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Abstract 

Student-athletes represent a unique group of individuals that must balance their academic goals with their 

athletic pursuits in a high performance sport context. Coaches play a significant role in helping athletes 

achieve in both contexts, which involves extensive planning and preparation beforehand in order to create 

an environment for student-athlete success. This study used a foundational concept from the 

industrial/organizational (I/O) psychology literature to investigate the necessary conditions that 

interuniversity sport coaches implemented prior to and during a competitive season to facilitate 

performance for both their individual athletes and the collective team. Using a case-study approach, semi-

structured interviews were conducted with five U Sports head coaches from soccer, cross-country 

running, ice hockey and basketball before and at the end of their seasons. As a way to triangulate 

information obtained from coaches and to enrich my understanding of the particular conditions discussed, 

I also interviewed student-athletes from each team (n = 5) and the High Performance Director who 

manages this particular U Sports Athletics program. The data were analyzed thematically to highlight the 

necessary conditions specific to each coach and their individual athletes, and were then generalized across 

all teams within the broader athletics program. The five conditions discussed with coaches are described 

in detail: (1) create a team vision with clear objectives, (2) opt for athletes of best fit, (3) assemble team 

roles and expectations, (4) confirm and allocate necessary resources and support, and (5) have competent 

and prepared team coaching. Within each condition, I first provide support for their relevance and 

importance based on participant responses, followed by strategies for how to implement conditions in 

practice. Lastly, and perhaps of most significance, I discuss considerations of the broader context within 

which these teams are situated, as well as at the case level for the conditions established. Both research 

and practical implications emanating from this thesis are discussed in Chapter 5.  

 Keywords: university sport coaches, student-athlete success, condition-setting approach. 
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List of Abbreviations 

Throughout the paper, University Sport, and the University Sport Championships, are referred to as U 

Sports (this is the formal designation adopted for this level of competition; https://usports.ca/en). Within 

the particular University involved in the research, the term High Performance has been adopted across the 

Athletics Department and is abbreviated as HP herein. In the results section, coach quotes are identified as 

“C,” with a corresponding participant number (e.g., C1), followed by T1 or T2 to indicate if the excerpt 

was taken from the first (i.e., pre-season) or second (i.e., post-season) interview (e.g., C1T1). Finally, 

athlete quotes are represented by an “A” and a participant number (e.g., A1) and quotes from the High 

Performance Director are identified as HPD. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Coaches are widely recognized as central figures in shaping athlete experiences and 

facilitating team functioning (Mallett & Coulter, 2016). Accordingly, an extensive body of 

literature has been dedicated to understanding the coach characteristics or behaviours that are 

most likely to translate to positive athlete development and performance-based outcomes (e.g., 

Côté & Gilbert, 2009). However, despite the overwhelming majority of research focused on 

coach behaviours directed toward individual athletes (Baker et al., 2003), it is important to 

recognize that coaching often occurs at the group level. Notably, groups represent dynamic 

entities composed of unique individuals with distinct interaction patterns (McGrath et al., 2000), 

and what is effective in one situation with certain members will not automatically transfer to 

other situations (e.g., Chelladurai, 2007; Fiedler, 1967). Accordingly, coaching is a complex 

process whereby coaches must navigate between coaching individual athletes, and leading them 

coherently as a collective unit. Nevertheless, there is consensus in the sport literature that 

effective coaching will result in both individual member development as well as improved group 

functioning (e.g., Chelladurai, 2007; Côté & Gilbert, 2009), but we must understand the 

necessary conditions that make this more or less likely to occur.  

Researchers in industrial/organizational (I/O) and social psychology maintain that despite 

the idiosyncratic or novel features present across all groups, there are predictable patterns of 

behaviour fundamental to group settings that can be utilized to achieve effective group 

functioning (e.g., Hackman, 2012; McGrath et al., 2000). Therefore, in recognizing the difficulty 

of leading a collection of people toward team functioning and self-actualization of individual 

members, researchers have advanced conditions that should be met to facilitate this process. For 

example, Hackman (2012) proposed a condition-setting approach, whereby proactive measures 
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are utilized by the leader of a group to improve the likelihood of effective overall team 

functioning. More specifically, Hackman (2011) suggested that performance would improve if 

the group (1) represented a real team (had clear boundaries and interdependence), (2) shared a 

compelling purpose (members were oriented/organized toward a common objective), (3) was 

composed of the right people (in relation to both task expertise and diversity), (4) had clear 

normative expectations (understood acceptable and expected behaviors), (5) received 

organizational support (in the form of resources, training opportunities), and (6) experienced 

team-focused leadership (main emphasis to advance the group). Importantly, despite empirical 

support for the benefits of condition-setting in I/O psychology (e.g., Wageman, 2001), these 

specific conditions have yet to be investigated as a framework in the context of sport.   

One context that represents unique challenges for leaders to facilitate both individual and 

team level outcomes is interuniversity sport. Creating high performance (HP) athletic programs 

while emphasizing academic achievement and general well-being is a challenging task. Student-

athletes must cope with demands beyond the average course work and daily stressors expected of 

their non-athlete student counterparts (Wilson & Pritchard, 2005), especially those transitioning 

into their first year of post-secondary education (Kim et al., 2016). Facing extensive time 

commitments, physically demanding workouts, a high-profile existence, and arduous school 

schedules is a challenging feat. In fact, even academically gifted students report heightened 

amounts of strain from the combination of academic and athletic requirements (Carodine, 

Almond, & Gratto, 2001). Considering the expectations for performance in academics and 

athletics are unlikely to change, determining facilitative and debilitative conditions that contribute 

to individual athlete and team functioning in interuniversity sport are worthwhile endeavors (e.g., 

Comeaux & Harrison, 2011).  

As such, the purpose of this thesis was to apply Hackman’s (2011, 2012) condition-

setting framework to the interuniversity sport setting to explore how HP coaches spend time 
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planning/implementing conditions to enable the successful execution of their programs (that is, 

the facilitation of both individual and team level outcomes). The overarching objective of this 

study was to acquire an understanding of the “blueprint” HP coaches put in place during the off-

season, and how they subsequently strive to satisfy those desired conditions throughout the 

competitive season. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

  As the purpose of this thesis was to investigate the conditions that HP coaches implement 

within their athletic programs, several bodies of literature relevant to this objective are reviewed 

in the following sections. Specifically, I have (1) introduced the foundational condition-setting 

framework advanced by Hackman (2012), (2) provided an overview of relevant literature 

pertaining to team management and task performance across relevant contexts from the I/O 

psychology literature, (3) discussed what it means to be an effective leader/coach in the sport 

context, and finally, (4) advanced implications for this research in relation to both student-athletes 

and interuniversity sport programs. 

Condition-Setting Approach 

Hackman (2012) advocates for a philosophical shift in how researchers explore and work 

with groups, suggesting the transition from traditional causal models (e.g., relationships between 

input factors on outcome variables) to a focus on forethought and planning practices. In 

proposing this shift, Hackman describes a condition-setting approach, whereby a blueprint is 

established prior to the events leading up to group interactions and the execution of desired 

objectives. As a means of clarifying this approach, he provides the following example: Two seeds 

that are otherwise identical, are planted in different conditions. One is planted in fertile soil, rich 

with nutrients, while another is not. The conditions enable growth and actuality for one, whereas 

reactive measures would be required to support the other when inadequate growth is occurring 

(Hackman, 2012). As previously mentioned, the conditions considered to best facilitate group 

effectiveness are the following: Teams must (1) be a real team; (2) have a compelling direction or 

purpose; (3) be composed of the right people in both numbers and skill set; (4) have clear norms 

for member conduct; (5) experience organizational level support; and (6) be exposed to 
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competent team-focused leadership (Hackman, 2012). Although the entire framework has yet to 

be applied to the sport context, its origins lie in empirical work conducted in a variety of relevant 

group settings largely focused on understanding effective team management and subsequent task 

performance. 

Team Management and Task Performance  

Hackman’s (2012) condition-setting approach rests on the notion that careful and 

deliberate planning and implementation is superior to adopting a traditional causal/reactionary 

approach. Wageman (2001) had previously explored this approach in a large field experiment 

with service teams at Xerox, whereby she contrasted the impact of pre-determined team design 

choices versus hands-on coaching to understand which was more effective in promoting self-

management and task performance with employees. Design choices refer to the structures put in 

place that determine the operations or functions of a team (i.e., conditional approach), for 

example, posting clear objectives and identifying roles within those objectives for each member 

prior to commencing the task. Conversely, hands-on coaching is the direct interaction of a leader 

with their respective team to shape the processes that produce the desired outcome (i.e., causal 

approach). Results indicated that design and organizational practices accounted for greater 

variance in relation to both employee self-management and organizational task performance. This 

finding generally supports the impact that structural conditions can have in terms of empowering 

team members to make decisions and work autonomously. In line with this study, the following 

paragraphs will outline additional research previously done that support the specific conditions 

advanced by Hackman (2011, 2012).  

First, Oldham et al. (1976) sought to determine the importance of having a compelling 

direction/purpose (Condition 2) while working within a supportive environment (Condition 5). 

They collected data on growth need strength and level of satisfaction to test the moderating 

effects on responses to enriched work from 201 bank employees. Results demonstrated that those 
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with strong growth needs (i.e., intrinsic motivation), and who were satisfied with the work 

context (e.g., salary, job security, relationships with peers and supervisors), responded more 

positively to an enriched work environment (i.e., high functioning workplace). 

Hackman and O’Connor (2004) conducted a case study with analytic teams from the 

United States Intelligence Community and found certain conditions to account for over half (i.e., 

74%) of the teams’ effectiveness. Specifically, all conditions with the exception of the right 

people (Condition 3) were tested across the 64 groups through surveys, interviews, and 

observations. Each condition scored higher in working teams (i.e., interdependent groups with a 

common goal) than in coacting groups (i.e., independent performances among coexisting 

members), providing evidence for the effectiveness of a condition-setting approach in team 

settings. It is also interesting to note that when team-focused coaching (Condition 6) was divided 

into subcategories of manager versus coworker led leadership, working teams rated significantly 

higher in coworker led leadership than did coacting groups, which is shown to be more effective 

for team performance. Additionally, when members of the working teams were asked what the 

focus of their leader’s time and attention was, the most frequent response was structuring the 

work (i.e., planning/organization), which reflects the intentions of the overarching condition-

setting approach. 

Finally, in relation to normative expectations (Condition 4), Hackman (2002) conducted a 

cohort study examining the behaviour of cockpit crews over several years, and described flight 

attendants’ routine as a choreographed performance that was carefully engineered and practiced 

well in advance. All duties that the attendants performed were critical during each stage of the 

flight, and had been organized and set well before takeoff. The consistency in their routines was 

key, and more importantly, were executed without a manager on board the aircraft. Hackman 

(2002) described this process as indicative of how preset conditions (i.e., normative expectations), 

without the use of hands-on coaching, were necessary for consistent success.  
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The previous examples serve to describe the condition-setting approach in relation to I/O 

settings; however, it is important to highlight that certain conditions are perhaps not relevant for 

sport coaches. For instance, sport teams represent groups that are high in distinctiveness (e.g., 

team name, matching attire) with clear membership and boundaries (Carron & Eys, 2012). 

Therefore, the condition of being a “real team” (Condition 1) is likely always satisfied in sport. 

With regard to the other conditions, researchers support the transferability or generalizability of 

group processes from differing contexts, assuming the groups in question represent real teams, 

are involved in task performances, and operate within an organizational context (e.g., Hackman, 

1990). Therefore, although the condition-setting approach has not specifically been investigated 

in sport, the following section will serve as empirical support for the transferability of the 

framework to this context.   

Support for a Condition-Setting Approach in the Sport Context 

A large body of literature has sought to understand and describe effective leadership (i.e., 

coaching) in sport. One definition of excellence in coaching was proposed by Côté et al. (2007), 

where they outlined the significance of applying coaching skill and utilizing knowledge of the 

sport. In other words, coaching excellence is defined by knowledge and application. Côté and 

Gilbert (2009) extended this work by advancing the following integrative definition of coaching 

effectiveness: “The consistent application of integrated professional, interpersonal, and 

intrapersonal knowledge to improve athletes’ competence, confidence, connection, and character 

in specific coaching contexts” (p. 316). In addition to having the requisite knowledge to best 

influence athlete outcomes, coaches must recognize the significance of when to use that 

knowledge. Indeed, Franklin and Doran (2009) state that technical (i.e., professional) knowledge 

is the foundation of effective coaching, yet highlight the importance of organizational knowledge 

as a necessary counterpart. The coach should not only know how to train and interact with 

athletes, but they should also understand when to best organize, manage, and lead their teams. 



 

8 

 

Vallée and Bloom (2005) distinguished between organization and management behaviours, 

referring to organization as creating seasonal plans, preparing practices, and getting athletes ready 

for competition, while management was the execution of the seasonal plan. The organizational 

activities were found to outweigh sport-specific coaching, reinforcing the notion that a condition-

setting approach is an integral part of the sport coaching profession (e.g., Bloom et al., 2014).  

At the highest levels in sport, observational practices have been done to understand what 

successful coaches do (e.g., Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). More recently, 

Lara-Bercial and Mallet (2016) looked at the practices and developmental pathways of serial 

winning coaches, and found that, “a clearly articulated vision of what is necessary to win was 

central to success” (p. 11). The importance of having a clear vision and plan (Condition 2), was 

again reinforced with Canadian interuniversity coaches. According to Morales et al. (2017), 

coaches placed a high value on detailed seasonal plans including all aspects of training and 

competition, starting with the first day of training camp, all the way to the national championship. 

Importantly, coaches expressed the necessity of having mechanisms in place to translate their 

vision to athletes and support staff throughout the entire season, but first, this required an 

understanding of the individuals that make up the team. 

 Current sport research supports the importance of team composition, which falls under 

Condition 3 of Hackman’s (2012) framework. Carron and Eys (2012) divided group composition 

into its physical (e.g., structure, organization) and psychological (e.g., status, norms, roles) 

perspectives. These can be thought of as the specific elements that will dictate the structure and 

function that make up the individuals in the group. In a case study conducted by Hodge et al. 

(2014) with the World Champion New Zealand All Blacks rugby team, they reinforced that 

having the right people matters— “better people make better All Blacks.” Accordingly, 

researchers have noted how coaches spend a considerable amount of time recruiting and 

identifying the “right people” for their teams, because this can have a subsequent impact on 
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athlete satisfaction and team culture (e.g., Benson et al., 2016; Martin et al., 2016). In addition, 

Benson et al. (2016) found that it was critical to establish congruency of role expectations and 

socialization between incoming athletes and group leaders to ensure that what was expected was 

actually experienced once the season was underway.  

 In terms of how expectations are set within a team, a study examined an Olympic team 

selection protocol for women’s handball and reported that shared reflective practice (i.e., 

including athletes in the selection process) was used to problem solve and make final decisions 

around selection (Roberts & Faull, 2013). The authors suggested that reflective practice can be 

used as a tool when problem solving and organizing information to support athletes in the field. 

When looking at team player selection in the National Football League, contextual performance 

and workplace deviance were considered for both team functioning and effectiveness (Whiting & 

Maynes, 2016). Likewise, maintaining awareness of team members’ relationships and overall 

team structure can mitigate the risk of subgroup and clique formation (Martin et al., 2016), which 

could potentially be detrimental to team performance. Therefore, not only is it important to select 

the right people, but a leader must also ensure there is no resistance or clique formation among 

current group members. As such, research in sport has supported the importance of having the 

right people (Condition 3), but this line of research also has implications pertaining to the 

behavioural and role related expectations on a team, or the group’s norms (Condition 4).  

 The significance of group norms has been supported in numerous group dynamics texts 

in sport (e.g., Carron & Eys, 2012). Normative expectations can serve both informational and 

integrational purposes, where informational involves a standard against which new members can 

measure themselves, and integrational which facilitates the assimilation or socialization of 

members into the group. Patterson et al. (2005) found that athletes with stronger norms for social 

interaction and higher perceptions of social cohesion reported the best performances, and the 

opposite was true for those with low social interaction/cohesion norms. Furthermore, perceptions 
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of individual and teammate sacrifice contribute to the group’s cohesiveness, which influences 

perceptions of conformity to the established group norms (Prapavessis & Carron, 1997). 

