Table 4 

Results of the Dependent-Samples t-Tests for the Intervention Group 

 Pre-Test  Post-Test     

COM-B Factor M SD M SD t p d 

Capability 5.86 0.64 6.15 0.46 -2.07 0.02 0.53 

Opportunity 5.60 0.85 5.98 0.61 -1.96 0.03 0.51 

Motivation 6.61 0.45 6.66 0.41 -0.41 0.34 0.11 

Note. M = Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. COM-B factor scores range from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  

4.1.3 Pre-Post Comparison Group Differences. Table 5 displays the means and 

standard deviations for each of the three COM-B variables (pre- and post-test) for coaches in the 

comparison group (n = 32). Mean scores for each capability, opportunity, and motivation 

variable also displayed slight increases from pre- to post-test. However, the results from the 

dependent-samples t-tests revealed no significant differences between scores on the COM-B 

variables from pre- to post-test within the comparison group for capability t (30) = -0.48, p = 

0.32, d = 0.01 (one-tailed), opportunity t (30) = -0.78, p = 0.22, d = 0.14 (one-tailed), or 
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motivation t (30) = -0.21, p = 0.42, d = 0.03 (one-tailed). Each variable also reported small effect 

sizes.  

Table 5 

Results of the Dependent-Samples t-Tests for the Comparison Group 

 Pre-Test  Post-Test     

COM-B Factor M SD M SD t p d 

Capability 6.19 0.65 6.24 0.59 -0.48 0.32 0.01 

Opportunity 5.91 0.76 6.01 0.75 -0.78 0.22 0.14 

Motivation 6.63 0.49 6.64 0.45 -0.21 0.42 0.03 

 Note. M = Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. COM-B factor scores range from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  

4.1.4 Pre-Test and Post-Test Differences between Groups. Prior to running the post-

test comparisons, independent-samples t-tests were first conducted on the baseline data between 

the intervention group (n = 31) and the comparison group (n = 32). After the Bonferroni 

adjustment (i.e., p = .01), independent-samples t-tests revealed that there were no significant 

differences between the groups on baseline scores for capability t (61) = 2.05, p = 0.02, d = 0.51 

(one-tailed), opportunity t (61) = 1.56, p = 0.06, d = 0.39 (one-tailed), and motivation t (61) = 

.096, p = 0.46, d = 0.02 (one-tailed). Similarly, no significant differences were found between 

the intervention and comparison group at post-test for capability t (61) = .701, p = 0.24, d = 0.17 

(one-tailed), opportunity t (61) = .220, p = 0.41, d = 0.06 (one-tailed), and motivation t (61) = 

.104, p = 0.46, d = 0.03 (one-tailed).   
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Chapter 5 

Discussion  

 The overall purpose of this study was to explore the Transformational Coaching 

Workshop’s (TCW; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017) ability to change coaches’ perceptions of factors 

that influence behaviour change. More specifically, this study examined whether there were 

increases between coaches’ perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation to use 

transformational coaching behaviours from pre- to post-workshop. The following sections will 

discuss (a) the TCW’s impact on coaches’ perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation to 

use transformational coaching behaviours from pre- to post-test in the intervention group and (b) 

post-test comparisons between the intervention group and the comparison group. Due to p values 

relying heavily on sample size (Coe, 2002; Cohen, 1994), it appears that the sample was not 

large enough for the study variables to reach significance once p values were adjusted with the 

Bonferroni correction. While p values represent one binary measure of statistical significance 

that focus on whether a result is due to chance (du Prel et al., 2009), practical significance is 

concerned with whether a result is useful in the real world (Kirk, 1996); thus, effect sizes can be 

used to determine differences between groups when smaller intervention studies are conducted 

(Coe, 2002; Cohen, 1994; du Prel et al., 2009). Therefore, in line with the literature on TFL 

training evaluations (Hochholdinger et al., 2008), practical significance using effect sizes 

(typically between a medium to large effect; Kirk, 1996) were used to determine the impact of 

the TCW. 

5.1 Impact of the TCW on the Intervention Group 

 Using behaviour change theory (i.e., COM-B model; Michie et al., 2011), in this  

study, helps researchers understand the conditions in which coaches were impacted by the TCW 
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(Allan et al., 2017). Hypothesis One stated that coaches in the intervention group would report an 

increase in their perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation to use transformational 

coaching behaviours after participating in the workshop. The results of Hypothesis One will be 

discussed in the following subsections.  

