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ABSTRACT
The Coaching Process: An Investigation of Authenticity
by
Steven C. Barnson
Dr. Doris L. Watson, Examination Committee Chair
Associate Professor of Sport Education Leadership
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
The primary purpose of this project was to approach the complexity of coaching by
embracing the tensions inherently found in the coaching process. In doing so, the goal
was to develop a grounded theory that describes the process interscholastizatelaes’
use in doing their job from a paradoxical perspective. While working to achieve that
goal, the coaching process was described using language that is meaomgfatticing
coaches. In addition, the nature a coaching philosophy plays in the decision-making
process for coaches was also probed. The goals of this study were developséd bkeca
coaching science’s failure to adequately describe the link between th€antezedent)
and outer (behavioral) aspects of the coaching self. Said simply, resgdrabe failed
to effectively describe what it means to coach authentically—the notiorhotigttful
practitioner (Rink, 1997). The research design included a grounded theory methodology
following the traditions of Strauss and Corbin (1990, 1994, 1998). Participation in the
study was limited to interscholastic “team sport” coaches with a minimuiveoydars
head coaching experience. Eight coaches representing the sports of famtbatl, s
volleyball, and basketball were participating in the study at the time ofetiesdr

saturation.



The theory developed because of this study highlights the paradoxical qualities of the
coaching process, and is comprised of six components: (a) Personal Histohg (b) T
Coaching Belief Triad, (c) Focus, (d) Coaching Action, and (e) Success Osgtddme
Tradition. The six components form a framework described in the paper as The
Authentic Coaching Model. The six elements are held together by three fonatat
paradoxes; the paradox of authenticity, paradox of purpose, and the pendulum paradox.
These three invisible forces weave through the framework creating aofense
wholeness—authentic coaching. The paradox of authenticity runs through the framewor
and explains how the coaches bind together the inner and outer coaching self. Most
important to the notion of authenticity is the alignment between beliefs anddreha

The paradox of purpose describes the complexities coaches must travesseteecr

athletic environment in order to achieve success. In essence, the paradox aiplains

is so difficult for coaches to get what they desire. The pendulum paradox ulikzes t
metaphor of a swing to help explain how authentic coaches move around the coaching
process. The pendulum effect utilizes the paradoxical energy of past vs. futare;s.
outer, beliefs vs. action, to swing back and forth gaining speed and power with each
oscillation.

The present study demonstrated that the coaching process for intetschedas

coaches is inherently paradoxical—embroiled in tensions, complexity, and caigfor
cycles at its very core. Despite recognizing that the theory presarited paper is
substantive in nature, and only investigated interscholastic team sport coaakss, the
high confidence that by utilizing the methodological techniques establistved)tiout

this study, it is possible to investigate other competitive contexts assafferent sport



contexts. This study demonstrated that although no two coaches are exestly ali
coaches do have commonly occurring attributes that allow researchessitychnd
compare them. Continuing to investigate the commonalities among coacheshezsearc
can aid athletic coaching education (ACE) by describing the coachingsgrbom a
paradoxical perspective, which allows the coaching process to be viewed agj@tadte

whole functioning within a dynamic environment.
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Go confidently in the direction of your dreams. Live the life you have imagined.
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Dedicated to

Annie
Only You, Always

| Coach High School

Awaken, the blazing desire for success rises slowly

Commute, enough coffee to diagram both job and passion

Toll, six hours of routine broken only by moments of muse

Practice begins

Frustration sets in

Joy, flashes of blithe but enough to remind of past glory and future hopes

Home, meal and soothing shower then sleep

Rhythm, Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday and usually
Saturday according to the same — the path is followed with ease

But one day the “why not” arises, and everything begins in a new journey

tinged with amazement
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Born to Coach

| was born to coach. The audacity and boldness of such a highly personalized
statement may seem utterly out of place at the beginning of a project atamhpsrthis.
Richly steeped in scholarly tradition, a dissertation is meant to be writtiea in
conservative voice of science, a research report devoid of human emotion and self-
reflection (Krizek, 1998). Nevertheless, and with all due respect to thedresdati the
academic world, coaching personal. For me, coaching has shaped who | am, coaching
will forever be a part of what | am to become.

| was meant to coach because | came from coaches. Some of my earesies
are watching my father instruct a group of little leaguers on how to track ddhy ball,
or listening to my uncles’ debate the virtues of man-to-man defense. blona coach
in the same way countless generations of fathers, mothers, mentors, anc teaohe
passed down the love of what they do to countless sons, daughters, and students.