Additionally, perceived social loafing on a team decreases when there is high social cohesion, 

high task cohesion, and HP norms (Høigaard et al., 2006). However, it is important to recognize 

that norms differ based on the nature of the task and the level of teammate interaction (Colman & 

Carron, 2001). Therefore, the type of sport (e.g., individual versus team sports) must be 

considered when determining the strength and influence of normative expectations on athlete 

behaviour. 

 Following the importance of group norms, the environment within which a team 

functions is also important. This refers to the supportive organizational context (Condition 5) 

needed for a team to succeed. For instance, within the national governing body of a British 

Olympic sport, researchers found interpersonal relationships among team members to be the glue 

that holds an organization together (Wagstaff et al., 2012). However, the supportive 

organizational context extends beyond relationships, and includes the rewards, information, and 

education systems needed for team success (Hackman, 2012). This also holds true in the context 

of sport, where these systems provide the means for how, and in some cases, why, athletes 

compete. For example, creating programs of intervention and prevention with the support of key 

athletic department personnel is essential to meet student-athlete needs (e.g., Valentine & Taub, 

1999). Furthermore, the coach must also feel supported to make decisions and act on those 

through the organizational support they receive. As Côté and Salmela (1996) highlight, “coaches 

rarely work under ideal conditions and often lack material, personal, and social resources, [so] it 

becomes important to examine the organizational tasks that ultimately influence their work with 

athletes in training and competition” (page. 248). Therefore, we must consider the organizational 

context that both the coaches and athletes operate in, and how this context either facilitates or 

inhibits effective functioning. 
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 Finally, in relation to Condition 6, Fransen and colleagues (2015) highlight that leaders 

do not operate in isolation, but rather, are imbedded in a web of interpersonal relationships. 

Coaches can represent cohesive teams amongst themselves (i.e., coaching staff), and Wagstaff 

(2017) highlights the importance of shared leadership among coaches and athletes as the 

foundation for team success. Specifically, he uses the quote from two-time Olympic basketball 

coach, Mike Krzyzewski, to stress this point: “Talent is important, but the single most important 

ingredient after you develop talent is internal leadership” (Wagstaff, 2017, p. 236). To further 

expand on this shared leadership approach, athletes may be perceived as better motivational and 

social leaders than their coaches (Fransen et al., 2015), and whether formal or informal, athlete 

leaders have a greater influence in establishing, maintaining, and altering group norms (Carron & 

Eys, 2012; Loughead et al., 2006). Lastly, Hackman (2012) recognizes that team-focused 

coaching is likely futile if the other five conditions are not met. In other words, it is more 

important to provide the conditions for a team to work in and accept ownership of, rather than 

taking the responsibility for leading/directing them. That said, recent research shows how 

university coaches implement conditions to develop and maintain a culture of excellence and 

success in a HP sport setting (Donoso-Morales et al., 2017; Vallée & Bloom, 2016). Therefore, 

shared leadership, in combination with competent team-focused coaching, are important 

conditions for teams to consider.  

 Clearly, although Hackman’s (2012) framework has not directly been implemented or 

explored within the context of sport, a body of literature supports the salience of the various 

conditions put forth. From the consistent application of integrated professional, interpersonal, and 

intrapersonal knowledge, and by establishing a clear vision, selecting the right people, developing 

group norms and expectations, as well as providing a supportive organizational context with 

team-focused coaching, the role of a coach is extensive, and research could benefit from such a 

framework to consolidate and provide a pragmatic overview of this complex process. Further, it is 
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important to highlight that not all coaching positions are equal, and the following section will 

explore a unique context that poses distinct challenges for coaches to navigate. 

Contextualizing the Population of Interest: Interuniversity Sport Coaches 

 To provide clarity and further understand the broad mandate expected of interuniversity 

coaches, we must consider the needs of student-athletes, as they differ from athletes who are not 

heavily invested in scholastic pursuits (e.g., Valentine & Taub, 1999). Sport research suggests 

that collegiate athletes struggle to balance the dual commitment of academics and athletics 

(Humphrey et al., 2000; Proctor & Boan-Lenzo, 2010), and that athletes find the demands of 

sport to negatively impact their academic pursuits (Humphrey et al., 2000). Athletes are required 

to constantly monitor and adjust their physical and psychological responses to unpredictable 

situations, which causes additional stress (Humphrey et al., 2000). Coaches can help athletes 

better manage their role behaviour and performance, but this requires an athlete’s commitment to 

the coach (Rezania & Gurney, 2014). This commitment comes from having an effective coach-

athlete relationship, and some factors that contribute to this relationship include planning and 

designing for coaching engagement, building and maintaining rapport, establishing and 

maintaining trust, and building credibility (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Rezania & Lingham, 

2009). Although most Canadian interuniversity coaches work within a similar sport context, it is 

important to consider the type of sport and level of athlete they are coaching.  

 The nature of sports among interuniversity athletes, traditionally viewed as individual and 

team sports, can be divided into collective and cooperative teams (e.g., cross country running, 

wrestling), and integrated and segregated teams (e.g., soccer, baseball). Depending on the 

perceived interdependence of team members, this can dictate outcomes of teamwork, initiative, 

and personal development (Evans et al., 2012). In addition to the type of sport team, the tenure or 

year of involvement of the athletes can pose unique challenges. One specific group of athletes 

that tend to experience excessive stress are those transitioning into their first year, where they 
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often feel unprepared and lack the skills necessary for academic success (Dilley-Knoles et al., 

2010). Across different sports and academic years, Ayers and colleagues (2012) reported that 

86% of athletes missed class time due to athletic conflicts, but only 2-3% reported missing 

competition for other commitments. This shows the level of dedication athletes have to their 

sport, and in turn, the responsibility coaches have to support their development. It is important to 

understand how coaches navigate this space, or in other words, how they set conditions to enable 

their student-athletes to succeed in both capacities, while reducing the impact of anticipated 

stressors described within the research presented. 

 As much of the responsibility for managing athletes is placed on the coach (Rezania & 

Gurney, 2016), they must consider the individual needs of student-athletes, in addition to the 

needs of the team. As Brunet et al. (2016) state, a consideration of the “forest” may be no better 

than a consideration of the “trees,” or vice versa. Instead, these authors propose that researchers 

should work with the “forest” and the “trees.” Accordingly, as coaches represent central figures 

in the sport context, understanding how they influence the success of individual student-athletes 

specifically, and the overall function of a team more broadly, are worthy endeavors.   

Research Question 

The purpose of this research was to apply Hackman’s (2012) condition-setting approach 

to the sport context and explore the conditions HP coaches put in place to facilitate the success of 

their athletes and programs over the span of a competitive season. Based on the conditions 

outlined by Hackman (2012) relevant to sport—a compelling direction or purpose, composition 

of the right people, clear norms of member conduct, organizational support, and access to 

competent team-focused leadership—these conditions were explored through semi-structured 

interviews with current interuniversity coaches of different sport teams at two different time-

points. A particular interest of this study was not only to discuss the various conditions and 

explore why coaches deemed them relevant, but also to take a pragmatic approach to collecting 
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information about how conditions were planned and implemented within this context. Finally, 

interviews with coaches were supported through triangulation by speaking with current student-

athletes from each team and the HP sport director from the institution. 
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

Qualitative Methodology and Orientation  

 A collective case study approach was selected, as I investigated specific teams (i.e., 

cases) representing clear boundaries and exclusive membership within a broader organizational 

entity (Baxter & Jack, 2008). My research was guided by a post-positivist paradigm, which 

encompasses an ontological critical realist orientation and a modified-dualist epistemology (Guba 

& Lincoln, 1994). In taking a critical realist stance, I understand that theory can be revised, where 

reality is “true” but only imperfectly and probabilistically apprehensible (e.g., Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011; Fletcher, 2017). Accordingly, I expect that coaches will have conditions that are more or 

less salient to them, but acknowledge that their descriptions are their own constructions, and that I 

can never have an objective account independent of participants’ and my own perceptions. 

 As the researcher, with both knowledge and experience as a HP student-athlete and 

interuniversity coach, my background helped inform the research question and design of this 

study. My experience as a former varsity cross country/track athlete provides me with intimate 

knowledge of the interuniversity sport context. As well, as a current national level runner and 

assistant coach for an interuniversity cross country running team, I remain involved in athletics. 

Therefore, as the primary investigator, I hold subjectivity as a researcher, with a personal interest 

in the outcome of this study. As a research team (inclusive of my two thesis co-supervisors), we 

are aware of my positionality within this research and recognize this as a strength. Our approach 

to ensuring that the manner in which my previous knowledge and assumptions contributed to the 

results are articulated transparently throughout the subsequent sections.  

Participants  

 The participants for this study included five current interuniversity sport head coaches, 
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five current student-athletes, and one current HP sport director. All participants were selected 

from one athletics department at a midsized Canadian University that competes within the 

Ontario University Athletics (OUA) and Canadian University Sports (U Sports) leagues.   

 Coaches. The head coaches (n = 5) were selected based on their previous performances 

at the U Sports Championships. They ranged in age from 38 to 58 years (M = 49.6, SD = 8.0), 

with 14 to 37 years (M = 26.2, SD = 9.1) coaching experience, and 7 to 37 years (M = 18.8, SD = 

13.3) as head coach. The criteria for recruiting nationally ranked coaches involved at least two 

top-ten finishes at the U Sports Championships over the last five years. If eligible based on team 

ranking, the head coaches must have had a minimum of three consecutive years with their team, 

achieving at least two top-ten finishes during those years. The sports that were considered for this 

study included women’s soccer, co-ed cross country running, men’s and women’s ice hockey, 

and women’s basketball. In addition to selecting both men’s and women’s teams, male and 

female coaches were equally considered, so long as they met the inclusion criteria. It is important 

to note that according to the Coaching Association of Canada (CAC), across all levels of able-

bodied and para-sport programs and for both head and assistant coach positions, only 32.7% are 

women (Kerr et al., 2006). Further, at the time of recruitment, there were no female head coaches 

within the athletics program investigated. As a result, no female coaches were represented in this 

study. 

 Student-Athletes. One student-athlete from each of the selected teams (n = 5) was 

recruited to take part in the study. There are 4:1 female to male participants, ranging in age from 

21 to 24 years (M = 23, SD = 1.2), with 7 to 20 years (M = 15, SD = 5.1) sport experience, and 4 

to 5 years (M = 4.6, SD = 0.5) of interuniversity sport experience. Each student-athlete was a 

senior member on their respective team (i.e., 4th or 5th year of eligibility) and had achieved 

Academic All-Canadian status the previous season (i.e., athletes with an average of 80% or 

higher who competed at the U Sports Championships).  
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 Sport Director. The HP sport director (n = 1) invited to take part in the study was from 

the respective institution, had been in the current role for five years, and had success at the 

national level across several programs. These were the only eligibility requirements necessary.  

Procedure 

 Upon receiving ethical approval from the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) (see 

Appendix A), the coaches were provided with an information letter (see Appendix B) enabling 

them to provide informed consent for participation (see Appendix C). Eligible teams were 

initially recruited based on the U Sports rankings of the season prior to data collection. The top 

teams competing at the identified institution were cross-referenced with their coaching staff to 

ensure that the head coaches met the inclusion criteria. All coaches who were eligible and 

contacted via email accepted the invitation to participate. In conjunction with the interviews, all 

coaches were asked to provide any documentation that they were willing to share (e.g., 

recruitment logs, training plans). These documents were reviewed and used as supporting 

information during the analyses.    

 With regard to the coaches, interviews were conducted at two time-points, both informed 

by interview guides oriented toward the coach’s condition-setting approach to team 

planning/organization. The first round of interviews took place one month prior to the beginning 

of the competitive season, and were on average 82:38 minutes (SD = 23:09) in length. The 

rationale for conducting the first interviews during the off-season was to ensure the questions 

pertaining to planning and organization were salient to the coaches at the time. The second round 

of interviews was scheduled after the competitive season had concluded, and took 62:51 minutes 

(SD = 20:22) on average to complete. The topics of discussion largely revolved around the 

questions asked during the pre-season, allowing me to revisit themes that emerged and to have the 

coaches reflect on their seasons. 

 Athletes were contacted via email and invited to participate in the study midway or near 
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the end of their competitive seasons. The athlete interviews served to provide additional context 

to the coach responses, by triangulating the information obtained and enabling a more intimate 

understanding for the conditions implemented by the coach. These interviews were on average 

49:14 minutes (SD = 10:42) in duration. Finally, the HP director was invited to take part in the 

study via email toward the end of the U Sports season. This interview was 42:19 minutes in 

length and involved a structure similar to the coach interviews regarding conditions for success, 

but with a broad overarching approach to best suit the role of an athletic director. As well, it 

provided a third perspective, furthering my understanding of the specific context that coaches 

within the university sport setting must navigate when leading their programs. In addition, this 

interview provided a particularly interesting perspective in relation to Hackman’s (2012) 

organizational support condition (Condition 5).   

 All interviews were conducted in person, with the exception of one via Skype, and were 

audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Interview notes and a reflection journal were kept 

throughout the process, and were revisited prior to all subsequent interviews and during the 

analysis stage. 

Interview Guides 

The pre-season coach interview guide was developed following guidelines established in 

the literature (Patton, 2014), and structured around the conditions outlined by Hackman (2012)—

focusing on the five conditions relevant to sport (see Appendix D). Key questions were followed 

by prompts to facilitate meaningful discussion and allow the coaches to expand on their ideas. As 

two examples of questions pertaining to the conditions, we queried coaches about key objectives 

that they had for the team, and specific mechanisms utilized to translate their visions/expectations 

to the group (Condition 2). Similarly, I asked coaches to characterize the “ideal” athlete for their 

specific program, and to provide examples of how they went about identifying and recruiting 

such individuals (Condition 3). It is important to note that it was not necessary for coaches to 
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speak to each condition, as it was expected that each would have different mandates and priorities 

for their particular programs. When conditions were relevant, follow-up questions prompted 

coaches to describe them in detail, ensuring that the coach had the opportunity to thoroughly 

discuss their ideas pertaining to a particular topic.  

 The post-season coach interview guide extended from the first interviews, with coaches 

being queried about the effectiveness of their conditions, and their ability to successfully employ 

their established strategies (see Appendix E). For the student-athlete interviews (see Appendix 

H), the guide reflected the condition-setting framework, but the questions were directed to the 

athlete and focused on their experiences with the team and with their head coach. Responses from 

the coach interviews were considered when posing questions to the athletes. For example, in one 

instance, a coach discussed how the goal setting process was primarily athlete-driven and coach-

monitored. When speaking with the athlete, I considered this response and framed my questions 

around goal setting to determine whether the athlete’s experience reflected the coach’s intention 

(e.g., “Who is responsible for setting the goals on the team?”). Finally, for the HP director 

interview (see Appendix K), this guide was developed after the pre-season coach interviews were 

completed and was meant to advance my understanding of the organizational context that the 

coaches were operating within. 

Analysis 

A collective case study approach was used (Baxter & Jack, 2008), and interpretation of 

the interviews was facilitated through thematic analysis (Braun et al., 2017). Thematic analysis 

was used as it is not bound to a theoretical orientation, which enabled flexibility throughout the 

analysis process and was ideal for organizing the data to facilitate a rich description of the 

research topic, while maintaining clarity within and between the different cases (e.g., Braun et al., 

2017). Abductive reasoning was used to derive general results from the data (Hanly, 2014), while 

using Hackman’s (2012) framework to help categorize the participant’s own accounts of 
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everyday activities, ideas, or beliefs (e.g., Blaikie, 2007). This was achieved through open coding 

using Hackman’s conditions as a guiding framework, and following the general guidelines 

advanced by Braun and colleagues (2017).   