 5.1.1 Perceived capability. It was hypothesized that coaches would perceive themselves 

to be more capable to use transformational coaching behaviours after participating in the TCW. 

While an increase in mean scores was observed, this hypothesis was unsupported by the 

statistical testing (p > .05). However, practical significance testing using effect sizes showed that 

perceived capability exhibited a medium to large effect size (d = .53). In turn, the medium to 

large effect size observed offers a pragmatic perspective to understanding the impact the TCW 

had on coaches’ perceived capability. Existing research supports the efficacy of coaching 

education programs for influencing coaches’ perceived capability to use behaviours that promote 

positive athlete outcomes (Campbell & Sullivan, 2005; Falcão et al., 2012; Malete & Feltz, 

2000). For instance, Falcão and colleagues (2012) implemented a training program for coaches, 

modelled after the aforementioned MAC intervention (Smith et al., 2007), and found that the 

program enhanced coaches’ abilities to promote life skills through sport, better understand their 

players, and improve their relationships with other coaches. Furthermore, Malete and Feltz 

(2000) found that after participating in the Program for Athletic Coach Education (PACE) 

intervention, coaches perceived an increase in their capabilities to influence athletes’ learning 

and performance when compared to pre-test measures. In sum, the current study aligns with 

previous coaching interventions and the behaviour change literature which emphasizes that 

training can enhance the knowledge and skills that impact an individual’s perceived capability to 

perform a behaviour (Michie et al., 2011).  
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The impact of the TCW on coaches’ perceived capability may also be attributable to the 

explicit use of Behaviour Change Techniques (BCTs) integrated in the TCW (Michie et al., 

2013; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). For instance, examples of activities in the TCW that used BCTs 

to target coaches’ perceived capability include role-playing (i.e., behavioural practice/rehearsal 

and feedback on behaviour by others; physical and psychological capability), action cards (i.e., 

goal setting, problem solving, action planning, and commitment; physical and psychological 

capability), and the leadership calendar (action planning, goal setting, and commitment; 

psychological capability). Interestingly, the BCTs instruction on how to perform behaviour and 

demonstration of behaviour, which also target perceived capability, were the most used out of 

any other BCTs coded in the TCW (20 and 22 times, respectively; see Appendix J). Therefore, 

the large number of BCTs related to capability and integrated in the TCW may help explain why 

perceived capability exhibited the largest increase out of the COM-B elements from pre- to post-

workshop for coaches within the intervention group. Comparatively, there was no difference 

between baseline and follow-up measures in the comparison group for perceived capability (p > 

.05) and a small effect size was also observed (d = .01). 

5.1.2 Perceived opportunity. It was hypothesized that coaches would perceive more 

opportunities to use transformational coaching behaviours after participating in the TCW. 

Similar to perceived capability, while an increase in mean scores was observed, this hypothesis 

was unsupported by the statistical testing (p > .05). However, practical significance testing using 

effect sizes showed that perceived opportunity exhibited a medium to large effect size (d = .51). 

In turn, the medium to large effect size observed offers a pragmatic perspective to understanding 

the impact the TCW had on coaches’ perceived opportunity as well. Prior to attending the 

workshop, coaches reported perceived opportunity as the lowest out of all COM-B constructs at 
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pre-test, which mirrors findings from the study conducted by Rochon (2018) in regard to how 

coaches generally view their lack of opportunities to use transformational coaching behaviours. 

However, coaches believed that they had more opportunities to demonstrate transformational 

coaching behaviours after participation in the TCW. Based on the COM-B model, an increase in 

the perception of opportunities after the workshop may be linked to activities in the TCW that 

reduced the influence of factors such as pressures from individuals (e.g., peers and parents) and 

organizations (Michie et al., 2011). For instance, Rochon (2018) found that coaches’ perceived 

opportunity for transformational coaching behaviours was higher if the principles of 

transformational coaching were supported by club values. Each workshop in this study was 

facilitated for a particular organization (e.g., Spirits Basketball) and participation was either 

strongly encouraged or mandated by the heads of the organization. Therefore, this reflects the 

aforementioned support of club values and social support as coaches were in an environment 

where they were learning and practicing transformational behaviours amongst peers from the 

same organization.  

Similar to capability, the observed increases in coaches’ perceived opportunity may also 

be linked to the TCW using specific BCTs (Michie et al., 2013; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). For 

instance, workshop activities that target coaches’ perceived opportunity include the case studies 

activity (i.e., problem solving; physical and social opportunity), the leadership checklist (i.e., 

prompts/cues; physical opportunity), and the commitment memo (i.e., social support; social 

opportunity). However, studies have found that stress from varying sources can negatively affect 

coaches’ perceived opportunity to facilitate athlete outcomes (Frey, 2007; Thelwell et al., 2008). 