Coaching is passed from generation to generation through the passion to compete,
through the love of sport, through a desire to connect the past with the future. For me,
the thing that united all of those passions, especially the connection of past and future
was to follow my father’'s example— to coach.

Now, | stand at the nexus between two worlds; the academic and the practitioner,

between theory and practice. My current position as an interscholastic teadtwerach
by day and doctoral student studying sport pedagogy by night may not be a unique

arrangement, but it does put me in a somewhat unusual position.



From my stance, having one foot squarely planted in each world, it has become
possible to consider how each world affects the other. Like Cushion (2001), who found
himself in a similar position during the writing of his dissertation, two asjuéct
coaching science have become apparent to me, and have gone on to influence nsy goals a
both an evolving researcher and as a practicing coach. First, is the incredibie vl
information about coaching (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004a; McCullick, Schempp, Mason, Foo,
Vickers, & Connolly, 2009). Second, is the personal passion and commitment to their
work that both practicing coaches and coaching researchers’ posses.

What has crystallized throughout my doctoral program is the realization that the
products produced by both coaches and researchers alike, are directly connected to the
passion they bring to their jobs. The passion is palatable, genuine, and contagious. If
recognized and appreciated, that passion can be a unifying denominator feldtfre fi
general.

Gilbert (2007) recognized this passion while discussing the disconnectmetwee
scientific inquiry and coaching actions, he argued that the disconnect goesl st
theory and practice to include the individuals that create the theory and praatice. H
pointed out the lack of alliance between coaches and researchers, with researche
shamelessly treating coaches as “others to be studied”, instead of etdedor the
search for understanding (p. 418).

Again, as an inhabitant of both worlds, | agree with Gilberts (2007) view, working
with practitioners as active collaborators in “telling the story” of coagls vital to the

success of the field (p. 418). While recognizing it as an idealistic paxepenty goal as



a coach-researcher is to add but one small piece to the bridge that somedalpnoéty he

theory and practice. Coaching is personal.

Project Focus

Alfred Schutz (1954), credited for bridging sociological and phenomenological
methodologies, which greatly influenced social science for the next halirgeseaid,

“The primary goal of the social sciences is to obtain organized knowledgealf soc
reality” (p. 261). The goal of this project is to follow in that tradition, and etdiz

grounded theory approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) to organize a representation of the
complex reality interscholastic coaches’ face on a daily basis.

Every coach, admittedly or not, is in search of the “holy grail” (Mallett, 2007, p. 419).
The silver bullet that allows them to combine the elements of coaching into sagnethi
that makes sense—that works for them. Researchers are no different. Despite the
considerable amount of time, energy, and resources put toward the search for the holy
grail of coaching, the unlinked gap remains (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004b; Jones & Wallac
2005). Itis arguable that because no clear consensus about the nature nfjcoasts,
it has led to an absence of definitive concepts and principles reflective of tinengpa
process and effective practice within it (Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 2006).

Some researchers believe the way forward for coaching science is teleoon
myopic. In essence, viewing the coaching process as an either/or soc@iment—
either fundamentally stable or continuously changing. For example, it has been
suggested that the coaching process is “chaos” (Bowes & Jones, 2006), “opportunist

improvisations” (Cushion, 2007), even a “hydra-headed monster” (LeUnes, 2007). A



series of trial and error endeavors incapable of ever being fully capturedrewver f

beyond our ability to tame. At the opposite extreme, the process of coaching has been
described as “episodes” (Lyle, 2002), “constructs” (Horn, 2002, 2008), and “variables”
(Brewer, 2007). This other perspective views coaching as many pieces oflgpgrale
which if strung together properly form a yet understood wholeness.

This, at times extreme, disconnect between researchers when deslcelpraress of
coaching is amplified when comparing the perceptions between practicicigesand
scholars. For example, the legendary UCLA basketball coach John Wooden would never
describe coaching as a hydra-headed monster. For Coach Wooden, “coaching is love”
(Wooden & Tobin, 1988, p. 60). In an attempt to describe his perspective of success and
coaching, Coach Wooden created his now famous Pyramid of Success. The terms Coach
Wooden included in his model included: sincerity, adaptability, resourcefulness, atienc
integrity, and faith.