In terms of the steps for analysis, I first familiarized myself with the data by listening to 

and transcribing the interviews by case in which the order that they were conducted (i.e., Team A: 

Coach Time I, Athlete, Coach Time II; Team B: Coach Time I, Athlete… Director). I began to 

identify initial codes within each case, while considering larger themes across the teams (i.e., 

collective cases). As each team represents a unique case (e.g., sport type, team size), they were 

analyzed separately; however, given that they were all units within the U Sports program and 

experienced inherent similarities (e.g., funding structure, university culture, same HP director), 

larger themes representative of all teams were created/explored (see figure 1).  

Figure 1 

Collective Case-Study Representation 

 

Note. Shown are the individual cases (teams) within the broader program (U Sports). 

The themes were then reviewed, followed by the provision of descriptive titles to best 

represent their content. Finally, as analyzing data is an ongoing process, information was 

consolidated and revisited during the writing of the results and discussion sections. Throughout 

the entirety of the analysis, I also referred back to my interview notes and reflexive journal 

Methods

Team A        Team B       Team C        Team D        Team E

Time I Interviews:       Coach 1      Coach 2      Coach 3      Coach 4      Coach 5

Athlete Interviews :    Athlete 1    A thlete 2     A thlete 3    A thlete 4     Athlete 5

Time II Interviews :     Coach 1       Coach 2      Coach 3       Coach 4       Coach 5

Director Interview 
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entries, in addition to the limited coach documentation that was provided to me, in an attempt to 

best understand the data (e.g., reflecting on my thoughts when interviewing participants and how 

I may have influenced their responses).  

Methodological Rigor 

In line with my philosophical position, I used a criteriological approach to demonstrate 

the quality of this study. Efforts were couched within Tracy’s (2010) criteria for qualitative 

research. However, I would like to highlight the work of other scholars who advise against 

abiding to fixed criteria (e.g., Gordon & Patterson, 2013), and as such, will speak to the specific 

criteria advanced by Tracy (2010) deemed most relevant to this study. Efforts were made to 

demonstrate (1) the worthiness of this topic/potential contributions, (2) rich rigor, (3) 

sincerity/credibility, (4) resonance, and (5) meaningful coherence.  

First, I expect that the information provided within the literature review demonstrates the 

worthiness of this topic and the potential for contributions to the field. This section highlights the 

relevant research findings and the potential implications of this work for coaches and 

practitioners. Furthermore, this study is supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council of Canada, as well as the True Sport Foundation, providing evidence of 

external sources advocating for the merit for its potential contributions. In terms of rich rigor, I 

sought to include both men’s and women’s teams, a variety of different sport types, and a range 

of perspectives within the cases. A pilot session was conducted before beginning the interview 

process to ensure that the guide was targeting the desired information and to allow me the 

opportunity to practice the flow and usefulness of probe questions. I also conducted coach 

interviews at two time-points, which enabled me to further explore relevant information and have 

coaches provide clarity on certain topics where necessary.   

For sincerity/credibility purposes, I decided to interview social agents from a variety of 

positions (e.g., coaches, athletes, director). These different perspectives provided a more holistic 
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understanding of the conditions utilized for student-athlete success and provided additional 

support for the descriptions advanced by the coaches. In addition, participant feedback was 

welcomed throughout the research process and all interviewees received a follow-up email 

including their transcript and a summary of preliminary findings. As mentioned previously, notes 

were taken during the interviews, a reflective journal was used throughout the duration of the 

study, and supporting documents (i.e., team meeting materials) were provided by some of the 

coaches. All information was used during the analyses and considered when writing the results.  

 With regard to resonance and meaningful coherence, because I undertook a triangulated 

approach by interviewing coaches, athletes, and the director, the results should resonate with 

those interested in HP coaching and/or student-athlete success. Furthermore, meaningful 

coherence was demonstrated through the alignment of my established objectives, paradigmatic 

position and methodological approach, analysis, and eventual reporting (Bradbury-Jones et al., 

2017). Finally, as mentioned earlier, through my experiences as a former interuniversity athlete 

and current assistant coach, I have knowledge and ideas about student-athlete achievement and 

the factors that contribute to this success. For that reason, I engaged in frequent conversation with 

my co-supervisors and made a conscious effort to adopt a reflexive stance (i.e., looking back 

upon myself). My supervisors also served as critical friends throughout the process, in 

challenging my previous assumptions and interpretation of the data to ensure that I understood 

how my own experiences might have influenced the way that I was describing the results.  
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Chapter 4 

Results 

During the pre and post-season interviews, coaches discussed the conditions that they felt 

were most important to their programs and how they executed those conditions. Discussions with 

athletes provided additional insight pertaining to how coaches implemented the conditions, and 

the interview with the HP director further contextualized the perimeters that coaches must work 

within at the U Sports level. Considering the multiple case format of investigating five sport 

teams within a particular institution, the following sections will describe the general themes 

involving the five conditions of emphasis for these coaches, based on Hackman’s framework 

(2012), followed by specific strategies for their implementation. In recognizing the variability in 

structure at the U Sports level generally (e.g., athletic support, academic requirements, funding 

allocations), as well as across the specific teams (e.g., sport type, team size, season length), and 

that coaches represent unique individuals with varying approaches to leadership and organization, 

the results will be followed by a summative section highlighting case-based considerations. 

Condition 1: Create a Team Vision with Clear Objectives  

 Each coach described objectives that they were striving to accomplish during their 

upcoming seasons. These discussions often extended beyond traditional outcome objectives, with 

coaches emphasizing specific processes that needed to be undertaken. The more proximal 

processes were expected to facilitate the eventual distal vision for the group, “We typically don’t 

set wins as a goal, we hope that if we’ve prepared ourselves to be in the best possible spot, the 

wins, and therefore the championships, will fall in place.” (C4T1) However, when thinking about 

more proximal processes, coaches began with the ultimate objectives and worked backwards.  

 I would say for the [team]; it definitely was to get the gold medal. That was kind of set 

 out for us right from training camp in August. Before the season even started, our 
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 coaches were telling us to aim for the top spot on the podium … it is an official meeting 

 where [they] say our team goals, team rules, and how they are going to get us there. (A2) 

 A clearly articulated vision is what guided all other practices on the team, and the earlier this was 

established, the earlier a team could prepare themselves for the season. As one coach stated, “the 

team has already picked its motto for next year, it’s ‘greater than yesterday.’” (C4T1) The athlete 

from this team reinforced the impact of having this vision determined early, “… because we want 

to be ‘greater than yesterday,’ we want to break that ice faster, we want to get everyone in and on 

board as fast as we can.” (A4) Beginning the season with an overarching objective and creating 

tangible and measurable process related goals with the athletes was important to these coaches—

the following is a description of strategies used.  

 Strategies for implementation. Overarching themes regarding strategies involved 

capitalizing on the momentum of previous years and involving athletes as active agents in the 

process. In building from previous years, coaches discussed the need to capitalize on successes 

and to make minor adjustments where necessary. They emphasized a program perspective, where 

a season was portrayed as an extension from previous years, and not just as an isolated event.  

Last year, getting close, and now being on the podium for a couple years is good to show 

them what it feels like, how a season like that comes together, and what the teams ahead 

of you look like, what they did, their composition, their orientation for the season. Our 

next step is to think and act like a team that wins. It starts with those individuals, builds a 

culture, and convinces them they can do something they’ve never done before. (C2T1)  

Using previous performances and experiences seemed central to forming expectations for 

upcoming seasons, yet having athletes at the center of this process and drawing upon their 

successes was central in shaping the vision for a team. Involving athletes built character and 

shaped identity: “Athletes develop their goals, and along with that, kind of establish the 

characteristics of a [sport] player at [university]. It’s how they want to carry themselves and be 
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perceived, what a [university sport] player looks like.” (C5T1) Another coach supported this 

perspective, “I find the players are willing to be more accountable if they’ve had a role in the 

development, which I think is healthy, I think that just drives them further.” (C4T1) This process 

was reiterated by the HPD in relation to athlete expectations of themselves and the season, and 

how they fit into the bigger picture. 

We talk about trying to achieve success by design and less by chance. It’s not that there’s 

no chance involved, but we want each team to create the blueprint for success, so we 

want their performance plan, their multiyear performance plan, and for the students to 

also create individual performance plans—defining what they believe is success. (HPD)  

 Though including athletes in the process is critical, coaches are responsible for ensuring 

that established standards are appropriate. An athlete reflected on this process with the following 

statement: “[The coaches] already know our weaknesses and strengths a little bit, so, I mean, you 

can tell right away if [an athlete] is being honest or not … there was no stone left unturned.” (A3) 

Therefore, coaches must have a clear understanding of their athletes’ abilities to ensure the 

feasibility of their expectations for each individual, while also being transparent with those 

expectations. “We set weekly team meetings to review how the week went … then we’d have a 

plan for the next week, and how we are going to continue going forward.” (A2)   

Condition 2: Opt for Athletes of Best Fit 

 Coaches described various characteristics for athletes they recruited and acknowledged 

that recruiting was influenced by the number and type of available positions for the given year. 

An overarching emphasis was that they all opted for “good people.” New recruits were described 

as a teams’ “life blood” (C5T1), and coaches needed to know the types of characteristics they 

deemed important and be able to seek them out during recruitment:  

I have to give a lot of credit to [Head Coach] for that, recruiting [athletes] is very tough. 

You have to get a read on what kind of person somebody is, because you see them on the 
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ice, you can see the kind of player they are, but to get a read for them off the ice in just a 

couple dinners or lunches is very tough to do. (A3) 

Having criteria of what to look for in recruits is fundamental. One coach described it as recruiting 

people, not players, and spoke to the consequences of having a “bad apple” on the team:  

 I want driven athletes, and I use the word athletes, I don’t want hockey players, I want 

 athletes who come in, and their time management skills, their preparation is there. When 

 I’m recruiting now, it was funny, I used to go after the best players, but I also want to 

 know what kind of people they are. A zebra doesn’t change his colours, unfortunately. If 

you have a bad person in your program, it tears you down and creates bad culture. (C3T1) 

It is essential to recruit athletes who are a good fit, beyond their sport specific skills. That said, 

coaches must also fill sport specific positions (e.g., forward, halfback) with a relatively equal 

distribution in years of eligibility (e.g., freshman, senior): “We’re trying to graduate three per 

year so we keep a cycle of four 5th years, four 4th years, four 3rd years, etc. Not exactly that, but 

something close, so we’re never decimated.” (C5T1) Failing to plan accordingly could have 

serious ramifications: “rebuilding, I think, means that you’ve made a mistake.” (C5T1)  

 In relation to “who” coaches sought out for their programs, one coach gave this general 

description: “Ideal athletes have very specific goals, believe they can be better than they are, are 

detail-oriented, are leaders in the sense that they bring people along, and aren’t afraid to have 

difficult discussions with teammates.” (C2T1) Coaches and athletes agreed on the importance of 

leaders, “having a player on the team that speaks up in the dressing room is huge” (A4). Most 

coaches created leadership groups that one athlete defined as “players that [head coach] has 

chosen who have risen within their own year to be more vocal and socially influential on the 

other people in that group.” (A1) Selecting athletes who will best fit the program requires special 

consideration and detailed planning by the coach.  
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Strategies for implementation. It is important that a coach has specific strategies in 

place for selecting athletes, and the HPD discussed their involvement in the process:  

We’re trying to get more strategic with recruiting. [University] is not an easy institution 

to get into, we’ve had a lot of potential student-athletes miss for different reasons, either 

they didn’t have the prerequisites or are a few points off, and so we’ve created what we 

call the excellence pathway, where a coach creates a list of who’s on their radar. (HPD)  

This list is created in advance of the recruitment deadline, so potential athletes can be vetted and 

provided with guidance through the process of acceptance and transition to university.  

 Selecting concrete characteristics (e.g., passion, commitment, responsibility, trust, work 

ethic) over more coachable skills (e.g., speed, strength, endurance) is important for ensuring an 

athlete’s fit. One coach prioritized this sentiment, “you look at character first, athleticism second, 

and basketball skills third” (C1T1) which was also observed by an athlete, “they don’t look for 

the most talented individuals, I think they look for the people who they can see are going to 

develop the most.” (A2) To identify and select athletes, it is important to get to know them, “I’m 

really interviewing them in recruiting, I want to know everything. I want to know what makes 

them tick.” (C3T1) Gauging an athlete’s excitement when having discussions about the sport was 

one method a coach used to determine their fit for the program.  

 Finally, being transparent with recruits is critical. “We try to give them the picture of 

what their role would be if they came to [university], so what expectations do they have, and what 

are we willing to offer, and to see whether they match up.” (C5T1) This allows athletes to make 

well informed decisions and ensures there are no surprises upon arrival. Lastly, several coaches 

recommended obtaining references from former coaches and having the recruit spend time with 

current team members as ways to get to know the athlete.  

Condition 3: Assemble Team Roles and Expectations  

 Consistent patterns of behaviour demonstrated throughout a team are typically set by the 
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coach and upheld by the athletes. These include anything from team expectations, “All we ask as 

a team is that you show up to everything, you work hard, and support your teammates, and if you 

do that, then you’ll have 25 best friends” (A3), to more general expectations, “We’re professional 

in everything. You will never see my [athletes] wear a ball cap in a restaurant or when they walk 

in a building.” (C3T1) The premise of having expectations is that the athletes will self-manage 

their own behaviours, without the need for direct leadership/enforcement by the coach:  

 From the start of the season, in terms of what I expected I would have to do, of having a 

 more formal structure that they would work within and then I would monitor it, to an 

 almost 90 percent player-driven accountability structure, which was outstanding … I 

 think it really requires buy-in, open and honest communication, and a high level of trust 

 and respect amongst the athletes. (C4T2) 

A team that has its own accountability structure for athlete conduct allows the coach to focus 

more on the performance aspect, “if you put in the expectations, half the time, issues don’t even 

get to you, the team deals with them.” (C3T1) The expectations that a coach establishes and the 

team agrees upon should be purposeful, clearly communicated, and uniformly implemented: 

 They expect you to make sacrifices, like no drinking, and there’s a couple more rules 

 that we’re expected to follow that weren’t on the team beforehand. It was made very 

 clear that if you were not following the rules, that they don’t want you on the team 

 anymore, and no matter who you are, it doesn’t matter if you’re the top member. (A2) 

 Strategies for implementation. Several strategies for establishing expectations were 

described, involving the avoidance of formal rules, acknowledging adaptive behaviours rather 

than punishing maladaptive ones, and ensuring transparent and effective communication.  

Coaches should differentiate between behavioural expectations and formal rules. “You 

can’t tell everybody what to do and not do, because the list is endless … you phrase it in such a 

way that the athletes have to think and be responsible, and then answer their own questions.” 
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(C5T1) Further, “expectations allow for variance of ability to meet things, as opposed to rules, 

which are a single standard for everyone, that not everybody can meet. We expect people to do 

what they’re capable of doing.” (C5T1) Instead of enforcing rules that a coach must monitor, 

athletes should be given expectations that they can work towards. 

 To motivate athletes to meet expectations, they should be positively framed and coaches 

should focus on reinforcing the good instead of reprimanding the bad: 

You guys have been so great about taking care of yourself, making sure that nobody is 

left alone, making sure that you travel in groups, that you’re in at good times, and you’re 

doing all of these great things. I say, “You know, it really is a pleasure to work with you”. 