Thus, it may be important for future workshops to potentially include more BCTs that positively 

impact coaches’ perceived opportunities to demonstrate transformational coaching behaviours to 
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help mitigate any factors that may negatively impact these perceptions. To contrast, there was no 

difference between baseline and follow-up measures in the comparison group for perceived 

opportunity (p > .05) and a small effect size was also observed (d = .14). 

5.1.3 Perceived motivation. It was hypothesized that coaches would perceive themselves 

to be more motivated to use transformational coaching behaviours after participation in the 

TCW. This hypothesis was not supported (p > .05) and exhibited a small effect size (d = 0.11). 

The current study showed that coaches were highly motivated to demonstrate transformational 

coaching behaviours as observed in their high motivation ratings at both pre- and post-test. These 

findings are consistent in the coaching research as other studies have shown that youth sport 

coaches are generally very motivated to promote positive youth development in their athletes 

through their use of positive coaching behaviours (Busser & Carruthers, 2010; Rochon, 2018).  

In turn, the small increase in the coaches’ perceived motivation for using 

transformational coaching behaviours may be due to participation in the TCW. Based on the 

COM-B model, motivation can be enhanced through educational programs such as the TCW 

(Michie et al., 2011). However, a non-significant result may have occurred due to the fact that 

objectively measuring perceived motivation can be a difficult task. Past research has examined 

coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of motivational climates in sport through the use of 

instruments such as the Multidimensional Motivational Climate Observation System (MMCOS; 

Smith et al., 2015), but limited research exists that explores coaches’ perceptions of their own 

motivation to use leadership behaviours. To date, two scales have been developed to measure 

coach-specific motivation (Frederick & Morrison, 1999; Maclean et al., 2012). However, these 

scales measure motivation through the principles of SDT and they have not been used to explore 

changes in coaches’ motivation from pre- to post-intervention just yet. Furthermore, one study 
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using the COM-B model found that it was difficult to measure certain reflective motivation 

constructs, such as identity, beliefs, intentions and goals, because participants found them to be 

abstract (Thompson et al., 2018). Thus, it has been suggested that these deep-rooted thoughts can 

potentially limit the impact of an intervention and its corresponding evaluations, and that existing 

measurement instruments may not be able to explicitly capture these elements in the most 

optimal way yet. Similar to the intervention group, there was no significant difference between 

baseline and follow-up measures in the comparison group for perceived motivation (p > .05). 

When examining BCTs (Michie et al., 2013), it should be noted that the TCW did utilize 

BCTs that targeted coaches’ perceived motivation (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). For example, 

workshop activities that use BCTs targeting coaches’ motivation include the analysis of a 

coaching situation (i.e., demonstration of behaviour; automatic motivation) and the best/ worst 

leader discussion (pros and cons; reflective motivation). Therefore, the impact of the TCW was 

likely hindered due to the presence of a ceiling effect whereby the coaches’ scores for motivation 

were too high at pre-test to leave enough room for significant growth in their scores at post-test. 

A similar issue with ceiling effects has also occurred in other studies of the TCW (Hague, 2019; 

Lawrason et al., 2019). As an example, Hague (2019) reported ceiling effects in their study as 

athletes of coaches who attended the TCW reported no improvements in their perceived 

competence, confidence, connection, and character when compared to athletes of coaches who 

did not attend.  

5.2 Impact of the TCW Using a Comparison Group  

 Using comparison groups in studies examining intervention impact are important as they 

help address two main concerns: (a) the independent variable has an effect on the dependent 

variable beyond what would occur during the natural course of the behaviours and (b) to support 
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that changes in outcome are not caused primarily by participant expectancies (Street & Louma, 

2002). As an example, Malete and Feltz (2000) used a comparison group to ascertain that their 

Program for Athletic Coach Education (PACE) was effective for increasing coaches’ 

capabilities. These results, paired with their significant within-group findings (Malete & Feltz, 

2000), helped support the intervention’s effectiveness for changing coaching outcomes. 

Therefore, this study also utilized a comparison group in an attempt to strengthen any within-

group findings.  