Addressing these perceptual disconnects between coaches and researchkdrs shoul
an immediate goal for coaching science. The task for coaching thetrisbetter
illustrate the coaching process in terms of remaining true to its dynamg|ex, messy
reality, while presenting it in an accessible format so that coaches knens aid how
such information can fit into what they do” (Cushion et al., 2006, p. 84).

It is my hope, this dissertation will lead to better insight concerninghigs and
how’s of the coaching process. Beyond the why’'s and how’s, a concentrated effort is
made to better understand coaches on a more personal level. How do the elements of

selfhood form, or deform, allowing a coach to relate to athletes, sport, team, and world?



There is a need for coaching science to turn attention to the connection betweeetthe i
and outer self of coaches—a coach’s philosophy.

The fundamental goal of this project is to approach the complexity of coaching by
embracing the tensions inherently found in the process, as opposed to fighting the “hydra-
headed monster”. To be more specific, the purpose is to explore and describe the process
interscholastic team coaches’ use in doing their job. While striving td thil
overarching purpose of this project a number of sub-goals are also important:

e Describe the coaching process using language that is meaningful focipcacti

coaches

e Explaining how different coaches maneuver through the process of coaching

e Probe the paradoxical nature a coaching philosophy plays in the decision-making

process for coaches

Embracing Contrast

My life as both a coach and as an evolving researcher has been a wonderful journey of
contrast. Both research and coaching is a collaboration of joy and sorrow, urdiegsta
and bewilderment, action and reflection, past and future. In fact, at the vergteart
competitive athletics is both winning and losing. To borrow a line from one of my
educational heroes Parker Palmer (2007), “In certain circumstances, tauihdsiot by
splitting the world into either-ors but by embracing ibath-and” (p. 65, italics
original). For me, the world of coaching can be viewed as one of those circuesstanc

Jones and Wallace (2005) described in their aptly titled study, “Another Bad Day at

the Training Ground: Coping with Ambiguity in the Coaching Context”, both coaching



and coaching research demand a sense of humbleness. Humbleness is one kiegtfactor
allows a coach to embrace contrast—join tensions. Like so many others, | mogerie
the humbleness coaching requires very early in my coaching career. lattanse
particularly bad day at the training ground.

An old and wise football coach explained to me, when you are so frustrated that your
blood pressure rises to the point you see stars, you realize then the limit poyeuras
a coach. Itis in those moments of ambiguity—seeing stars— the enemy seems
everywhere: in the athletes not executing the skills you spent countless fhibogs oir
the cruel bounce of the ball, or in the inner anguish of hours, days, even years spent away
from family and your own children. In those moments, humbleness and humility is
demanded.

Coaching is a complex, multifaceted, and socially intricate endeavor. ésgaaaher
or coach to think in terms of complete understanding about a process as complex as
coaching, not only is that naive but also dangerous (Cushion, 2007; Gilbert, 2007). Some
have gone so far as to claim coaching science will never get a fpprorgeither the
coaching process or its practitioners (LeUnes, 2007). Thus, it would be arrogant and
extremely naive for me to even suggest that | have the ability to comprehgrntdul

process of coachinglhis project is a qualitative first step toward understanding.

Elements of Athletics
At the most basic level, there are three essentials to the interscholhdstic process:
sport, athletes, and the coach. As I will illustrate in my literature revienfirst two

have received the bulk of scientific inquiry. The third essential has received only



superficial investigation to date. This is especially true at the intersticdivel when
compared to youth and elite coaches. If a goal of coaching science is tteprovi
information that will facilitate coach development (Gilbert, 2007), which in turn geovi
coachedhe ability to navigate the complex act of coaching, it is the tension betwee
these three essential elements that must be traversed.

Sport provides the context for the process, and has a unique power all to itself. Each
particular sporting context offers lessons to be learned, opportunities to imehaat
world beyond our ultimate control. Sport has been described as a microcosm of life
(Eitzen, 2005), and at the interscholastic level allows participants the opportunity t
experience the drama future lives may hold.