So it builds them up to a standard and expectation that they will continue to do. (C5T1)  

There is also a need to emphasize the way coaches translate their expectations to the team so that 

they resonate with the athletes. Transparency is one important factor for getting athletes on board, 

“if everyone knows the expectations, there can be no confusion, or no surprises … We don’t like 

surprises.” (C1T1) This means that expectations should be set early on, and discussed among 

athletes who will help disseminate them:  

We had a meeting September 5 to go over our vision and values, and it was a reminder to 

the returning players, but also an introduction to the rookies … But they weren’t created 

in a vacuum. I met with veteran players all summer. (C4T2) 

Early contact with upper year athletes prior to the beginning of the season is what establishes the 

team expectations, especially as the veterans tend to form the leadership group: 

 First years coming in will see how I behave, and how my assistant coaches behave and 

 act, and then they’ll see how the vets behave and act, and quite quickly, it will be “Okay, 

 this is it. Is it strictly a going-to-get-hammered-every-night type of team?” So they’ll 

 just see how hard the vets are working in practice, and they’ll see what they’re doing with 

 their off time, and it’ll be there for them, it’ll be obvious. (C4T1)   
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When a team takes responsibility for their actions, and holds each other accountable to the 

expectations, this strengthens the team as a whole, and usually translates to better performance: 

“If you can get your athletes believing in a culture, culture can win games.” (C3T2) 

Condition 4: Confirm and Allocate Necessary Resources and Support  

 Teams should be afforded the means to enable them to perform to their potential. 

Generally speaking, this sentiment could refer, but is not limited to, coach salaries, athletic 

support services, equipment costs, travel and accommodation support, and recruitment funding. 

Coaches generally felt that the institution was supporting their athletes, “I think we’re looking to 

gain some, but we’re on the right path, and I don’t think there’s anything we have that’s in 

excess.” (C4T1) However, coaches discussed an emphasis for capitalizing on available resources 

while looking for ways to expand their budgets. All resources should be allocated based on 

specific sport and individual athlete needs, meaning that the coach, athletic department, and 

university must have consistent and transparent dialogue.  

In terms of allocating funds, coaches must be strategic in determining the usefulness of 

available resources. Although more money translates to more resources, this does not always 

translate to improved performance, “A big goal, formally, is trying to give the players the tools to 

be successful.” (C5T1) In other words, coaches provide the foundation to help athletes perform 

(e.g., providing access to therapeutic services). This was also reinforced by the HP director, who 

explained that, “We provide resources in a way that help guide and support student-athletes, but 

don’t make them dependent on us. We don’t want system dependent student-athletes.” (HPD) 

This speaks to a long-term development focus, which is especially important when recruiting 

athletes, and explaining to them how their needs will be met.  

Strategies for implementation. First and foremost, coaches should have a clear 

understanding of what resources are available and who is responsible for securing and/or 

administrating them. “For additional funding for assistant coaches, we had to come up with our 
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own plan for that, so we proposed at our performance meeting that we would be allowed to start a 

campus club, and that we would charge money.” (C2T2) During their end-of-season meetings 

with the HP director, coaches in this study were expected to present a debrief and provide 

strategies for improvement moving forward. A large emphasis of this process was funding 

strategies. In the previous example, the university club that provided recreational athletes an 

organized team to join resulted in financial benefits to the team (i.e., assistant coaches), while 

also expanding on the development pool of athletes to select from. Other strategies coaches 

discussed included alumni engagement (e.g., sending newsletters), hosting local events (e.g., city 

tournaments), and running sport specific development camps (e.g., summer sports camps).  

 Furthermore, coaches in the current study actively sought to benefit from available 

expertise within the institution (e.g., mental training, strength and conditioning, nutrition, 

academic tutors). For example, one athlete discussed the need to have a specific strength coach 

rather than their head coach lead training sessions. Coaches also felt that the diversity of expertise 

was critical: “We need our message about nutrition, and sleep, and just lifestyle, reinforced by 

other professionals within the program, because it’s one thing if we say it, but they know that 

we’re not experts.” (C2T1) Importantly, having varied expertise available allows coaches to focus 

on their role of running the program. Accordingly, coaches need to consider the various needs of 

their athletes (e.g., mental/physical health, academic success), find the specific individuals best 

positioned to provide support (e.g., psychologists, therapists, mentors), and have discussions with 

the university and athletics department about the best ways to fund such opportunities.   

Condition 5: Have Competent and Prepared Team Coaching  

 In relation to the condition of competent team-focused leadership, for their programs to 

be successful, the coaches described the need to have knowledge and passion for the sport, to 

demonstrate exceptional organization and preparation skills, and be able to adapt during novel 

situations. As one coach described, passion is a necessity: 
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Are you obsessed with your sport? Are you up to your eyeballs in your sport? Do you, 

whenever you have a spare minute, find yourself thinking about your sport? You want 

[the athletes], when they’re at the end of their involvement, to feel the same thrill about 

the process of trying to get better in this sport. If you have that, then you’re 90 percent of 

the way to success. (C2T1) 

Showing passion and commitment to the athletes involved things like creating detailed training 

plans, scheduling team meetings, and debriefing performances, “[Coach] is good at establishing 

what works and what doesn’t, because [they] have been here so many years, everything is the 

same until something doesn’t work, and then it’s switched … [Coach] has a blueprint for each 

season.” (A1) Being prepared is indeed key, but a coach must also be flexible and plan for 

unexpected challenges. The need to be adaptable and innovative was described by the director:  

To do high performance effectively, we’re going to look at the scientific definition of 

insanity. If you expect to do the same thing over and over again and expect a different 

result, then… So the coaches know if they’re looking for solutions, it’s not just a case of 

putting more resources into the same thing that hasn’t worked … We need to think 

outside the box. (HPD) 

As previously mentioned, experience can enable a coach to be a competent leader, but one needs 

to learn from their experiences and have the willingness to change their practices. The following 

are strategies described by coaches to help in this regard.  

 Strategies for implementation. The main strategy described for this section was the use 

of clear and consistent communication channels: “individual sessions, which are so important. 

Being available for them to meet, and just make sure that everything is okay in terms of life, and 

academics, and [sport].” (C1T1) If a coach sets aside predetermined opportunities to be available 

for the athletes (e.g., office hours), it could mitigate the occurrence of most issues, “It wasn’t 

enough to make the effort to walk to my office and say, ‘I’ve got this issue’ … But the fact that 
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they were sitting right there, ‘Okay, I’ll say it’.” (C5T2) Building athlete trust requires building 

athlete relationships, and this starts with consistent dialogue and interaction: 

The biggest thing that I do with my [athletes] is I try to build a relationship with them in 

their first year, so they get to know me as a person. I don’t want them to know me as a 

coach right away. I want to know them as people, and if you can build that trust, and you 

can show that you care about them as people, then when you have to be hard on them as a 

coach, they understand you care. And, to me, that’s my philosophy in coaching, is I want 

to coach people, and I coach 28 different people, so I better get to know them.  (C3T2) 

Several coaches said preparation was key to showing athletes you care. An athlete spoke about 

their coaches preparation: “[coach] sends out a weekly plan, so you know what’s coming. It 

shows [coach] sat down and thought about it … Instead of us just showing up at practice, and 

[coach] just throwing up some workout, each workout has a purpose.” (A2) If a coach spends 

time preparing their practices, athletes will take notice, and will likely adhere better to the plan.   

An added benefit of continual preparation and planning was that it forced coaches to self-

reflect on their practice, and this was done in the form of game films, statistics, departmental 

evaluations, and athlete feedback. The following is an example of a coach discussing their yearly 

athlete feedback process.  

I sit down with graduates and I say, “Obviously thanks for a great 4 or 5 years, but give it 

to me. Now that I’m not your coach anymore, what sucked about the last 4 or 5 years?” 

… Very quickly, it’ll expose some of your deficiencies. When you’re working with the 

best, they expect the best from you. (C4T1)  

Case-Based Considerations 

 The unique nature of U Sports (in comparison to other sport contexts), as well as the 

differences between teams within this context, impacted the individual discussions around 

conditions. Contextual features are important to consider as they influence what and how 
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conditions are set and implemented. In other words, thinking holistically about the context that 

coaches operated within (i.e., the particular U Sports institution), and of the specific teams, is an 

important step to ensuring the practical utility of the information presented previously. The 

following sections will highlight considerations at the program level (U Sports), as well as those 

specific to the individual cases (teams).  

U Sports Level. There are several considerations that coaches must take into account 

when working at the U Sports level. Few elite sport leagues globally impose a limit to the 

duration that athletes can compete. Given that U Sports enforces a maximum of five years 

eligibility, teams have high yearly turnover and an everchanging team composition: “I’ve got 10 

new kids coming into a program that didn’t experience what we did last year, so it’s irrelevant to 

them.” (C3T1) Such a system impacts a range of team processes that are not typical in other 

sports. For instance, every year, coaches will have large graduating/incoming classes, meaning 

that they are navigating groups of individuals at entirely different stages of life. Further, added 

emphasis is placed on the importance of recruitment strategies. Unlike other sport leagues, teams 

are restricted by who they can recruit based on diverse academic entrance requirements. A 

common barrier experienced by coaches in this study was that they belonged to a highly 

competitive institution: “There are student-athletes that won’t get into [University], so my pool is 

very small. I have to work harder than most, because we only get the 80 percent plus into our 

school.” (C3T1) Accordingly, recruitment efforts required greater planning and targeted strategies 

to identify those eligible and who would succeed in an academically rigorous environment.  

Despite academic constraints, many coaches discussed the benefit of their sport being 

housed within an institution of higher learning. Specifically, using the broader educational 

context enabled them to provide autonomy to athletes with the main objective of contributing to 

personal development: “We’re at a university, an educational institution, and my belief is educate, 
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don’t censor.” (C5T1) One example of this came from a discussion a coach had with the athletes 

about responsibility: 

You have two responsibilities, and there’s a third thing you’re going to be induced to do, 

which is do what every other undergrad does. They’re going to want to party … Just 

explain that there will be cross pressures, and that if they want to succeed as a student and 

varsity athlete, they need to learn how to negotiate those. (C2T1) 

Using the educational setting as an avenue to develop well-rounded individuals was a common 

objective, and this also came through in the coaches’ overarching objectives outlined prior to the 

beginning of the season. “I want to make sure when my 4 years is up with these [athletes], that 

wherever they go in life, they’re prepared … And I think that’s our job as coaches, to be mentors 

as well.” (C3T1) A basketball coach had a similar sentiment when describing their philosophy: 

Basketball is simply a vehicle for teaching other things in life, and it’s really not that 

important to take this little orange ball and get it inside an orange rim, it’s really not that 

valuable … But, it does provide a tremendous vehicle for teaching other things, and that’s 

what I’m most interested in. (C5T1)  

These overarching objectives for coaches aligned with the U Sports context, whereby they 

emphasized their roles as developing both athletes and people: “It’s the fact that [they] are not 

just focused on how you perform on the court, but how you grow as a person, because in the end, 

that’s what helps you become a better player.” (A5)  

 Although sports were seen as a mostly positive experience for the student-athletes, the 

combination of academics and athletics could be detrimental. As such, coaches had to be prepared 

to deal with individuals who may struggle with these demands, and unfortunately, it was not 

always apparent, “Even if there’s things going wrong, if you’re winning, nobody asks questions.” 

(A3) One coach, during their follow-up interview, explained the repercussions of having a ‘blind 

spot’ within such a demanding context: 
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Never assume anything about athletes’ state of mind, or physical state, don’t necessarily 

trust their feedback entirely, you have to actually probe a little bit … When we break, you 

expect a break at your weakest link, but we broke it at one of our strongest links, because 

it got undermined. (C2T2) 

It was important for coaches not to lose sight of the individuals that make up the team, “They’re 

young people, and they have to feel secure, particularly when they’re out of their element. Some 

of our athletes have never travelled to compete.” (C2T2) Ensuring that student-athletes in need of 

support take advantage of the resources available to them on the university campus is critical, and 

something that is specific to U Sports.  

 Team level. There are several considerations that vary at the team level which became 

apparent during the interviews with participants. For instance, the type of sport, period of the 

season, expected level of competition, member composition (e.g., sex, age), and history of 

program success and status, are all examples of things that must be considered in relation to the 

results presented previously. 

An important consideration at the team level involved sport type. Notably, a prerequisite 

to establishing objectives and a vision for a program involves metrics used to gauge performance. 

In this regard, certain sports lend themselves to quantitative statistics (e.g., free throw percentage, 

blocks, assists) whereas others must rely on more subjective measurements (e.g., reduced 

dropout, training plan compliance, personal bests). Discussions revolving around these topics and 

the way they are portrayed to athletes will vary greatly in these contexts. Depending on the sport 

and when a season takes place is also highly variable, which dictates schedule implications in 

relation to the academic school year. Sports that began at or before the school term have 

increased challenges for socializing new recruits, “It wasn’t [the incoming athletes] process. They 

didn’t set those goals, and that’s an issue.” (C1T2) In fact, relatively simple things like ensuring 

team objectives were determined early enough to be formally posted, but late enough to ensure all 
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individuals were included in the process, were discussed by several coaches. 

In terms of sport type, this also seemed to be paramount for funding allocations and 

availability of resources. For instance, one athlete discussed a difference based on sex, “If you 

spoke to someone on the men’s team, they definitely have more resources than us.” (A4). The 

physical location and facility schedules for each sport also dictate how a coach must work within 

those parameters to ensure their athletes are getting sufficient practice time: “Ice time, the rink, 

when we practice, is not in our control. I get jealous when I think about soccer, and basketball, 

and volleyball, and their ability to talk in the middle of a practice time.” (C4T2) Expense to 

participate in certain sports is a definite constraint, “We’ve been forced to trim the fat a little bit, 

because of the cost.” (C4T1), which could allow other coaches some room to negotiate funding: 

“Our equipment costs aren’t high, it’s just travel and some very particular needs that we have. 

They can get away with funding us at a low level, but definitely anything would help.” (C2T1)  

Within the U Sports system, certain sports represent the highest level of competition 

afforded to Canadian athletes, whereas others do not. Accordingly, depending on which sport 

coaches are involved with, this must be considered during recruitment and with the way they 

interact with athletes. For example, some U Sports athletes are at the relative beginning of their 

HP sport careers, “Our athletes coming in, it’s the beginning really, because they develop at a 

much later age than other sports.” (C2T2) Conversely, other sports are seen as a demotion in 

performance level for incoming athletes, so coaches must have transparent conversations with 

recruits, as they may think “‘Aw shit, my career might be over’, but what we’re trying to sell is, 

‘No, it’s just another stop along the way, everyone’s career paths are different’.” (C3T1) 

Understanding the nature of the sport, and the development of each athlete, helps navigate a 

coach’s recruiting strategies and how they promote the program. 

In relation to team member composition, the sex and age of athletes mattered. The former 

was particularly relevant in the specific case given that the university had no female head 
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coaches. This provided some interesting discussion pertaining to men coaching women. For 

some, this seemed to dictate shared space allowance (e.g., dressing rooms), physical interactions 

(e.g., hand-shakes vs hugs), and communication opportunities (e.g., addressing sensitive/personal 

issues). These issues are critical because “the underlying principles would exist regardless of 

whether you had a male coaching a female team, a male coaching male, or a female coaching 

male, I think that connectivity would need to be there.” (C4T2) In terms of age, coaches had to 

adapt and plan differently depending on their group. For instance, some had more senior athletes 

that they could trust to promote/reinforce standards with, whereas others had a large age divide 

where they had to set different expectations, “You can’t impose the same rules on a 21-year-old 

first year coming in as an 18-year-old. I think with being a little older, it just means there’s a lot 

more internal, I don’t want to say policing, but we hold each other accountable.” (A3)  

The ability for coaches to trust and collaborate with athletes seems to have been a 

transition from years past, “My learning from coaching over the years is it used to be just me, as a 

dictatorship. Now, I think it’s a complete 360, it’s a partnership.” (C3T1) This consideration was 

especially true for longstanding coaches who had worked through a number of graduating classes, 

“It’s a generational thing as well … To understand that their experience, the way they see the 

sport, is going to be different from mine.” (C2T1) Finally, this can impact the way coaches 

connect and communicate with athletes: 

 If there’s a time I’m trying to give a teaching moment, and maybe giving, what I think, is 

 a very appropriate analogy, and they’re like “We have no idea what you’re talking 

 about” … I feel that pretty soon, it’s just going to be about [sport]. We have a common 

 language on that, but I think it needs to be a bit more than that. (C4T2) 

Acknowledging these differences through open dialogue, self-reflection, education, and setting 

boundaries, are all useful strategies that coaches mentioned. As well, having assistant coaches of 

similar age/sex to the athletes is another way to help bridge those gaps. 
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 Lastly, there were also differences based on the historical success of a program and the 

relative “status” that the sport held within the institution. Some coaches spoke very positively 

about the support they received from the university, “When you present a plan, or ask them to 

help with designing a plan for success, they’re all very eager to do it” (C4T1), whereas others did 

not. Past success was also a significant benefit when recruiting. Indeed, it was described as one of 

the best strategies for obtaining the best available athletes: “winning definitely helps, or it solves 

everything.” (C3T1) One coach took pride in their ability to develop and recruit, “We’re getting 

looks from people who want to be that developing athlete, that want to come to a place where 

their talents will be recognized and developed, but we’re also getting looks from the very top 

people.” (C2T2) For programs that had won in recent history, recruiting top athletes was easier, 

and seemed to translate to the likelihood of establishing a successful program—a fortunate cycle.  
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

 This research sought to explore the conditions that U Sports coaches put in place prior to 

the competitive season in order for their student-athletes and programs to be successful. The 

conditions were adapted to the U Sports context based on Hackman’s (2012) condition-setting 

approach, and triangulation interviews were conducted with coaches, their respective student-

athletes, and the University’s HP Director. Five overarching themes were explored, and the 

results were presented in relation to describing the general perceptions by participants, in addition 

to practical strategies for implementation. Further, and in line with the multiple case-study 

approach, a final section in the results was presented, which contextualized the findings based on 

the U Sports program, as well as the individual teams.  