Hypothesis Two stated that coaches in the intervention group would report significantly 

higher scores for their perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation at post-test when 

compared to scores from the comparison group on the same variables. This hypothesis was not 

supported (p > .05). While this study bolstered promising findings for the within-group 

differences for the intervention group, there were no significant differences found between the 

intervention group and comparison group at post-test for either capability, opportunity, or 

motivation variable. It is important to note that, although not significant, the comparison group 

scored higher at baseline for both perceived capability and opportunity when compared to the 

intervention group. Although, the presence of within-groups findings paired with no between-

groups findings has been witnessed in other coaching intervention studies. For instance, Vella 

and colleagues’ (2013) evaluation of their transformational leadership training program found 

that athletes of coaches in the active group reported significant increases in their cognitive skills 

from baseline to follow-up (p = .019). Yet, no significant differences were found between the 

cognitive skills reported by athletes of coaches in the active group and comparison group at post-

test. Furthermore, non-significant between-group findings have also been found in the evaluation 

of another aforementioned interpersonal-focused CDP (i.e., Empowering CoachingTM; Solstad et 
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al., 2017). Solstad and colleagues (2017) reported that no significant differences were present 

between coaches’ perceived use of empowering and disempowering behaviours when the 

intervention group was compared to the control group. As such, findings about coaches’ 

interpersonal interventions call for more empirical data on the effectiveness of training sessions, 

particularly when it comes to understanding the underlying factors of positive behavioural 

change in youth sport coaches.  

5.3 Theoretical and Practical Implications 

 This study bolsters both theoretical and practical implications. Theoretically, this study 

has addressed a significant aforementioned gap in the coach education literature by being one of 

the first studies to explicitly use behaviour change theory to examine an evidence-informed, 

interpersonal-focused CDP (Allan et al., 2017). Specifically, it is the first study to use the COM-

B model in the examination of the TCW for coaches specifically and it is the second study to use 

the COM-B model in the examination of an interpersonal-focused CDP generally (Chen, 2020). 

Through the use of the COM-B measures, this study helped identify specific factors that inform 

researchers on how the coaches were impacted by the TCW. As a result, this study provided a 

better understanding of elements that influence the coaches’ use of transformational coaching 

behaviours (Michie et al., 2011). 

 Using behaviour change insights as a theoretical foundation is necessary as a lack of 

theory in existing interventions may be linked to the limited success in facilitating and sustaining 

desirable behaviour change in coaches (Allan et al., 2017). Moreover, studies have shown that 

while some coaches are cognizant of their responsibility to promote the emergence of positive 

athlete outcomes, they are often unaware of how to implement behaviours that will positively 

affect athlete development (Vella et al., 2010). Coaches also may indicate that they are motivated 
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to educate youth athletes about life skills but are unsure of how to incorporate behaviours that 

teach these skills through their coaching practices (McCallister et al., 2000). This uncertainty 

may be connected to a lack of available resources (i.e., opportunity) and/or knowledge and 

interpersonal skills (i.e., capability). Therefore, employing evaluative measures based on 

behaviour change theory to identify factors that explain why coaches engage or disengage in 

certain post-intervention behaviours can provide researchers with a better understanding of what 

elements need to be targeted. In sum, the current study provided support for the usefulness of 

behaviour change theory for understanding coaching behaviours and for guiding research in the 

coach development stream.  

 Practically, this study contributes to the importance of “real world” research by 

collaborating with community sport organizations to provide an indication of the effectiveness of 

the TCW. This is important as it represents a marked difference from existing efficacy studies 

that are conducted in controlled conditions and are removed from the reality of coaching practice 

(Gartlehner et al., 2006). As such, the findings of this study partially support the idea that 

interpersonal-focused CDPs, such as the TCW, can change the way coaches perceive their 

behaviours. Because the way individuals (i.e., coaches) think about their behaviours has a direct 

impact on the performance of actual behaviours (Michie et al., 2011), this study encourages 

existing and future coaching interventions to focus on utilizing content and delivery strategies 

that target factors that influence behaviour change (i.e., coaches’ perceived capability, 

opportunity, and motivation) and to use corresponding behaviour change techniques. In sum, 

through partnering with the various sport organizations, coaches were provided with valuable 

and necessary education on interpersonal skills (Lefebvre et al., 2016) that impacted the way 

they perceived their use of transformational coaching behaviours.  
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5.4 Limitations and Future Directions 

 Although this study bolstered certain strengths, there are also limitations that should be 

considered. While this study included just above the minimum amount of coaches required per 

group according to the G*Power analysis to explore within-group differences (Faul et al., 2007), 

it did not meet the minimum sample suggested to find between-group differences (i.e., N = 102; 