The specific lessons a sport illuminates obviously depends on the competitive
intensity placed on the game. The developmental focus of youth sport is very different
from the winner-take-all approach for elite athletics (Cote & Gilbert, 2009
Interscholastic sport seems to fall somewhere in the middle.

The evidence is clear, most coaches have spent a large part of theirrticgsmpag
in the sport they later decided to coach (Gilbert, Cote, & Mallett, 2006). For many
coaches, like myself, there is devotion for the games we grew up playing.d&pyoris
in to its power, shedding light on our unique talents, and ultimately allowing us to shine
as leaders. However, having devotion toward a sport does not exclude an individual from
the frustrations involved with teaching it to others. As | said, sport has a pbteer al
itself. The large collection of books, videos, and magazines found on every coach’s
bookshelf, is testament to the complexity of the sporting context. Despite tbheglers

experiences of playing, and the devotion to continued professional development,



complete understanding of a particular sport’s essence, spirit, and stretgdpe beyond
any coach.

The second essential element of the interscholastic athletic procegsadithgants
in the sport—athletes. Athletics, at any level, is a social action systestructed by a
multitude of people who utilize the sporting context as arenas to achieve both individual
and collective goals. The giants of coaching science Chelladurai (1978, 1990),1®moll a
Smith (1989), Lyle (1999, 2002) have all recognized the importance and independence
athletes exert on the process of athletics.

The current trend in coaching education programs is to highlight the role the coach
plays in the physical, emotional, and social development of the athlete (NASPE 2006,
2008). Unfortunately, what many coaches take away from the countless thedries a
leadership training techniqgues—all presented as the latest and gnesttestl to work
with athletes in a clearer more whole manner—is the apparent need to be psgthologi
physician, counselor, biomechanics expert, parent, philosopher, and businessperson all
wrapped into one. For many coaches this task seems daunting at best and impossible at
worst.

If understanding the athletic process was merely a matter of gainin¢ekigevabout
a sport and appreciating athletes, there may be hope for coaches |lbamittg
orchestrate their way through the swampy terrain of their job (Cushion, 2007; Mallett
2007). Coaches could try to keep up with the evolving strategies and tactics gidhteir s
through continued professional development, at the same time, learn more leadership

techniques to stay ahead of the athletes’ physical and mental development. However



there is a third, often overlooked, element that adds to the complexity of athletic
Athletics is also about the coach.

Interscholastic athletics involves the sporting context being projectedjththe
coach and ultimately understood by the athlete. This idea of action going through
coaches, has given rise to the notion of an inner and outer coach, or what Horn (2002,
2008) called antecedent (inner) thought and behavioral (outer) coaching action.

| was exposed to this idea of an inner/outer coaching self as an undergdadunagte
my student-teaching practicum at a local high school. As a twenty-one gdal off
bravado, majoring in physical education but aspiring to f@alecoach | went and found
the varsity football coach. | asked, with the humbleness of a grizzly bearnédeded
me to help with the freshman football team. After Coach Block looked me over, he said
the first words | would hear as a coach, “If that is wioatwant to do, ok with me.

Some advice... keep it simple, be yourself, and they will play for you”.

Those words began for me a journey through the world of coaching that has brought
me to this question: how does someone coach authentically? Plato may havieesdid it
the first and best victory is to conquer seiifeep it simple and be yourself seems like
uncomplicated advice, the only thing | know for sure from my twenty-plus year journe

as a coach is... a lot easier said than done, Coach Block.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The Bus Ride Home

Feeling the jerk of motion as the wheels pull away from the curb, sliding detper i
the green vinyl high-back seats, the bus ride home is a unique constant for inteischolas
coaches. Be it either a shield from defeat or a haven to rejoice victobyshiself acts
as a cocoon. Just as a cocoon is an intermediate between two worlds, the bus ride home
allows for the joining of opposites. Like many coaches, | use the ride home tanboing
focus the failures and successes of the past with the hopes and realities of éheTfueur
bus ride home is the middle passage between two points, when the past becomes the
future. Every coach has these moments of reflection when thoughts lead to action, when
choices become verdict. As a researcher, | hope to utilize this chapter inhaseimte
way. This chapter will serve as a bridge between the coaching saseeedch that has
influenced and guided my doctoral studies, and the questions this project ujtimatel
addresses.