 In summary, the results from this study show the value of utilizing a condition-setting 

approach as a U Sports coach. Specifically, there are five conditions that improve the likelihood 

of student-athlete success: Coaches should ensure they (1) create a team vision with clear 

objectives; (2) opt for athletes of best fit; (3) assemble team roles and expectations; (4) confirm 

and allocate necessary resources and support, and (5) have competent and prepared team 

coaching. These results will be discussed in relation to the general condition-setting approach, the 

relevant coaching literature, and in context to the U Sports environment. To finish, a practical 

implication section will highlight the most important strategies from the conditions and 

considerations, and limitations and future directions from this research study will be discussed.   

Condition-Setting Approach 

 Setting the overarching framework for this study, Hackman’s (2012) condition-setting 

approach helped pose the research question, form the interview guides, and interpret the findings. 

As previously discussed, there are six conditions that Hackman deemed necessary for a group to 
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operate successfully. In the context of sport, the first condition, being a real team, is satisfied, so 

instead, we focused on the five subsequent conditions that helped frame the results. The five 

themes that were explored in this study were: To (1) have a compelling direction or purpose; (2) 

be composed of the right people in both numbers and skill set; (3) have clear norms for member 

conduct; (4) experience organizational level support; and (5) be exposed to competent team-

focused leadership (Hackman, 2012). Within the following section, I suggest that while the notion 

of setting conditions is appealing, it does not preclude the necessity of coaches having to actively 

manage their groups. Further, our results reinforce the necessity for conditions to be established 

with purpose, demonstrate that the proposed conditions are complex/interrelated, and highlight 

that the context for which/when specific conditions are emphasized is critical.  

 A reported outcome from the condition-setting literature is that a team will operate as a 

closer, more collective unit working towards a common goal if there are conditions in place 

(Hackman, 2004). This is true for any team, and especially so for those included in this study. 

When there is a common goal/objective, athletes are more likely to buy-in to the culture and 

commit to the training program. In order for this to work, and as mentioned throughout the 

results, every condition should be purposefully set (i.e., reside under the overarching goal of 

continuously getting better). If a condition does not fit the overall function of a team, or apply to 

every individual in the group, then it loses both its value and effectiveness. This was not directly 

addressed in the literature as a strategy for setting conditions, but is essential for any coach who is 

focused on team success.  

 In further conversation with the condition-setting research, it is thought that conditions 

one through five must be established in order for the final condition (i.e., team-focused 

leadership) to be effective (Hackman, 2012). In the context of sport, and specific to the teams 

included in this study, that only holds somewhat true. For example, a coach can still play an 

important role in the success of a team even if the support from the institution (i.e., university) is 
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lacking. Although satisfying all other conditions that come before the direct leadership on a team 

is beneficial, it is not necessary, nor will the efforts of a coach be futile if the other conditions are 

not met (Vallée & Bloom, 2016). This leads to an important point that no condition is set in 

isolation, as they all influence each other in some way (e.g., setting high expectations/goals 

dictates the type of athletes/team dynamic; selecting good people/players influences the 

leadership/culture of the team). Although Hackman introduced the conditions in a specific order, 

in the context of sport, the interaction/interplay between them is more important than the order for 

which they are established.  

 Finally, when setting conditions, the nature of the team and type of individuals must be 

taken into account. As discussed in the case-based considerations section, program/sport type 

dictated the appropriateness of each condition, and whether it would be effective (e.g., age of 

athletes and the corresponding expectations). Although every performance-based team will 

benefit from a standardized condition-setting approach (Hackman, 2012), tailoring these to best 

meet the individual needs of each team will result in the most success. Therefore, in any setting, 

the type of performing group/team in question must be accounted for, as this influences how 

leaders/coaches plan and implement their conditions. As contextual-based considerations were 

not directly discussed in the coaching literature, this makes the findings from this study novel, 

and valuable for any U Sports program.  

Relevance to Coaching Literature   

 Hackman (2012) framed the process of preparation as putting conditions in place that will 

facilitate the effective functioning of a group. Setting conditions rests on the notion of foresight 

and planning, and therefore, are expected to facilitate a team’s performance. Importantly, whereas 

this research involved a deductive analysis based on a framework originating in I/O psychology 

(Hackman, 2012), sport specific research describes the importance of preseason planning 

(Gilbert, 2016) and reflection (Côté & Gilbert, 2009) for coaches. Interestingly, the current 
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findings demonstrate that although foresight and planning are required for a condition-setting 

approach, the three dimensions described by Côté and Gilbert (2009) for effective coaches are 

required to ensure successful delivery/implementation of those conditions. Specifically, coaches 

described the need for sport specific knowledge and experience, effective interaction and 

relationship skills, reflective thinking and adaptation, and the ability to multitask.  

 Having adequate sport specific knowledge and experience as a coach represents one of 

the most fundamental qualities in the field (Côté et al., 2007). Specific to the current study, 

participants described the importance of previous experience across all of the conditions 

explored, which is supported in the literature through coaches who were once athletes themselves 

(Lara-Bercial & Mallett, 2016). In choosing coach participants with several years of experience, it 

allowed them to reflect on their practices and share their acquired knowledge throughout their 

journeys to success. This leads to the next most important quality as a coach, which is the ability 

to effectively interact and build relationships with the athletes.  

 Coaching often involves a number of different dyadic relationships with athletes (Baker 

et al., 2003), and how a coach communicates and interacts with each, determines their ability to 

influence success, both individually and as a team. Showing athletes you care, and taking time to 

meet with them on an individual basis, are important strategies for building good relationships 

(Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Rezania & Lingham, 2009). Furthermore, success cannot be created 

in a vacuum, so a coach must be willing to collaborate and include athletes in a shared decision-

making process (Fransen et al., 2015). These elements were described by coaches when 

discussing several of the conditions, ranging from including athletes in the process of individual 

and team goal setting, to athlete recruitment and selection, as well as when establishing team 

norms. Therefore, the ability to connect and relate with athletes was deemed a necessary skill for 

coaches when establishing and reinforcing conditions throughout the year.    

 Furthermore, the ability to reflect and willingness to adapt are key characteristics of 
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quality leadership, often framed within the intrapersonal skills of coaching (Côté & Gilbert, 

2009). Reflection is a necessary skill that every team, coach, and athlete should adopt as a routine 

part of their practice (Roberts & Faull, 2013). A coach can be subject to a great deal of judgment 

from outside (e.g., performance reviews), as well as from within (e.g., athlete evaluations). This 

criticism can be positive or negative, but in order to make it productive, a coach must be willing 

to share what they have learned and how they plan to adapt, just as they did for the purposes of 

this study through the pre and post-season interviews. In the context of setting conditions, being 

reflective is essential in effectively modifying the overall structure and function of a team to 

makes it the most successful it can be.   

Lastly, a coach has several roles as the leader of a team, and as discussed in the coaching 

and leadership literature, just like their athletes, they can be thought of as performers alike 

(Mallett & Coulter, 2016). As coaches are expected to fulfill a number of positions outside of 

their role as the direct leadership on the team (e.g., securing funds, allocating resources, 

monitoring academic achievement), the ability to delegate is an essential tool. In this study, 

several coaches explained the advantage of securing individual experts for different positions. 

This tended to be idealistic thinking, as several institutions typically do not have the means or 

infrastructure in place to allow coaches to delegate tasks (Taylor, 1992; Côté & Salmela, 1996). 

However, there has been a shift in prioritizing funds for additional resources, considering the 

demands both coaches and student-athletes face (Rezania & Gurney, 2016; Humphrey et al., 

2000), and the emphasis on performance in the U Sports context. 

Contextualizing the U Sports Environment 

 It is important to discuss the context for which this study was situated within. University 

sport in Canada is a high-performance environment where success is at the forefront of every 

student-athlete’s career (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011). Furthermore, although they are not 

considered professional athletes (i.e., paid positions, fixed contracts), student-athletes must 
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balance their athletic goals with academic demands, all while meeting institutional requirements 

to be eligible to train/compete. As a result, student-athletes experience several pressures to 

perform, and this puts stress on the coach to help facilitate their athlete’s success. As such, U 

Sports coaches require an established blueprint (i.e., season plan) that helps shape the structure, 

environment, and overall function of the team (Rezania & Gurney, 2014). In other words, 

conditions create a common ground from which both the coaches and athletes operate within 

(Rezania & Gurney, 2016), setting the foundation for success. There were a few conditions that 

were most useful for ensuring a positive team culture within a high pressure environment. 

With the stress that comes from balancing academics and athletics, especially for those 

entering their first year (Kim et al., 2016), the most important finding was that the coaches remain 

person-centered, always putting the athletes’ needs ahead of their own agenda. A coach should 

never assume the well-being of their athletes, and as mentioned in the introduction through the 

analogy of the forest and the trees (Brunet et al., 2016), this reinforces the point that a leader must 

never lose sight of the individuals that make up their team in pursuit of success. Student-athletes 

are under a great deal of stress, and how they handle and cope with these cross-pressures are 

largely dictated by the resources provided and the support they receive from their 

institution/coach (Wilson & Pritchard, 2005).   

 Lastly, the behavioural and role related expectations in a group (Patterson et al., 2005) 

dictate the culture of a team, which can be heavily influenced by the greater institutional 

environment. One of the findings from the study was the importance to eliminate hierarchical 

structure, something unique to the U Sports context. In some cases, there could be a five or more-

year age gap between individuals on the same team. As such, it is inevitable that the knowledge, 

experience, and maturity of athletes will differ significantly. One way to help level the playing 

field, as discussed by the All-Blacks (Hodge et al., 2014), is to shift the menial tasks of a team to 

the upper years (i.e., those commonly seen as “rookie responsibilities”). This simple yet impactful 
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shift not only reduces stress on incoming athletes, it helps eliminate power and seniority, and 

instead, promotes leadership and respect. Furthermore, strategies that help reduce hierarchical 

structure will likely aid in the socialization of new members (Benson et al., 2016). In maintaining 

an athlete-centered approach, and focusing on team norms and individual expectations, coaches 

can navigate the challenges that a U Sports environment can create.  

Implications 

As a former student-athlete and current assistant coach, my personal goal for this study 

was to have practical/tangible results that could be applied to any U Sports context. As such, this 

study allows athletic institutions and coaches alike to utilize the condition-setting approach as a 

blueprint for their own teams’ successes. With both strategies and contextualized considerations, 

the results are applicable to any high-performance team, with the freedom to adapt these 

conditions to best suit the needs of their individual sport programs. This section will summarize 

the most important pieces that were discussed throughout the results, being (a) using a condition-

setting approach to best prepare a team for success, (b) recognizing the needs of the individual 

athletes and the context in which one must navigate, and (c) focusing on personal development 

and the benefits of sport that translate to other aspects of life.  

As reflected throughout the entirety of this research study, a condition-setting approach 

enables a coach to effectively plan a season and foresee challenges based on previous experiences 

of what is most likely to translate to success. As Hackman (2012) proposed, conditions provide 

the foundation for any high performing team to work within, while allowing the leader to make 

adjustments and provide direction once performance is underway. This proactive approach should 

be considered by any coach focused on team success over the span of a season. By dedicating 

time to planning and implementing the five conditions specific to U Sports: (1) create a team 

vision with clear objectives; (2) opt for athletes of best fit; (3) assemble team roles and 
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expectations; (4) confirm and allocate necessary resources and support; and (5) have competent 

and prepared team coaching, coaches will improve the likelihood of student-athlete success. 

Secondly, a common thread between all conditions, and that holds true for any coaching 

role, is to recognize and meet the specific needs of the individual athletes, as well as understand 

the context in which one must navigate. As I focused on the HP U Sports environment, coaches 

spoke about the challenges that student-athletes face with cross pressures between school and 

sport obligations, as well as their personal life. Regardless of the level or type of athlete being 

coached, acknowledging their individual needs, and ensuring that the conditions set and coaching 

practices used accommodate them, is critical. Furthermore, the specific context that a coach 

works within should be clearly defined, as this dictates what/when/how conditions are set and 

implemented on the team. As discussed in the case-based considerations section, there are several 

constraints that U Sports coaches must navigate, and this is true regardless of the sport, that a 

coach must always tailor their practices to best suit their team environment.  

Finally, an important implication that underlies the principles coaching, and that is 

applicable to any sport context, is to focus on the personal development of athletes and their 

future well-being. As a former student-athlete, I have an appreciation for the transferability of 

sport into all other aspects of life. Skills beyond the basics of leadership, worth ethic, and respect, 

to more core attributes of human development, such as self-awareness, mental/physical resilience, 

and self-care, are invaluable. Coaches can play an important role in the personal growth and 

development of an athlete at any stage, especially in their adolescent/early adult years. Creating a 

positive environment enriched with guiding conditions/principles can set an athlete up for life.   

Limitations 

 There are some limitations from the current research that should be discussed. First, in 

choosing one university to collect the data from, this limited the program/sport type responses 

received. Furthermore, having only 5 coach/athlete participants meant that the responses were 
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unique to them, and cannot be generalized to the greater sport population. Without female coach 

participants, as there are very few in the entire U Sports system, this may have biased the results, 

as only male coaches were represented. Another limitation is that the interviews were done at 

specific time-points, which dictated what participants may have thought about or remembered 

from the season. Finally, the goal to include coach documents in the analysis did not happen as 

intended, as few participants provided formal plans or written notes, which eliminated this 

potential layer of analysis from the results. Acknowledging some of these limitations beforehand, 

I did try to include a variety of sports, have multiple perspectives from the coaches, athletes and 

director, in addition to conducting pre and post-season interviews. However, these limitations are 

worth considering for future research purposes.  

Future Directions 

 In terms of future directions from this research study, these build off of the limitations 

discussed previously. First, collecting data from different universities would allow for more 

program level strategies and considerations to be included. Having other programs onboard 

would also expand the number of sports to select from, further diversifying the results. With just 

5 teams selected for this study, we only made a case for those sports, specific to one institution. 