51 per group). Two additional in-person workshops were previously organized to add to the 

study’s sample size; however, due to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, we had to cancel the 

workshops. Therefore, this study could have benefitted from having a larger sample of coaches 

to better explore differences amongst the coaches and to aid in the generalizability of the study’s 

results. Also, having a smaller number of participants in each group was likely a significant 

reason for the non-normal distribution of the data which limited the opportunity to use more 

robust, parametric statistical analyses (Field, 2018). For instance, an increase in sample size may 

have helped meet the assumptions necessary to run ANCOVAs. Because ANCOVAs were the 

preferred analysis for this study, the data were not able to pass three out of the four assumptions 

and t-tests had to be performed instead. However, the inclusion of effect sizes paired with the 

results of the t-tests enhanced confidence in the results as the effect sizes provided important 

conclusions on the magnitude and relevance of differences between means. 

 Second, self-report measures can be a potential limitation as they can be subject to biases 

where participants have the potential to inflate their responses in order to be perceived in a 

socially desirable way (Donaldson & Grant-Valone, 2002; Van de Mortel, 2008). A potential 

solution to this limitation would be to have coaches complete a measure of social desirability in 

addition to the COM-B questionnaire. An example of a suitable scale is the Marlowe-Crowne 

Social Desirability Scale (Reynolds, 1982), which consists of 33 items where participants are 
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asked to indicate whether certain statements are true or false for them. The sum of all responses 

considered to be socially desirable is calculated to provide an overall measure of social 

desirability. Rocchi and colleagues (2017) used the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 

(Reynolds, 1982) to control for the effects of social desirability when testing the validity of their 

Interpersonal Behaviours Questionnaire (IBQ) for sport coaches.  

Additionally, future research can consider including observational methodologies to 

explore coaches’ behaviours in addition to self-report questionnaires (e.g., Erickson & Côté, 

2015). For instance, a systematic observational tool that has been used to assess coaches’ 

behaviours is the Coach Leadership Assessment System (CLAS; Turnnidge & Côté, 2019). 

Lawrason and colleagues (2019) used the CLAS in their examination of the TCW whereby the 

workshop was found to affect some of the coaches’ observable leadership behaviours. Future 

research may wish to extend the findings of this study by pairing questionnaire data with direct 

observation of coaches’ transformational coaching behaviours in order to further examine the 

impact of the TCW. By doing so, this would help determine if the coaches do indeed exhibit a 

change in the way they perceive their use of transformational coaching behaviours, and if these 

changes are reflected in an increase in the observed transformational coaching behaviours 

exhibited in practice.  

Last, this study assessed short-term changes in coaches’ perceptions of their capability, 

opportunity, and motivation to use transformational coaching behaviours. It would be beneficial 

to conduct future longitudinal research on the TCW to see if changes in coaches’ perceptions 

have been sustained over a period of time. For instance, a study that expands over multiple 

seasons and/or years that examines changes in both coaches’ observable leadership behaviours 

and perceptions of their leadership behaviours would provide more information on the TCW’s 
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long-term effects. In sum, it is with hope that researchers and practitioners further explore the 

application of behaviour change to coaching development in order to continue to provide 

coaches with the opportunities to gain the necessary interpersonal knowledge and skills to 

facilitate positive youth development in sport.  
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion  

The TCW is a unique intervention that was developed to address the gaps in current 

coach education programming by providing youth sport coaches with an evidence-informed 

interpersonal-focused workshop (Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). While other TFL-informed 

interventions have relied on athlete questionnaires in their studies (e.g., the DTLI-YS; Vella et 

al., 2012), the purpose of this study was to use a COM-B coach questionnaire to test the TCW’s 

ability to change coaches’ perceptions of factors that influence their use of transformational 

coaching behaviours. This study found that the workshop yielded promising findings in regard to 

its ability to increase coaches’ perceived capability and opportunity to use transformational 

coaching behaviours. However, a larger sample is necessary for future examinations of the 

workshop to be able to achieve statistically significant results at both the within-group and 

between-group levels. Nonetheless, these findings are similar to those found by Chen (2020) in 

which an adapted version of the TCW also increased CAWAD’s perceived capability and 

opportunity to use TFL behaviours. As such, results from this study may have practical 

implications in the real-world setting in which the TCW could provide an evidence-informed, 

formal learning opportunity for coaches. Specifically, the workshop has the potential to impact 

the much-needed interpersonal development of coaches (Lawrason et al., 2019; Lefebvre et al., 

2016) as well as help coaches promote positive youth development in sport through effective 

coaching behaviours.  