What follows is not so much a critique of coaching literature, as it is a refrahi
the perspectives in which it was first presented. My argument is thchingascience is
a diverse and divided discipline that studies tensions central to the paradoxieabhatur
athletics, in which questions of the coaching process arise. These tensions are both
ontological, i.e., tensions inherent to athletics, and epistemological, i.e., temfierent
in the ways we construct knowledge about athletics. These tensions can, do, and should

spill into particular aspects within the coaching process. Therefore, theundatrfental
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contribution coaching science can make lies in establishing a space foeso@ac
philosophical space that takes paradox seriously and avoids its simplistic oesoluti

The complex nature of athletics requires scientific perspectives thatcalaches to
join the powers obothsportandathletes. Cassidy (2007) has suggested that coaching
science would benefit from looking at how those working in the “parent disciplhaes’
dealt with the complexity of practice and process (p. 426). The parent disciplines for
much of coaching science include; pedagogy (Nash & Collins, 2006), psychology (Feltz,
Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999), sociology (Jones, 2006), and organization/leadership
theory (Kellett, 1999).

All of these broader fields have begun to incorporate both methodologies and
perspectives that embrace the notion of paradox. If coaching science hopes to continue
the advances it has made in the past 30 years (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004a), it too must

embrace the paradoxes of coaching.

Defining Paradox

A paradox denotes contradictory yet inter-related elements, componentgithat se
logical in isolation but absurd and irrational when appearing togetherg 2000).
Most often expressed as a pairing, paradoxes describe two opposing claimesr for
though threesomes—the mysteries inherent to theology, the complexitiestassiocea
ménage-a-trio—can serve as paradoxical expressions as well (Proctor, T99i8glly,
there are three forms of paradox: the general, rhetorical, and the logical.

In most situations, “paradox” is an umbrella term. The general usage ofthe ter

points toward an interesting and thought-provoking contradiction, something that grabs
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our attention, a puzzle needing a solution (Poole & Van De Ven, 1989). The notion of
athletics—a combination of three independent yet connected forces of spotésatiie

the coach—introduced in the previous chapter is an example of the general usage of the
term paradox.

While studying management theories Marshall Poole and Andrew Van D&389) (
suggested the tersocial paradoxeso describe a subset of paradoxical analysis that
involves the interaction between individuals, groups, and context. This idea lerfds itsel
well to the inquiry of coaches, athletes, and sport.

In rhetorical studies, a paradox causes the audience to question set belietsa for
re-thinking of pre-existing assumptions. For example, “I can resistiagy&xcept
temptation”, this statement appears contradictory on the surface, yet avolts
nonetheless. Coaches utilize this rhetorical technique when they use exprdssjons li
“there is no | in team”, “the best offense is a good defense”, and “no pain no gain”.
These examples may seem trivial and insignificant, but the point remainsicddetor
paradoxes can expose tensions inherent to athletics and force us to question our beliefs

When used to examine logic, paradoxes serve a much narrower purpose. A paradox
leads an audience toward two (or more) contrary propositions using apparently sound
arguments for both. Viewed singularly each proposition is incontestable, but taken
together they seem inconsistent or incompatible. One of the most famous pacddoxes
logic, first studied by philosophers around 400 B.C., is the Liar's Paradox (Poole & Van
De Ven, 1989). The simplest version of the liar's paradox is, “I always lie”. Blts

statement to be understood? The statement appears true and false, believable and
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unbelievable. The dilemma of the liar's paradox is that the statement shows how
common beliefs about truth and falsity can actually lead to a contradiction.

Another example of a logical paradox is Chelladurai’'s (1978) description dficgac
behavior as either autocratic or democratic. Viewed separately thesptdesenake
perfect sense and have helped countless researchers analyze the coatéxg ©n the
other hand, how should the notion of a coach’s style be understood? Is coaching style an
either-or binary concept? Palmer (2007) points out, the problem is compounded by the
fact that this either-or mode of knowing has become common in nearly eveof area
science, “even though it misleads and betrays us when applied to the perennialproblem
of being human that lie beyond the reach of logic” (p. 65).