Furthermore, it is likely there were details missed because of absent viewpoints, such as female 

coach perspectives. As it is difficult to find female head coaches in Canada (Kerr et al., 2006), 

expanding the pool of participants to ensure there is a more equal representation would be an 

excellent addition to this research. One way to do this would be to include assistant coaches, who 

also play an important role in team success (Morales et al., 2017). Instead of doing a case-study 

approach, it may be interesting to focus on one sport and do an in-depth study on the conditions 

specific to that team (Vallée, & Bloom, 2016). Finally, utilizing documentation in the form of 

seasons reviews and athlete feedback could add colour and allow the researcher to get a better 

picture for all things related to team organization and planning. In conducting future research, we 
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would be able to acquire a better understanding for how conditions may apply or adapt based on 

different institutions, sports, coaches and athletes. 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

 This research study highlights conditions that are effective for U Sports coaches to 

implement on their interuniversity sport teams, and as a result, establishes a “blueprint” for 

student-athlete success. In doing this study, we were able to contribute additional insight into the 

organizational psychology literature, which is a growing field that recognizes the contributions of 

coaches and larger organizations (i.e., intercollegiate athletics) to athlete experiences (e.g., 

Wagstaff et al., 2012). Through the interviews, we accessed important information pertaining to 

the coach’s plans and conditions that are put in place to enable individual athlete and team 

achievement. The five conditions built off of Hackman’s (2012) framework that the coaches 

implemented are as follows: To (1) create a team vision with clear objectives; (2) opt for athletes 

of best fit; (3) assemble team roles and expectations; (4) confirm and allocate necessary resources 

and support; and (5) have competent and prepared team coaching. 

 As Lara-Bercial and Mallet (2016) state, “[in the] highly combustible context of high 

performance coaching, the effective recruitment and development of high performance coaches 

was identified as a priority area by the [International Council of Coaching Excellence]” (p. 3). 

Therefore, the implications from this research are both theoretical and practical in nature. By 

contributing to the knowledge of organizational psychology in sport, and by providing coaches a 

template from which they can structure their plans towards team success, this will further advance 

coach practices and enrich the interuniversity sport environment. 

 With the limitations of this study, further research on the condition-setting approach in 

different sport contexts, with different levels of coaches and athletes, would be worth studying. 

Finally, investigating the practical utility of the conditions from this study would help inform 

future research in the area of organizational psychology in sport.  



 

51 

 

References 

Ayers, K., Pazmino-Cevallos, M., & Dobose, C. (2012). The 20-hour rule: Student-athletes time 

 commitment to athletics and academics. VAHPERD Journal, 33(1), 22-27. Retrieved 

 from http://www.vahperd.org 

Baker, J., Yardley, J., & Cote, J. (2003). Coach Behaviours and Athlete Satisfaction in Team and 

 Individual Sports. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 34, 226-239. 

Baxter, P., & Jack, S. (2008). Qualitative Case Study Methodology: Study Design and 

 Implementation for Novice Researchers. The Qualitative Report, 13(4), 544-559. 

 Retrieved from http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol13/iss4/2  

Becker, A. J., & Wrisberg, C. A. (2008). Effective coaching in action: Observations of legendary 

 collegiate basketball coach Pat Summitt. The Sport Psychologist, 22(2), 197-211. 

 https://doi.org/10.1123/tsp.22.2.197 

 Benson, A. J., Evans, M. B., & Eys, M. A. (2016). Organizational socialization in team sport 

 environments. Scandinavian Journal of Medicine and Science in Sports, 26, 463-473. 

 https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.12460https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.12460 

 Blaikie, N. (2007). Approaches to social enquiry: Advancing knowledge. Polity. 

 Bloom, G. A., Falcão, W. R., & Caron, J. G. (2014). Coaching high performance athletes: 

 Implications for coach training. In A. R. Gomes, R. Resende, & A. Albuquerque (Eds.), 

 Positive human functioning from a multidimensional perspective: Promoting high 

 performance, (Vol. 3, pp. 107-132). New York: Nova Science.  

Bradbury-Jones, C., Breckenridge, J., Clark, M. T., Herber, O. R., Wagstaff, C., & Taylor, J. 

 (2017). The state of qualitative research in health and social science literature: a focused 

 mapping review and synthesis. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 

 20(6), 627-645. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1270583 



 

52 

 

Braun, V., Clarke, V., & Weate, P. (2017). Using thematic analysis in sport and exercise 

 research. In B. Smith & A. C. Sparkes (Eds.), Routledge handbook of qualitative 

 research in sport and exercise (pp. 191-205). New York, NY: Routledge.  

Brunet, J., Gunnell, K. E., Teixeira, P., Sabiston, C. M., & Bélanger, M. (2016). Should We Be 

 Looking at the Forest or the Trees? Overall Psychological Need Satisfaction and 

 Individual Needs as Predictors of Physical Activity. Journal of Sport and Exercise 

 Psychology, 38(4), 317-330. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2016-0256 

Carodine, K., Almond, K. F., & Gratto, K. K (2001). College student athlete success both in and 

 out of the classroom. New Directions for Student Services, 2001(93), 19-33. 

 https://doi.org/10.1002/ss.2 

 Carron, A. V., & Eys, M. A. (2012). Group dynamics in sport. Morgantown, WV: Fitness 

 Information Technology. 

 Chelladurai, P. (2007). Leadership in sports. Handbook of Sport Psychology, Third Edition, 

 111-135. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118270011.ch5 

Colman, M. M., & Carron, A. V. (2001). The Nature of Norms in Individual Sport Teams. Small 

 Group Research, 32(2), 206-222. https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640103200204 

Comeaux, E., & Harrison, C. K. (2011). A conceptual model of academic success for student–

 athletes. Educational Researcher, 40(5), 235-245. 

 https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X11415260 

Côté, J., & Gilbert, W. (2009). An Integrative Definition of Coaching Effectiveness and 

 Expertise. International Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 4(3), 307-323. 

 https://doi.org/10.1260/174795409789623892 

Côté, J., Young, B., North, J., & Duffy, P. (2007). Towards a definition of excellence in sport 

 coaching. International journal of coaching science, 1(1), 3-17. Retrieved from 

 http://journals.sagepub.com/loi/spo 



 

53 

 

Côté, J., & Salmela, J. H. (1996). The organizational tasks of high-performance gymnastic

 coaches. The sport psychologist, 10(3), 247-260. https://doi.org/10.1123/tsp.10.3.247 

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2011). Paradigmatic Controversies, Contradictions, and 

 Emerging Confluences, Revisited. In Y. S. Lincoln, S. A. Lynham, & E. G. Guba (Eds.),  

 The Sage handbook of qualitative research (pp. 97-128). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Dilley-Knoles, J., Burnett, J. S., & Peak, K. W. (2010). Making the grade: Academic success in  

 today's athlete. The Sport Journal, 13(1). Retrieved from http://thesportjournal.org 

Donoso-Morales, D., Bloom, G. A., & Caron, J. G. (2017). Creating and Sustaining a Culture of 

 Excellence: Insights From Accomplished University Team-Sport Coaches. Research 

 Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 88(4), 503-512.  

 https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2017.1370531 

Evans, M. B., Eys, M. A., & Bruner, M. W. (2012). Seeing the “we” in “me” sports: The need to 

 consider individual sport team environments. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie 

 canadienne, 53(4), 301–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030202 

Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Fletcher, A. J. (2017) Applying critical realism in qualitative research: Methodology meets 

 method. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 20, 181-194, 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401 

Franklin, J., & Doran, J. (2009). Does all coaching enhance objective performance independently 

 evaluated by blind assessors? The importance of the coaching model and content. 

 International Coaching Psychology Review, 4(2), 128-144. Retrieved from 

 https://www1.bps.org.uk/publications/member-network-publications/member-

 publications/international-coaching-psychology-review 

Fransen, K., Puyenbroeck, S. V., Loughead, T. M., Vanbeselaere, N., Cuyper, B. D., Broek, G. 

 V., & Boen, F. (2015). Who takes the lead? Social network analysis as a pioneering tool 



 

54 

 

 to investigate shared leadership within sports teams. Social Networks, 43, 28-38. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2015.04.003 

Gallimore, R., & Tharp, R. (2004). What a coach can teach a teacher, 1975-2004: Reflections and 

 reanalysis of John Wooden’s teaching practices. The Sport Psychologist, 18(2), 119-137. 

 https://doi.org/10.1123/tsp.18.2.119 

Gordon, J., & Patterson, J. A. (2013). Response to Tracy's under the "Big Tent" establishing 

 universal criteria for evaluating qualitative research. Qualitative Inquiry, 19(9), 689-695. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800413500934 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N. K. 

 Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 105-117). 

 Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Hackman, J. R. (1990). Groups that work and those that don't. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Hackman, J. R. (2002). Leading teams: Setting the stage for great performances. Harvard 

 Business Press. 

Hackman, J. R. (2011). Collaborative intelligence: Using teams to solve hard problems. San 

 Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 

Hackman, J. R. (2012). From causes to conditions in group research. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 33(3), 428-444. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1774 

Hackman, J. R., & O'Connor, M. (2004). What makes for a great analytic team? Individual vs. 

 team approaches to intelligence analysis. Washington, DC: Intelligence Science Board, 

 Office of the Director of Central Intelligence. 

Hanly, C. (2014). The Interplay Of Deductive And Inductive Reasoning In Psychoanalytic 

 Theorizing. The Psychoanalytic Quarterly, 83(4), 897-915. 

 https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2167-4086.2014.00126.x 



 

55 

 

Hodge, K., Henry, G., & Smith, W. (2014). A Case Study of Excellence in Elite Sport: 

 Motivational Climate in a World Champion Team. The Sport Psychologist, 28(1), 60-74. 

 https://doi.org/10.1123/tsp.2013-0037 

Høigaard, R., Säfvenbom, R., & Tønnessen, F. E. (2006). The Relationship Between Group 

 Cohesion, Group Norms, and Perceived Social Loafing in Soccer Teams. Small Group 

 Research, 37(3), 217-232. https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496406287311 

Humphrey, J. H., Yow, D. A., & Bowden, W. W. (2000). Stress in college athletics: Causes, 

 consequences, coping. Binghamton, NY: Haworth Half-Court Press, Inc. 

Kerr, G., Marshall, D., Sharp, D. M., & Stirling, A. (2006). Women in coaching: A descriptive 

 study. Report to the Coaching Association of Canada. Retrieved from 

 https://www.coach.ca/sportleadershipsportif/2006/presentations06/research/0_Marshall_

 women.pdf 

Kim, J., Bloom, G. A., & Bennie, A. (2016). Intercollegiate coaches' experiences and strategies 

 for coaching first-year athletes. Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 8(4), 

 394-408. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2016.1176068 

Lara-Bercial, S., & Mallett, C. J. (2016). The Practices and Developmental Pathways of 

 Professional and Olympic Serial Winning Coaches. International Sport Coaching 

 Journal, 3(3), 221-239. https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2016-0083 

Loughead, T. M., Hardy, J., & Eys, M. A. (2006). The nature of athlete leadership. Journal of 

 Sport Behavior, 29(2), 142. Retrieved from 

 http://www.southalabama.edu/colleges/artsandsci/psychology/Journal_of_Sport_Behavio

 r.html 

Mageau, G. A., & Vallerand, R. J. (2003). The coach–athlete relationship: A motivational model. 

 Journal of sports science, 21(11), 883-904. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/0264041031000140374  



 

56 

 

Mallett, C. J., & Coulter, T. J. (2016). The Anatomy of a Successful Olympic Coach: Actor, 

 Agent, and Author. International Sport Coaching Journal, 3(2), 113-127. 

 https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2015-0069 

Martin, L. J., Evans, M. B., & Spink, K. S. (2016). Coach perspectives of "groups within the 

 group": An analysis of subgroups and cliques in sport. Sport, Exercise, and Performance 

 Psychology, 5(1), 52. https://doi.org/10.1037/spy0000048 

McGrath, J. E., Arrow, H., & Berdahl, J. L. (2000). The study of groups: past, present, and 

 future. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 4(1), 95-105. 

 https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0401_8 

Morales, D.D., Bloom, G.A., & Caron, J.G. (2017). Canadian University coaches' perceptions on 

 the importance of effective planning and communication skills. CienciAmérica: Revista 

 de divulgación científica de la Universidad Tecnológica Indoamérica, 6(2), 11-16. 

 Retrieved from http://www.uti.edu.ec/antiguo/index.php/cienciamerica-inicio.html 

Oldham, G. R., Hackman, J. R., & Pearce, J. L. (1976). Conditions under which employees 

 respond positively to enriched work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 61(4), 395. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.61.4.395 

Patterson, M. M., Carron, A. V., & Loughead, T. M. (2005). The influence of team norms on the 

 cohesion–self-reported performance relationship: a multi-level analysis. Psychology of 

 Sport and Exercise, 6(4), 479-493. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2004.04.004 

Patton, M. Q., (2014). Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods Integrating Theory and 

 Practice (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Prapavessis, H., & Carron, A. V. (1997). Sacrifice, cohesion, and conformity to norms in sport 

 teams. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 1(3), 231-240. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.1.3.231 

Proctor, S. L., & Boan-Lenzo, C. (2010). Prevalence of depressive symptoms in male 



 

57 

 

 intercollegiate student-athletes and nonathletes. Journal of Clinical Sport Psychology, 4, 

 204-220. https://doi.org/10.1123/jcsp.4.3.204 

Rezania, D., & Gurney, R. (2014). Building successful student-athlete coach relationships: 

 examining coaching practices and commitment to the coach. SpringerPlus, 3(1), 383. 

 https://doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-3-383 

Rezania, D., & Gurney, R. (2016). The Effect of Coaching Practices on Psychological Contract 

 Fulfillment of Student-Athletes. Physical Culture and Sport. Studies and Research, 71(1), 

 21-29. https://doi.org/10.1515/pcssr-2016-0016 

Rezania, D., & Lingham, T. (2009). Coaching IT project teams: a design toolkit. International 

 Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 2(4), 577-590. 

 https://doi.org/10.1108/17538370910991151 

Roberts, C.-M., & Faull, A. L. (2013). Building a successful Olympic team selection protocol in 

 women's handball: A case study examining the benefits of employing reflective practice. 

 Reflective Practice, 14, 648-659. https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2013.835719 

Taylor, J. (1992). Coaches are people too: An applied model of stress management for sports 

 coaches. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 4(1), 27-50. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/10413209208406447 

Tracy, S. J. (2010). Qualitative quality: Eight "big-tent" criteria for excellent qualitative research. 

 Qualitative inquiry, 16(10), 837-851. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800410383121 

Valentine, J. J., & Taub, D. J. (1999). Responding to the developmental needs of student athletes. 

 Journal of College Counseling, 2(2), 164-179. 

 https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1882.1999.tb00153.x 

Vallée, C. N., & Bloom, G. A. (2005). Building a Successful University Program: Key and 

 Common Elements of Expert Coaches. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 17(3), 179-

 196. https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200591010021 



 

58 

 

Vallée, C. N., & Bloom, G. A. (2016). Four Keys to Building a Championship 

 Culture. International Sport Coaching Journal, 3(2), 170-177. 

 https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2016-0010 

Wageman, R. (2001). How Leaders Foster Self-Managing Team Effectiveness: Design Choices 

 Versus Hands-on Coaching. Organization Science, 12(5), 559-577.  

 https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.5.559.10094  

Wagstaff, C. (2017). The organizational psychology of sport: key issues and practical 

 applications. London; New York: Routledge. 

Wagstaff, C., Fletcher, D., & Hanton, S. (2012). Positive organizational psychology in sport: An 

 ethnography of organizational functioning in a national sport organization. Journal of 

 Applied Sport Psychology, 24, 26–47. https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2011.589423 

Whiting, S. W., & Maynes, T. D. (2016). Selecting team players: Considering the impact of 

 contextual performance and workplace deviance on selection decisions in the National 

 Football League. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101, 484-497. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000067  

Wilson, G. S., & Pritchard, M. (2005). Comparing sources of stress in college student athletes 

 and non-athletes. Athletic Insight: The Online Journal of Sports Psychology, 5(1), 1-8. 