Overall, this study was the first to use both behaviour change theory and a comparison 

group to examine the TCW’s ability to increase coaches’ perceived capability, opportunity, and 

motivation to use transformational coaching behaviours. Vella and colleagues (2013) note that, 
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“it is still relatively unknown how actual coaching behaviour is related to positive youth 

development when compared to perceived coaching behaviour (Vella et al., 2013, p. 24). As seen 

through the promising results from Lawrason and colleagues’ (2019) study, coaches who 

participated in the TCW exhibited changes in their use of observable leadership behaviours. In 

the mediational model presented by Smoll and Smith (2011), coach training interventions, such 

as the TCW, can successfully change actual coaching behaviours; however, actual coaching 

behaviours are often mediated by athlete perceptions of coaching behaviours and limited 

research explores coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviours. Thus, this study addresses a 

prominent gap in the literature while also complementing the findings from Lawrason and 

colleagues’ (2019) study as it provides a starting point to understanding the connection between 

perceptual elements of behaviour change (i.e., perceived capability, opportunity, and motivation) 

and observable behaviour change after participation in an interpersonal-focused CDP. As noted 

by Horn (2002), the development of interventions to help change or modify coaches’ behaviours 

will be made easier once we know why coaches exhibit the behaviours they do in the first place. 

For example, as seen through the results in this study, finding new ways to target coaches’ 

motivation may want to be considered for future revisions and deliveries of the TCW. 

Furthermore, given the shortage of validated measures of coaches’ perceptions of their own 

behaviors (Horn, 2008), this study also provides support for future research to develop more 

rigorous instruments that use behaviour change theory to capture how coaches perceive their 

behaviours.  

In conclusion, the promising findings for coaches who participated in the TCW provide 

some support for an evidence-informed, interpersonal-focused intervention’s ability to target the 

way coaches are thinking about their use of behaviours. More specifically, these findings, 
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combined with Lawrason’s (2019) findings, yield promising results for the TCW’s overall ability 

to change both coaches’ perceptions of their transformational coaching behaviours and their 

observable transformational coaching behaviours. Interpersonal coaching behaviours are a key 

element of effective coaching yet are underrepresented in the coach development stream when 

compared to the abundance of programs that target the professional knowledge and behaviours 

of coaches (Lefebvre et al., 2016). As seen through studies of existing interpersonal-focused 

coach development programs (i.e., CET, MAC, Empowering Coaching, TLAC), these CDPs are 

successful at facilitating various coach and athlete outcomes. With positive youth development 

being an important outcome of effective coaching, more programs are needed that provide 

coaches with evidence-informed, interpersonal-focused opportunities, in conjunction with the 

wealth of professional opportunities, so that coaches are better equipped to facilitate positive 

youth development through sport.  
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Appendix A 

Demographic Questionnaire 

PART A: GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

Please create your own unique participant ID by taking the first three letters of your first name 

and the first three letters of your last name on the line below (e.g., JORCHE). Please complete 

the remainder of the questions about your background information to the best of your ability.  

 

ID: _________ 

Age: _________               OR           Do not wish to specify 

Sex: ________________   OR           Do not wish to specify 

Ethnicity:  ________________   OR           Do not wish to specify 

 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Please check the box that applies) 

•  

High school 

•  

  College 

•  

    University 

•  

   Post Graduate 

•  

Other: _________________ 

 

PART B: COACHING BACKGROUND  

What is your current coaching position? 

•  

Full-time 

paid coach 

•  

Part-time 

paid coach 

•  

Full-time 

volunteer coach 

•  

Part-time 

volunteer coach 

•  

Other: _________________ 

 

How many years have you been coaching in total? __________________________ 

Sport(s) you currently coach: _____________________________________________________  

 

Age of athletes you currently coach: ____________________  
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Sex(s) of athletes you currently coach: ____________________  

What is the competitive level of the individuals that you currently coach? 

 

•  

Recreational/ 

Community 

•  

 Developmental/ 

Competitive 

•  

High 

Performance 

•  

Other: ______________ 

 

Each week, roughly how many hours do you spend coaching athletes/participants?  