Most coaches view their reality, and their behavior within that reality, as both
autocratic and democratic. Would it serve coaching science better to think lmhgoac
style not as true or false, but rather as a profound truth of joined opposites? Again
turning to Palmer, “in certain circumstances, truth is a paradoxical joiniagpairent
opposites, and if we want to know that truth, we must learn to embrace those opposites as
one” (p. 65).

The three types of paradox (general, rhetorical, logical) provide oppoduaitie
discover different assumptions about our world. Paradoxes can help shift perspectives,
identify problems, and focus inquiry in fundamentally different ways. This in turredorc
scientist and practitioners to re-examine the questions of “why” and “how”.

Over twenty years ago, with an emphasis in organizational and leadership theory,
Cameron and Quinn (1988) claimed by exploring paradoxes researchers might move

beyond oversimplified and polarized notions to recognize the complexity, diversity, a

13



ambiguity of a social world. Hargreaves (1995) argued true reform in educatita w
only come through critically examining paradoxes found among schools, teaching, and

teachers. | argue that same time has come for coaching science.

Working with Paradoxes

This section outlines four methods for working with paradoxes. The methods frame a
review of past literature, and set the stage for describing the speetfiodologies this
project utilized while investigating the coaching process. The frankgwesented
below is adapted from work by Poole and Van De Ven (1989), which they claim
represent a “logically exhaustive set of relationships opposing termskeain the social
world” (p. 565).

Viewed in simplest form, the following examples are the four methods for \gorkin
with social paradoxes. (1) A and B can be separated and their contrasts tggpré2ia
A and B can be situated at different levels or locations in the social world. (8) B a
can be separated temporally. (4) The development of a new perspective caateliie
opposition between A and B. The terms that | use to reference each method follow
respectively: (1) assimilation, (2) spatial separation, (3) temporalatepa and (4)
production.

Four Methods to Address Paradox

Assimilation: Accepting and Using Paradox
The first method for working with a paradox is to accept the tensions and use the
paradox to further theory development. This does not mean complexity is ignored.

Rather, paradoxes can stimulate understanding, debate, and/or theory jostificati
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Researchers can utilize paradoxical assimilation by either actpassive means. An
example of active assimilation is seen in Lyle’s (1999, 2002) mega model ofregachi
Toward the passive end of the spectrum is Horn’s (2002, 2008) working model of the
coaching effectiveness.

Coaching process diagram—Lyle (2002)

In a conscience manner, Lyle (1999, 2002) set out to identify a model of coaching that
embraced the wholeness of the process. He actively decided to include compleisity i
model after criticizing others for viewing coaching through very limitadpetives.

Lyle (1999) argued that others were paying too much attention to the instructienafl rol
coaches, and he thought researchers should “embrace the entirety of thegcoachi

process” (p.14). In his attempt to rectify the problem, Lyle created a mbdehching

that included over forty distinctive elements, describing fifteen of the eksmas

essential “building blocks or starter concepts” (Lyle, 1999, p.20). The model did
acknowledge external constraints and recognize the coaching processlasabseries

of interpersonal relationships that are subject to contextual factors. Howeveheer

size of the schematic, in terms of elements and the number of relationshipsbetwee
elements, have caused some to question the usefulness of the model (Cushion, Armour, &
Jones, 2006; Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2004).

Without debating the merits of Lyle’s schematic, it is important to recognize, he
attempted to work with paradoxical dilemmas by actively assimilating th® his
theory. One of the first dilemmas he discussed specifically was the cbsthesit
tension coaches must balance while doing their job. Lyle (1999) said, “given the shee

volume of data management implied by systematic practice, the coach haghapvei
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the cost-benefit of very detailed regulation of the process against time spen¢on ot
direct intervention strategies” (p. 21). In essence, he acknowledged texpepaches
face in deciding which parts of the coaching process to focus their attentio_yle’s
solution to this, and other paradoxes, is to describe the coaching process as a self-
regulating system. By taking this stance, he furthers the assimilatidigra by
implying that the coaching process itself assimilates paradox.

Working model of coaching effectiveness—Horn (2008)

A more passive approach to assimilating paradox can be seen in Horn’s (2002, 2008)
working model of coaching effectiveness. Horn (2008) describes the basis of her model
as the interweaving of three foundational theories of coaching. These foundationa
models include those proposed by Chelladurai (1978, 1990), Smoll and Smith (1989),
and Mageau and Vallerand (2003). While explaining the conceptual underpinning of her
model, Horn (2002) provided a list of seven other theories thmaty thform our research
on coaching effectiveness” (p. 312, emphasis added).