 Retrieved from http://www.athleticinsight.com/Home.htm 

  



 

59 

 

Appendix A 

Ethics Approval Letters 

 

June 19, 2017  

Ms. Julie-Anne Staehli 

Master’s Student 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies Queen's University 

28 Division St. 

Kingston, ON, K7L 3N6  

GREB Ref #: GSKHS-258-17; TRAQ # 6021128 

Title: "GSKHS-258-17 A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success: Understanding the Conditions 

Implemented by High Performance Coaches"  

Dear Ms. Staehli:  

The General Research Ethics Board (GREB), by means of a delegated board review, has cleared your 

proposal entitled "GSKHS-258-17 A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success: Understanding the Conditions 

Implemented by High Performance Coaches" for ethical compliance with the Tri-Council Guidelines 

(TCPS 2 (2014)) and Queen's ethics policies. In accordance with the Tri-Council Guidelines (Article 6.14) 

and Standard Operating Procedures (405.001), your project has been cleared for one year. You are 

reminded of your obligation to submit an annual renewal form prior to the annual renewal due date (access 

this form at http://www.queensu.ca/traq/signon.html/; click on "Events"; under "Create New Event" click 

on "General Research Ethics Board Annual Renewal/Closure Form for Cleared Studies"). Please note that 

when your research project is completed, you need to submit an Annual Renewal/Closure Form in 

Romeo/traq indicating that the project is 'completed' so that the file can be closed. This should be submitted 

at the time of completion; there is no need to wait until the annual renewal due date.  

You are reminded of your obligation to advise the GREB of any adverse event(s) that occur during this one 

year period (access this form at http://www.queensu.ca/traq/signon.html/; click on "Events"; under "Create 

New Event" click on "General Research Ethics Board Adverse Event Form"). An adverse event includes, 

but is not limited to, a complaint, a change or unexpected event that alters the level of risk for the 

researcher or participants or situation that requires a substantial change in approach to a participant(s). You 

are also advised that all adverse events must be reported to the GREB within 48 hours.  

You are also reminded that all changes that might affect human participants must be cleared by the GREB. 

For example, you must report changes to the level of risk, applicant characteristics, and implementation of 

new procedures. To submit an amendment form, access the application by at 

http://www.queensu.ca/traq/signon.html; click on "Events"; under "Create New Event" click on "General 

Research Ethics Board Request for the Amendment of Approved Studies". Once submitted, these changes 

will automatically be sent to the Ethics Coordinator, Ms. Gail Irving, at the Office of Research Services for 

further review and clearance by the GREB or GREB Chair.  



 

60 

 

On behalf of the General Research Ethics Board, I wish you continued success in your research.  

Sincerely, 

 
John Freeman, Ph.D. 

Chair 

General Research Ethics Board  

c: Dr. Luc Martin and Dr. Jean Côté, Supervisors Dr. Lucie Levesque, Chair, Unit REB 

Ms. Josie Birchall, Dept. Admin.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

61 

 

  

May 18, 2018  

Ms. Julie-Anne Staehli 

Master’s Student 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies Queen's University 

28 Division St. 

Kingston, ON, K7L 3N6  

Dear Ms. Staehli:  

GREB TRAQ #: 6021128 

Title: "GSKHS-258-17 A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success: Understanding the Conditions 

Implemented by High Performance Coaches"  

The General Research Ethics Board (GREB) has reviewed and cleared your request for renewal of ethics 

clearance for the above-named study. This renewal is valid for one year from June 19, 2018. Prior to the 

next renewal date you will be sent a reminder memo and the link to ROMEO to renew for another year. 

You are reminded of your obligation to submit an Annual Renewal/Closure Form prior to the annual 

renewal due date (access this form at http://www.queensu.ca/traq/signon.html/; click on "Events"; under 

"Create New Event" click on "General Research Ethics Board Annual Renewal/Closure Form for Cleared 

Studies"). Please note that when your research project is completed, you need to submit an Annual 

Renewal/Completed Form in Romeo/traq indicating that the project is 'completed' so that the file can be 

closed. This should be submitted at the time of completion; there is no need to wait until the annual renewal 

due date.  

You are reminded of your obligation to advise the GREB of any adverse event(s) that occur during this one 

year period. An adverse event includes, but is not limited to, a complaint, a change or unexpected event that 

alters the level of risk for the researcher or participants or situation that requires a substantial change in 

approach to a participant(s). You are also advised that all adverse events must be reported to the GREB 

within 48 hours. To submit an adverse event report, access the application at 

http://www.queensu.ca/traq/signon.html/; click  

on "Events"; under "Create New Event" click on "General Research Ethics Board Adverse Event Form".  

You are also reminded that all changes that might affect human participants must be cleared by the GREB. 

For example, you must report changes in study procedures or implementation of new aspects into the study 

procedures. Your request for protocol changes will be forwarded to the appropriate GREB reviewers and/or 

the GREB Chair. To submit an amendment form, access the application at 

http://www.queensu.ca/traq/signon.html; click on "Events"; under "Create New Event" click on "General 

Research Ethics Board Request for the Amendment of Approved Studies".  

On behalf of the General Research Ethics Board, I wish you continued success in your research. Yours 

sincerely,  



 

62 

 

 

Dean Tripp, Ph.D. 

Chair, General Research Ethics Board  

c.: Dr. Luc Martin and Dr. Jean Côté, Supervisors Dr. Jennifer Tomasone, Chair, Unit REB 

Ms. Josie Birchall, Dept. Admin.  

 

 

 

 



 

63 

 

Appendix B 

Coach Letter of Information 

Participant Letter of Information 

A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success:  

Understanding the Conditions Implemented by University Coaches 

Primary Investigator: Julie-Anne Staehli 
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Anne Staehli. As an example, you have the choice to: (a) stop an interview and remove yourself 

from the study, at which point any data collected to that point (e.g., audio data file) will be 

discarded, or (b) remove your response to a question, at which point the specific response 

identified will be removed from the transcription. Although analysis of your responses may take 

place during and/or directly following the interviews, you can contact Julie-Anne Staehli at any 

point to have specific interview responses—or entire interviews—discarded and removed from 

the study. Once the study is published (i.e., approximately 6 months to a year post final 

interview), however, complete removal of participant interviews will no longer be possible 

because the interview data and specific quotations may have been discussed in the publication. 

 

Thank you for the consideration of our request. If you would like to take part in this study, please 

complete the attached Consent Form and either scan and email it, or bring it to our first interview. 

Please keep a copy of the Information/Consent Form for your own records. Any questions about 

your participation may be directed to Julie-Anne Staehli at 613-533-6000, ext. 78207, or 

11jas42@queensu.ca.  Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the General 

Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America), 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 
Julie-Anne Staehli. MSc 

Candidate 

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON      

(613)-533-6000 ext.78207 

11jas42@queesu.ca 

 

 

Luc Martin, PhD 

Lab Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology & Health 

Studies 

Queen’s University, Kingston, 

ON 

(613)-533-6000 ext.79140 

luc.martin@queensu.ca 

 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Lab Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)-533-6000 ext.79049 

jc46@queensu.ca                                        
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Appendix C 

Coach Letter of Consent 

Participant Consent Form 

 A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success:  

Understanding the Conditions Implemented by University Coaches 

Primary Investigator: Julie-Anne Staehli 

Co-Supervisors: Drs. Luc Martin and Jean Côté 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, Queen’s University 

 

I have been informed about the study, “A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success: Understanding 

the Conditions Implemented by High Performance Coaches”, and understand that my 

involvement consists of two interviews that will be audio-recorded, and that the purpose of this 

study is to understand what pre-condition work high performance coaches engage in to ensure the 

success of their athletes over the span of a competitive season.   

 

I have been informed that my confidentiality will be protected throughout the study, and that the 

information I provide will be available only to the primary investigator and the research team 

(i.e., co-investigators and research assistants).  I am aware that results will be presented using 

pseudonyms – maintaining my anonymity.  

 

I understand that my participation in this research project is completely voluntary and that I 

reserve the right not to answer any question(s) that I do not feel comfortable with.  I also 

recognize that I may stop participating at any time without explanation or consequence.  I 

understand that any data collected up to that point will be destroyed.  

 

Finally, any questions I have about this research project and my participation have been answered 

to my satisfaction. I understand that I am invited to contact the primary researcher and/or the 

General Ethics Review Board should any further questions or concerns about this research project 

or my participation.  

 

I consent to participate in this research project conducted by Julie-Anne Staehli from the School 

of Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s University. 
 

 

 

 

Name of Participant                                        Signature   Date 
 

 

 

By initialing this statement below, 

____ I am granting permission for the researcher to use an audio recorder for the interview. 
 

 

 

 

 

Please indicate if you wish to receive a summary of the study findings: [   ] Yes  [   ] No 
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If you selected YES above, please provide a contact email:        
 

 

 

Julie-Anne Staehli. MSc 

Candidate 

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON      

(613)-533-6000 ext.78207 

11jas42@queesu.ca 

 

Luc Martin, PhD 

Lab Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology & Health 

Studies 

Queen’s University, Kingston, 

ON 

(613)-533-6000 ext.79140 

luc.martin@queensu.ca 

 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Lab Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)-533-6000 ext.79049 

jc46@queensu.ca                                        
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Appendix D 

Coach Interview Guide – Time I 

 

Script: Thank you [coach’s name] once again for agreeing to take part in this interview. For this 

session, we will discuss some of the specific plans and conditions you put in place leading into a 
competitive season in order for your student-athletes to be successful.  During this process, I will 

be asking you, as the high performance head [sport]coach, questions related to the planning and 

preparation that happens before your season begins. I would like you to know if I may—at any 
time—ask you questions that are relevant to the information you provide me? Is it ok if I take 

some notes during out session? I will leave some time at the end to discuss anything we may have 
missed. That said, you are welcome to add any information that you think is pertinent at any point 

in time. Do you have any questions for me? Is there anything you need before we begin? 

 

So, now that we’re all set, I will start audio recording this interview. 

 

Broad introductory question: 

So just to begin, could you tell me a little bit about how your season went last year? 

 

1.  Compelling direction or purpose.  

Looking ahead to the upcoming 2017-2018 season, I’m interested in what the key objectives or 
goals are for your team this year. 

Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: individual goals, team goals, purpose, standards …] 

• How do you set goals for the team? 

• Who implements these goals and how do you achieve buy-in from all athletes? 

• Are there any key players or leaders who you depend on to help implement 

these goals?  

• … 

 
2.  Composed of the right people in both number and skill.  

Now that I have an understanding of the objectives or goals of your team, we are going to talk a 

little bit about the actual athletes who make up this team.   

- How would you characterize the “ideal” athlete for your program? 

- How do you ensure that you have this type of athlete within your team?  
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: recruits, captaincy, leadership …] 

• Is recruiting a key factor for the success of your team? 

• How do you select players? What personal characteristics/attributes do you 

look for? 

• What does team leadership mean to you? How do you establish this? 

• … 
 

3.  Clear normative expectations for member conduct.  

Rules and regulations on a team are often an important part to ensuring organization and 

structure. This can be thought of as the culture of a team.  

- Off the top of your head, are their specific behavioural expectations that you have 

of your athletes? (Task oriented vs socially oriented?) 
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- How do you go about translating these expectations to your athletes? (in other 

words, how do they know about these expectations?) 
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: rules, regulations, norms, conduct, behaviour …] 

• Are these rules strictly enforced? 

• How do you enforce or police these rules throughout the season? 

• Are there any consequences for misbehavior/misconduct?  

• … 

 
4.  Provision/receipt of organizational support.   

We’re also interested in the organizational support your team receives, and how this impacts 
student-athlete success and team performance. 

- Could you first start by listing some of the resources needed to ensure the success 

of  your athletes both in the classroom and on the field of play? 
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: academic/athletic resources, reward systems, 

information/education systems…] 

• Who provides these resources? 

• To your knowledge, is the academic support for student-athletes sufficient? 

• Are there any resources missing that you think would be beneficial to your 

team? 

• Out of all the resources we discussed, what is most important for your team? 

• And on the flip side of this, are there any resources you think are unnecessary, 

or are not directly related to your team’s success? 
  

5.  Competent team-focused coaching.  

The last part of our interview today is focused on your own role as head coach. What skills do 

you think are necessary to be a high performance coach and to foster this success? 

Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: team-focus, knowledge, application, awareness …] 

• What would you tell a coach who has just entered varsity sport? 

• What is your best quality as a coach that helps drive success? 

• What is something you would like to improve upon as a coach to be successful 

in the future? 

• How do you know that these are your best and/or worst attributes? (trying to 

get them to talk about whether they reflect on their practice or not?) 

• … 
So these are all the questions I have for you today, but before we conclude the interview, is there 
anything you would like to add, or is there something you think I’ve missed? 

 

Closing: Thank you for sharing all of this information, and I look forward to speaking with you 

in the coming months.  
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Appendix E 

Coach Interview Guide – Time II 

Script: The last time we spoke, you had outlined your plans going into the season.  I would now 
like to take this time and ask you about how the season went, and how your plans persisted or 

perhaps changed over these last few months.  The questions I have for you today build off of our 
first interview together, but are much more informal, so please add in any information you think 

is important once we get started.  Do you have any questions for me? Is there anything you need 

before we begin? 
 

So, now that we’re all set, I will start audio recording this interview. 
 

Broad introductory question: 

So just to begin, could you tell me a little bit about how your season went this year? 

 

Compelling direction or purpose.  

- Did you meet the goals or expectations that you set out for your team? 

- What changes, if any, would you have made? 
 
Composed of the right people in both number and skill.  

- Did your athletes, both rookies and vets, display the characteristics and skills you 

expected of them?  

- Did they perform to your standards? 
 
Clear normative expectations for member conduct.  

- Were the expectations for team conduct met by all athletes? 

- If no, what happened, and how was this handled?  
 

Provision/receipt of organizational support.   

- Was your team provided with all adequate resources? 

- If no, what was missing? 
 

Competent team-focused coaching.  

- Reflecting on your own role as the head coach, how do you think you performed 

this season? 

- Is there anything you wish you could go back now and change?  
 
Closing: So these are all the questions I have for you today, but before we conclude the 

interview, is there anything you would like to add, or is there something you think I’ve missed? 
 

Thank you  
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Appendix F 

Athlete Letter of Information 

  

Participant Letter of Information 

A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success:  

Understanding the Conditions Implemented by University Coaches 

Primary Investigator: Julie-Anne Staehli 

Co-Supervisors: Drs. Luc Martin and Jean Côté 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, Queen’s University 

The purpose of this study is to apply a condition-setting framework to the interuniversity sport 

setting to further our understanding of how high performance coaches spend time 

planning/implementing to improve the likelihood of individual/team success.  Essentially, the 

objective is to acquire an understanding of the “blueprint” coaches put in place prior to the 

beginning of a season, and how they satisfy the desired conditions to provide an enriched sport 

environment for their athletes.  In this project, we are conducting interviews to understand the 

plans coaches put in place, and then later, discuss how these plans unfold. In contributing to our 

knowledge of organizational psychology in sport, and providing coaches with a template from 

which to focus on for the success of their student-athletes, the benefits obtained by this study will 

be both theoretical and practical in nature.  

 

If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in one, one-on-one 

interview with the primary researcher (Julie-Anne Staehli).  During the interview, you will be 

asked to share your athlete experiences on the team during the 2017-2018 competitive season. 

You will be asked to reflect on the conditions that are organized and implemented by your head 

coach, contributing to the overall culture, norms, and practices of the team. The interview should 

take approximately 30 minutes to complete, and will either take place in person at the location of 

your choice (e.g., the Athletics and Recreation Center or the School of Kinesiology and Health 

Studies) on Queen’s University campus, or over the phone.  

 

As part of this research, an audio recording device will be used to record your interview and 

allow it to be transcribed at a later date. You will be asked for your permission to use an audio 

recorder within the attached consent form.  

 

This research is for an MSc thesis project, conducted by Julie-Anne Staehli. The results from this 

study will be published and presented at conferences; however, your identity will be kept 

confidential. Specific identifying information that may be collected during the interview include: 

(a) your name, (b) your e-mail address, and (c) specific details about your athlete experiences 

(i.e., team goals, teammates, group norms, resources, and coach leadership). Athlete statistics and 

background information will be collected before recruitment to determine which potential athletes 

are eligible for the study. This information is available on the U Sports website, and on each 

university’s athletics program websites. Although we will report direct quotations from the 

interviews, each interview participant will be given a pseudonym (false name), and all identifying 

information will be removed. The only individuals with access to identifying information include 
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Julie-Anne Staehli, Luc Martin, and Jean Côté, along with potential research assistants who will 

help transcribe interviews – all of whom are required to complete a confidentiality agreement.  