 

•  

   1-5 

•  

  6-9 

•  

  10-19 

•  

   20-29 

•  

   30-39 

•  

40+ 

 

Please list your current coaching qualifications (e.g., NCCP Development 1, Respect in Sport) 

 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________ 
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Appendix B 

Additional Participant Demographic Information  

Additional Demographic Information   

Variable N Percentage of coaches 

Sex of athletes currently coaching   

Male 22 35 

Female 19 30 

Both 22 35 

Competition level currently coaching at   

Recreational/ community 2 03 

Developmental/ competitive 55 87 

High performance 6 10 

Other 0 0 

Hours spent coaching per week   

1-5 21 33 

6-9 25 40 

10-19 15 24 

20-29 1 1.5 

30-39 1 1.5 

40+ 0 0 

List of sports coached  

Basketball 

Ice hockey 

 

44 

11 
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17 
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Soccer 

Lacrosse 

Ultimate Frisbee 

Cheerleading 

Football 

Baseball 

Figure Skating 

Golf 

Cross-Country 

Badminton 

CrossFit 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

5 

 

5 

 

5 

 

3 

 

3 

 

3 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

Note. Some participants reported coaching multiple sports at once.  
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Appendix C 

COM-B Questionnaire 

PART C: COACHING ATHLETES  

 

The following questions will ask about your behaviours when coaching your athletes. Please 

indicate your agreement with the following statements from a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree).  We will ask you to rate the same 13 different behaviours in terms of C1 your 

knowledge and understanding of the behaviours, C2 your interpersonal skills to display these 

behaviours, C3 the resources at your disposition to use these behaviours, and C4 your motivation 

to adopt these behaviours in your coaching style.   

 

C1. I have the necessary knowledge and 

understanding to… 

Strongly 

disagree 

     Strongly 

agree 

1. Show interest in athletes’ needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Recognize individual roles and contributions.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Elicit athlete input. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Share decision making and leadership 

responsibilities with my athletes.  

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Emphasize the learning process. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
6. Discuss and model pro-social values or 

behaviours with my athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Show vulnerability and humility toward my 

athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Discuss goals and expectations with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9. Express confidence in my athletes’ 

capabilities.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Implement a collective vision with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Provide meaningful and challenging tasks 

and roles for my athletes. 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Provide individualized instruction/feedback. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Listen to my athletes. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

C2. I have the interpersonal skills to… Strongly 

disagree 

     Strongly 

agree 

1. Show interest in athletes’ needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Recognize individual roles and contributions.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Elicit athlete input. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Share decision making and leadership 

responsibilities with my athletes.  

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Emphasize the learning process. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
6. Discuss and model pro-social values or 

behaviours with my athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Show vulnerability and humility toward my 

athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Discuss goals and expectations with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9. Express confidence in my athletes’ 

capabilities.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Implement a collective vision with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Provide meaningful and challenging tasks 

and roles for my athletes. 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Provide individualized instruction/feedback. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Listen to my athletes. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

C3. I have the necessary resources (i.e., time 

and equipment) to… 

Strongly 

disagree 

     Strongly 

agree 

1. Show interest in athletes’ needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Recognize individual roles and contributions.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Elicit athlete input. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Share decision making and leadership 

responsibilities with my athletes.  

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Emphasize the learning process. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
6. Discuss and model pro-social values or 

behaviours with my athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Show vulnerability and humility toward my 

athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Discuss goals and expectations with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9. Express confidence in my athletes’ 

capabilities.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Implement a collective vision with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Provide meaningful and challenging tasks 

and roles for my athletes. 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Provide individualized instruction/feedback. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Listen to my athletes. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

C4. I want to… Strongly 

disagree 

     Strongly 

agree 

1. Show interest in athletes’ needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Recognize individual roles and contributions.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Elicit athlete input. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Share decision making and leadership 

responsibilities with my athletes.  

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Emphasize the learning process. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
6. Discuss and model pro-social values or 

behaviours with my athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Show vulnerability and humility toward my 

athletes. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Discuss goals and expectations with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9. Express confidence in my athletes’ 

capabilities.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Implement a collective vision with my 

athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Provide meaningful and challenging tasks 

and roles for my athletes. 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Provide individualized instruction/feedback. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Listen to my athletes. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix D 

Ethics Letter of Approval  
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Appendix E 

Ethics Amendment  
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Appendix F 

Letter of Information 

COACH LETTER OF INFORMATION: STUDY 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 

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 evaluate the effectiveness of 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 contact you 

twice during the season. These two time points will be approximately 4 weeks apart. At each of 

the time points, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire about your leadership behaviours. 

There will be no deception used in this study. 