Horn (2008) describes her model as a comprehensive outline for the antecedsnt facto
that affect or determine coaches’ behavior, as well as, the way in whichhéscoac
behavior can affect the performance and growth of athletes. Therefone, Hor
acknowledges a fundamental paradox of the coaching process, which is, the connection
between the inner thoughts (antecedent) and outer actions (behavioral) df.aldoan
explains this paradox in a much more implicit manner then the Lyle example@neehti
previously. The terminology Horn uses to illustrate the working model is much broader
and encompassing. For example, Horn applies terms such as organizatiatal clim

personal characteristics, and socio-cultural context to describeavgeydspects of a
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coach’s antecedent thought. She goes on to explain that coaches’ betegvin
mediated by factors broadly defined as coaches’ expectancies, valuds, aptiggoals.
How these rather abstract elements interact, and the necessity ofi¢hesete in the
overall process, she leaves for the reader to decide.

Summary

A great deal can be learned when contradictory propositions and theoretical tensions,
which appear incompatible, are brought together. It is true, theories thaigateesthe
coaching process attempt to capture a multifaceted reality with analhyeconsistent
statement, but it is also true, by nature, theories are incomplete. A gooditheory
limited and precise picture (Poole & Van De Ven, 1989). Theories do not attempt to
cover everything and would fail to meet the parsimony criterion if they did. aRbsss
should work toward cognitive consistency, but recognizing that paradoxes do exists, is
also important. Through active or passive assimilation of paradoxes, reseanekerus
aware of inconsistencies and allow others to study the forces between opposergslem

However, the assimilation of paradox has a cost. Assimilating paradox allows
researchers to dig in their heels on opposing sides of a particular theorascal.teThe
result of this is often specialized versions of theories that at best hindecdaaiten of
relationships, and at worst, can retard the connection between theory and practice.

It may not be easy to accept a paradox, but it is often a positive step in the evolution of
a field. The most notable example is the nature vs. nurture paradox in the study of human
development (Sigelman & Rider, 2009). When researchers acknowledge theories need
not be completely consistent, then seemingly opposing viewpoints can inform one

another. “Models are, after all, just models, incapable of fully capturingutmng,
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booming confusion, no matter how strongly logical arrogance tries to convincistheor
otherwise” (Poole & Van De Ven, 1989, p. 566).
Spatial Separation: Clarifying Levels of Analysis

The second method for working with paradoxes involves illuminating the different
levels of connection. Examples of level distinctions can include part-whole, micro-
macro, or individual-society. Researchers utilizing this approach of anatiesispt to
specify, as precisely as possible, how the elements they have identifiectiatera
interrelate with each other. A well-known example of this approach is Chelladura
(1978, 1990) Multidimensional Model of Leadership, which led to the development of
the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980).

Multidimensional model of leadership—Chelladurai (1990)

When investigating social phenomena, it is never easy to weed through inter-level
relationships. This is especially true when the area of inquiry is as vastves lthef
athletics. The multiple context in which athletics can be viewed (e.g., teats, spor
individual sports, elite, developmental, recreational), as well as, the differentraut
measures involved with athletics (e.g., win/loss records, player satsfagtiars
coaching) makes investigating the structural elements of athleticslitierylt.

Chelladurai and colleagues have provided a sound overview of coaches’ interadtion wit
both athletes and the sporting context itself.

Viewing Chelladurai’s work from a paradoxical perspective, it becomeseapplae
fundamental tension the Multidimensional Model of Leadership addresses is shiemque
of needs vs. wantsChelladurai (1990) explains that coaching effectiveness is a function

of three interacting aspects of leader behavior. He defines the threts aspetual
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preferred andrequired In essence, the situational context determineretiigred

(needed) behaviors which directly influence sictual behaviors the coach exhibits as

well as the behaviors the athlepgefers(want) to see exhibited. The basic premise of
the Multidimensional Model is that in order to obtain positive outcomes, including group
performance and athlete satisfaction, congruence must exists béhedaree levels of
leader behavior.