All information provided through the interviews and on 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. Electronic data (i.e., interview 

recordings and transcriptions) will be stored on a computer with firewall protection that is 

password-protected. After seven years, all electronic copies will be disposed of according to the 

latest techniques. 

 

With respect to harm or negative consequences emanating from your involvement, there are no 

known or foreseeable risks involved with participating in this study. It is important to keep in 

mind that participation is completely voluntary and you can omit responses to any question or 

withdraw from the study at any time without explanation or consequences by contacting Julie-

Anne Staehli. As an example, you have the choice to: (a) stop an interview and remove yourself 

from the study, at which point any data collected to that point (e.g., audio data file) will be 

discarded, or (b) remove your response to a question, at which point the specific response 

identified will be removed from the transcription. Although analysis of your responses may take 

place during and/or directly following the interviews, you can contact Julie-Anne Staehli at any 

point to have specific interview responses—or entire interviews—discarded and removed from 

the study. Once the study is published (i.e., approximately 6 months to a year post interview), 

however, complete removal of participant interviews will no longer be possible because the 

interview data and specific quotations may have been discussed in the publication. 

 

Thank you for the consideration of our request. If you would like to take part in this study, please 

complete the attached Consent Form and either scan and email it, or bring it to the interview. 

Please keep a copy of the Information/Consent Form for your own records. Any questions about 

your participation may be directed to Julie-Anne Staehli at 613-533-6000, ext. 78207, or 

11jas42@queensu.ca.  Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the General 

Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America), 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca.  

 
Julie-Anne Staehli. MSc 

Candidate 

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON      

(613)-533-6000 ext.78207 

11jas42@queesu.ca 

 

Luc Martin, PhD 

Lab Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology & Health 

Studies 

Queen’s University, Kingston, 

ON 

(613)-533-6000 ext.79140 

luc.martin@queensu.ca 

 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Lab Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)-533-6000 ext.79049 

jc46@queensu.ca                                        

 

  

mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix G 

Athlete Letter of Consent 

Participant Consent Form 

 A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success:  

Understanding the Conditions Implemented by University Coaches 

Primary Investigator: Julie-Anne Staehli 

Co-Supervisors: Drs. Luc Martin and Jean Côté 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, Queen’s University 

I have been informed about the study, “A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success: Understanding 

the Conditions Implemented by High Performance Coaches”, and understand that my 

involvement consists of one interview that will be audio-recorded, and that the purpose of this 

study is to understand what pre-condition work high performance coaches engage in to ensure the 

success of their athletes over the span of a competitive season.   

 

I have been informed that my confidentiality will be protected throughout the study, and that the 

information I provide will be available only to the primary investigator and the research team 

(i.e., co-investigators and research assistants).  I am aware that results will be presented using 

pseudonyms – maintaining my anonymity.  

 

I understand that my participation in this research project is completely voluntary and that I 

reserve the right not to answer any question(s) that I do not feel comfortable with.  I also 

recognize that I may stop participating at any time without explanation or consequence.  I 

understand that any data collected up to that point will be destroyed.  

 

Finally, any questions I have about this research project and my participation have been answered 

to my satisfaction. I understand that I am invited to contact the primary researcher and/or the 

General Ethics Review Board should any further questions or concerns about this research project 

or my participation.  

 

I consent to participate in this research project conducted by Julie-Anne Staehli from the School 

of Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s University. 
 

 

 

 
Name of Participant                                        Signature   Date 
 

 

 

By initialing this statement below, 

____ I am granting permission for the researcher to use an audio recorder for the interview. 
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Please indicate if you wish to receive a summary of the study findings: [   ] Yes  [   ] No 

 

 

If you selected YES above, please provide a contact email:        
 

 

 

Julie-Anne Staehli. MSc 

Candidate 

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON      

(613)-533-6000 ext.78207 

11jas42@queesu.ca 

 

 

Luc Martin, PhD 

Lab Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology & Health 

Studies 

Queen’s University, Kingston, 

ON 

(613)-533-6000 ext.79140 

luc.martin@queensu.ca 

 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Lab Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)-533-6000 ext.79049 

jc46@queensu.ca                                        
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Appendix H 

Athlete Interview Guide 

Script: Thank you [athlete’s name] once again for agreeing to take part in this interview. For 
this session, you will be asked to share some of your athlete experiences on the team during this 

season. I will be asking questions about team goals, teammates, group norms, resources, and 
coach leadership. I would like you to know if I may—at any time—ask you questions that are 

relevant to the information you provide me? Is it ok if I take some notes during our session? I will 

leave some time at the end to discuss anything we may have missed. That said, you are welcome 
to add any information that you think is pertinent at any point in time. Do you have any questions 

for me? Is there anything you need before we begin? 
 

So, now that we’re all set, I will start audio recording this interview. 

 

Broad introductory question: 

So just to begin, could you tell me a little bit about where you are at in your season? 
 

1.  Compelling direction or purpose.  

I’m interested in what the key objectives or goals are for your team this year. 
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: individual goals, team goals, purpose, standards …] 

• How are these goals set for the team? 

• Who implements these goals and how do you and your teammates buy-in to 

these goals? 

• Are there any key players or leaders who help implement these goals?  

• … 

 
2.  Composed of the right people in both number and skill.  

Now that I have an understanding of the objectives or goals, we are going to talk a little bit about 

the actual athletes who make up your team.   

- How would you characterize yourself and your fellow athletes who make up the 

[team name] program? 
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: recruits, captaincy, leadership …] 

• What are the key skills or attributes that make up your team?  

• Are new recruits a key factor for the success of your team? 

• Are there certain personal characteristics/attributes that recruits display? 

• What does team leadership mean to you? How is this established on your 

team? 

• … 

 

 
 

3.  Clear normative expectations for member conduct.  

Rules and regulations on a team are often an important part to ensuring organization and 
structure. This can be thought of as the culture of a team.  

- Off the top of your head, are their specific behavioural expectations that your 

coach has of the athletes? (Task oriented vs socially oriented?) 



 

75 

 

- How are these expectations translated to the athletes? (in other words, how do 

you know about these expectations?) 
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: rules, regulations, norms, conduct, behaviour …] 

• Are these rules strictly enforced? 

• How does your coach enforce or police these rules throughout the season? 

• Are there consequences for misbehavior/misconduct?  

• … 

 
4.  Provision/receipt of organizational support.   

We’re also interested in the organizational support your team receives, and how this impacts 
individual success and team performance. 

- Could you first start by listing some of the resources needed to ensure success as 

a student-athlete 
Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: academic/athletic resources, reward systems, 

information/education systems…] 

• Who provides these resources? 

• To your knowledge, is the academic support sufficient? 

• Are there any resources missing that you think would be beneficial to your 

team? 

• Out of all the resources we discussed, what is most important for you and 

your team? 

• And on the flip side of this, are there any resources you think are unnecessary, 

or are not directly related to yours or your team’s success? 
  

5.  Competent team-focused coaching.  

The last part of our interview today is focused on [coach’s name] role.  

 

Follow-up Questions: [Key Prompts: team-focus, knowledge, application, awareness …] 

• What are some of the skills [he/she] has as a high performance coach? 

• What is [his/her] best quality as a coach that helps drive success? 

• What is something [coach] could improve upon as a coach to be successful in 

the future? 

 
So these are all the questions I have for you today, but before we conclude the interview, is there 
anything you would like to add, or is there something you think I’ve missed? 

 

Closing: Thank you for sharing all of this information, and I wish you the best of luck in the rest 

of your season. 
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Appendix I 

Director Letter of Information 

A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success:  

Understanding the Conditions Implemented by University Coaches 

Primary Investigator: Julie-Anne Staehli 

Co-Supervisors: Drs. Luc Martin and Jean Côté 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, Queen’s University 

The purpose of this study is to apply a condition-setting framework to the interuniversity sport 

setting to further our understanding of how high performance coaches spend time 

planning/implementing to improve the likelihood of individual/team success.  Essentially, the 

objective is to acquire an understanding of the “blueprint” coaches put in place prior to the 

beginning of a season, and how they satisfy the desired conditions to provide an enriched sport 

environment for their athletes.  In this project, we are conducting interviews to understand the 

plans coaches put in place, and then later, discuss how these plans unfold. In contributing to our 

knowledge of organizational psychology in sport, and providing coaches with a template from 

which to focus on for the success of their student-athletes, the benefits obtained by this study will 

be both theoretical and practical in nature.  

 

If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in one, one-on-one 

interview with the primary researcher (Julie-Anne Staehli).  During the interview, you will be 

asked to share your vision of the sports program as the high performance director. You will be 

asked to reflect on the conditions that are necessary to ensure your coaches are successful, 

contributing to the overall culture, norms, and practices of their respective team. The interview 

should take approximately one hour to complete, and will either take place in person at the 

location of your choice (e.g., the Athletics and Recreation Center or the School of Kinesiology 

and Health Studies) on Queen’s University campus, or over the phone.  

 

As part of this research, an audio recording device will be used to record your interview and 

allow it to be transcribed at a later date. You will be asked for your permission to use an audio 

recorder within the attached consent form.  

 

This research is for an MSc thesis project, conducted by Julie-Anne Staehli. The results from this 

study will be published and presented at conferences. Specific identifying information that may 

be collected during the interview include: (a) your name, (b) your email address, and (c) specific 

details about your experiences (i.e., program goals, athlete expectations, team norms, resources, 

and leadership). Although we will report direct quotations from the interviews, each interview 

participant will be given a pseudonym (false name), and all identifying information will be 

removed. However, due to the unique nature of your position as the high performance director in 

athletics, your identity may be disclosed. The only individuals with access to identifying 

information include Julie-Anne Staehli, Luc Martin, and Jean Côté, along with potential research 

assistants who will help transcribe interviews – all of whom are required to complete a 

confidentiality agreement.  All information provided through the interviews and on 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. 
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Electronic data (i.e., interview recordings and transcriptions) will be stored on a computer with 

firewall protection that is password-protected. After seven years, all electronic copies will be 

disposed of according to the latest techniques. 

 

With respect to harm or negative consequences emanating from your involvement, there are no 

known or foreseeable risks involved with participating in this study. It is important to keep in 

mind that participation is completely voluntary and you can omit responses to any question or 

withdraw from the study at any time without explanation or consequences by contacting Julie-

Anne Staehli. As an example, you have the choice to: (a) stop an interview and remove yourself 

from the study, at which point any data collected to that point (e.g., audio data file) will be 

discarded, or (b) remove your response to a question, at which point the specific response 

identified will be removed from the transcription. Although analysis of your responses may take 

place during and/or directly following the interviews, you can contact Julie-Anne Staehli at any 

point to have specific interview responses—or entire interviews—discarded and removed from 

the study. Once the study is published (i.e., approximately 6 months to a year post interview), 

however, complete removal of participant interviews will no longer be possible because the 

interview data and specific quotations may have been discussed in the publication. 

 

Thank you for the consideration of our request. If you would like to take part in this study, please 

complete the attached Consent Form and either scan and email it, or bring it to the interview. 

Please keep a copy of the Information/Consent Form for your own records. Any questions about 

your participation may be directed to Julie-Anne Staehli at 613-533-6000, ext. 78207, or 

11jas42@queensu.ca.  Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the General 

Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America), 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca.  

 
Julie-Anne Staehli. MSc 

Candidate 

Primary Investigator                                                                

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                                                

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON      

(613)-533-6000 ext.78207 

11jas42@queesu.ca 

 

Luc Martin, PhD 

Lab Supervisor  

School of Kinesiology & Health 

Studies 

Queen’s University, Kingston, 

ON 

(613)-533-6000 ext.79140 

luc.martin@queensu.ca 

 

Jean Côté, PhD                                                               

Lab Supervisor                                                                     

School of Kinesiology  

& Health Studies                          

Queen’s University 

Kingston, ON                                                        

(613)-533-6000 ext.79049 

jc46@queensu.ca                                        

 

  

mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
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Appendix J 

Director Letter of Consent 

Participant Consent Form 

 A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success:  

Understanding the Conditions Implemented by University Coaches 

Primary Investigator: Julie-Anne Staehli 

Co-Supervisors: Drs. Luc Martin and Jean Côté 

School of Kinesiology and Health Studies, Queen’s University 

I have been informed about the study, “A Blueprint for Student-Athlete Success: Understanding 

the Conditions Implemented by High Performance Coaches”, and understand that my 

involvement consists of one interview that will be audio-recorded, and that the purpose of this 

study is to understand what pre-condition work high performance coaches engage in to ensure the 

success of their athletes over the span of a competitive season.   

 

I have been informed that my confidentiality will be protected throughout the study to the extent 

possible, and that the information I provide will be available only to the primary investigator and 

the research team (i.e., co-investigators and research assistants).  Although I am aware that results 

will be presented using pseudonyms, it is not possible to protect my identity completely due to 

the unique nature of my position as the high performance director. 

 

I understand that my participation in this research project is completely voluntary and that I 

reserve the right not to answer any question(s) that I do not feel comfortable with.  I also 

recognize that I may stop participating at any time without explanation or consequence.  I 

understand that any data collected up to that point will be destroyed.  

 

Finally, any questions I have about this research project and my participation have been answered 

to my satisfaction. I understand that I am invited to contact the primary researcher and/or the 

General Ethics Review Board should I have any further questions or concerns about this research 

project or my participation.  

 

I consent to participate in this research project conducted by Julie-Anne Staehli from the School 

of Kinesiology and Health Studies at Queen’s University. 
 

 

 

 

Name of Participant                                        Signature   Date 
 

 

 

By initialing this statement below, 

____ I am granting permission for the researcher to use an audio recorder for the interview. 
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Appendix K 

Director Interview Guide 

Script: Thank you [director’s name] once again for agreeing to take part in this interview. For 
this session, we will discuss some of the specific guidelines, expectations, and conditions you 

have in place leading into a competitive year in order for your athletic programs to be successful.  
During this process, I will be asking you, as the high performance director, questions related to 

the high performance sport planning and preparation that take place. I would like you to know if 

I may—at any time—ask you questions that are relevant to the information you provide me? Is it 
ok if I take some notes during out session? I will leave some time at the end to discuss anything 

we may have missed. That said, you are welcome to add any information that you think is 
pertinent at any point in time. Do you have any questions for me?  

 

So, now that we’re all set, I will start audio recording this interview. 

 

Broad introductory question: 

So just to begin, could you tell me a little bit about your role as the high performance director? 

 

Compelling direction or purpose.  

- In terms of performance standards, what are the key expectations of the varsity 

teams, and how do you evaluate/measure these? 

- Do coaches pass along their goals for the season? 

- How do you follow-up on these objectives?  
 

Composed of the right people in both number and skill.  

- In your role as the high performance director, how do you ensure that the 

coaches have the right number and type of athletes on their roster? 

- Is there specific entry guidelines that you set as the director? 

- Does the coach connect with you when recruiting athletes? 

 
Clear normative expectations for member conduct.  

- What are some of the key normative expectations and/or rules the teams must 

abide by in season? How are these set?  

- Is the culture of each team shaped primarily by athletics as a whole, or does is 

vary by team (i.e., established by the coach and their respective athletes? 

- Did the teams meet the expectations in terms of team norms and conduct this 

year?  
 

Provision/receipt of organizational support.   

- To your understanding, are all teams provided equal or adequate resources based 

on their needs?  

- What are the key factors that determine resource allocation?  

- What role do coaches play in ensuring that their student-athletes needs are met?   
 

Competent team-focused coaching.  
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- Reflecting on the head coaches of each program, what are some the key 

roles/characteristics you look for as part of the athletics program? What kind of 

hats are the coaches expected to wear? 

- How do you ensure you have competent-team focused leadership on each team? 

- How do you best support coaches? 

 
Closing: So these are all the questions I have for you today, but before we conclude the 
interview, is there anything you would like to add, or is there something you think I’ve missed? 

 

Thank you 
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