Is my participation voluntary? Yes. Please answer questionnaire items 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 will 

be destroyed and your video data will be deleted. To withdraw from the study, please contact 

Caroline Hummell (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.  

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.  

http://www.ethics.gc.ca/default.aspx
http://www.queensu.ca/urs/research-ethics
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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 Caroline Hummell, 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 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.  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? There is no compensation provided for participation 

in this study. 

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 Caroline Hummell at 613-329-4584 

or 18ceh3@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. 

  

mailto:18ceh3@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix G 

Consent Form 

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 

Jennifer Turnnidge at 5jm14@queensu.ca or 613-533-6000 Ext. 78207 or Jean Côté at 

jc46@queensu.ca or 613-533-6000 Ext. 79049. 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. 

 

mailto:5jm14@queensu.ca
mailto:jc46@queensu.ca
mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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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 
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Appendix H 

ANCOVAs Assumption Testing 

Table 6 

Assumption #1: Shapiro-Wilk tests of Normality for Each Dependent Variable for the 

Comparison and Intervention Groups at Post-Test 

  Statistic df Sig. 

Post-Test Capability Comparison .934 32 .051* 

 Intervention .973 31 .603 

Post- Test Opportunity Comparison .910 32 .012* 

 Intervention .933 31 .052* 

Post-Test Motivation Comparison .817 32 .000* 

 Intervention .785 31 .000* 

Note. *. Indicates significant value. A significant value violates the assumption of normality for 

the post-test dependent variables.  

Table 7 

Assumption #2: Homogeneity of Regression Slopes  

 F Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

Group*Capability_Post 7.248 .002* .195 

Group*Opportunity_Post 1.805 .173 .057 

Group*Motivation_Post 14623.11 .000* .998 

Note. *. Indicates significant value. A significant value violates the assumption of homogeneity 

of regression slopes.  
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Table 8 

Assumption #3: Levene’s Test for Homogeneity of Variance   

 F df1 df2 Sig. 

Capability_Post .253 1 61 .617 

Opportunity_Post .205 1 61 .652 

Motivation_Post .747 1 61 .391 

Note. Non-significant results indicate that the homogeneity of variance assumption has been met 

for each dependent variable.  

Figure 4 

Assumption #4: Linearity of the Covariate Effect and Absence of Covariate by Group Interaction 

through Visual Inspection of Matrix Scatter Plots 

 

Note. A linear relationship of the covariate effect should closely resemble an elliptical-like shape 

(as seen with motivation). Capability and opportunity violate the assumptions that there is an 

absence of covariate by group interaction.  
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Appendix I 

Type and Frequency of BCTs in the TCW 

Table 9 

Type and Frequency of BCTs Coded in the TCW 

 

BCTs in Workshop Slides 
 

BCT 

Frequency in 

Workshop 
 

9.1 Credible Source 6 
 

6.2 Social Comparison  8 
 

7.1 Prompts and cues 14 
 

4.1 Instruction on how to perform the behaviour 22 
 

2.2 Feedback on behaviours 4 
 

2.7 Feedback on outcome(s) of behaviour 3 
 

14.1 Behaviour cost 2 
 

13.2 Framing/reframing  4 
 

9.2 Pros and cons  5 
 

2.3 Self-monitoring of behaviour 11 
 

13.1 Identification of self as role model 2 
 

13.4 Valued self-identity 1 
 

9.3 Comparative imagining of future outcomes 13 
 

5.2 Salience of consequences 1 
 

14.2 Punishment  1 
 

6.1 Demonstration of the behaviour  20 
 

5.4 Information about social and environmental consequences 1 
 

15.1 Verbal persuasion about capability 5 
 

5.3 Information about social and environmental consequences 2 
 

10.4 Social reward 2 
 

10.10 Reward 1 
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2.4 Self-monitoring of outcome(s) of behaviour  7 
 

1.1 Goal setting (behaviour) 7 
 

1.3 Goal setting (outcome) 6 
 

1.4 Action planning 6 
 

1.6 Discrepancy between current behaviour and goal 8 
 

1.8 Behavioural Contract 6 
 

1.9 Commitment  7 
 

7.2 Cue signalling reward 2 
 

8.1 Behavioural practice/rehearsal 6 
 

8.3 Habit formation 2 
 

15.2 Mental rehearsal of successful performance  3 
 

1.5 Review behaviour goals 2 
 

1.7 Review outcome goals 2 
 

   

Figure 5 

Type and Frequency of BCTs Coded in the TCW 
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