Chelladurai’s theory has proved to be a seminal contribution to coaching science
(Horn, 2008), however, difficulties are inherent when building any multi-level theory.
For example, because it was originally designed from a scale thesedseanagers in a
business context, some authors have questioned if the Multidimensional Model of
Leadership accurately represents what coaches do (Cote, Yardleyddgwiék, &
Baker, 1999). Patrticularly, it has been shown that coaches’ behavior plays a very
important role in competition (Cote, Salmela, & Russell, 1995; Gilbert & Trudel, 2004b)
and in organization (Cote, & Salmela, 1996), which neither are addressed by the
Multidimensional Model of Leadership or the LSS instrument (Cote, et al., 1999).

Summary

Spatial separation of the forces involved in a social phenomenon help to provide
valuable reference points. However, the Multidimensional Model of Leadership
reiterates the notion mentioned in the previous section; inherent complexity afcaaly s
process guarantees that theories cannot provide complete representatighsorif a
focuses on a particular reference level, gaps in the theory wiltadyvibe exposed.
Chelladurai’s model focused on the interaction of coaches’ behavior with atnbet¢ise

sporting environment in general terms. Researchers now acknowledge the need t
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investigate the interaction between coaches’ behavior and differenegdevels such
as team vs. individual sports, competition levels, male vs. female coaches, ainl spec
sports (Baker, Yardley, & Cote, 2003; Zhang, Jenson, & Mann, 1997).

In an effort to fill theoretical gaps, future research efforts agsacivith a spatial
separation approach must investigate the reference levels not addredsedhibak
theory (Poole & Van De Ven, 1989). Through the continual pushing of theories toward
broader levels of analysis, coaching science can help practitionersidetaghonly
level distinction, but also spatial separation of paradoxical explanationsxdple,
Explanation A might hold true for macro levels of sport, while Explanation B isdrue f
micro levels of sport. Baker et al. (2003) provide a more specific exampldicsighi
differences do exist between team sports and individual sports in the wayngoac
behavior influences players’ satisfaction. Studies that further definel Segtaaation
have, and should continue to have, a major impact on the practical application of
coaching theory.
Temporal Separation: Taking Time into Account

Investigating the role of time is a third way of working with paradoxeger&leypes
of temporal relationships exist. A) One side of a paradox can set the stage unber whic
the other side operates, as in Horn’s (2008) formulation of effective coaching, in which
behavioral antecedents set the stage for coaching action. B) One sideaufcx paay
create the necessary conditions for the other side to exist. An example ybehis t
relationship is Gilbert and Trudel’'s (2001, 2006) interpretation of the reflectivegsoc
in which issue setting is the precipitating event for strategy developmenthe@® may

also be mutual influence over time with each paradoxical force swinging foréfieont

20



of control, as in d’Arripe-Longueville, Saury, Fournier, & Durand (2001) description of
the coaching process, in which a they described a sequencing of action involving both
coaches and athletes working together. After reviewing Horn’s (2002, 2008hgorki
model of coaching effectiveness in the Assimilation Section, the remainttes section
will focus on reflection (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001) and the coach-athlete coursioha
model (d’Arripe-Longueville et al., 2001) respectively.

Process of reflection—Gilbert and Trudel (2001)

Over the past two decades, the notion that coaches are reflective practiégsners
gained considerable popularity (Cassidy, Jones, & Potrac, 2009). Much of thelresearc
into coaches’ reflective practice can be attributed to Wade Gilbert ane Frudel
(2001, 2004b, 2005, and 2006). Reflection is the process that mediates experience and
knowledge and, according to Schon (1983), is therefore at the heart of all experienced-
based learning theories. Gilbert and Trudel (2001) used Schon’s theory diaeflec
explain how coaches solve problems through a reflective conversation. A repeating
spiral of problem recognition, strategy generation, experimentation, and emaluati
characterize a reflective conversation. A coach identified dilemmablepn triggers
this iterative conversation, and influences the way a coach views his/her omdéssi
roles, referred to as a role frame (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004).

Gilbert and Trudel (2001) used a temporal orientation to help differentiate these ty
of reflection: reflection-in-action, reflection-on-action, and retrospeceflection-on-
action. In essence, a coach initiates the reflective conversation basedampbeat
separation of action. If the coach reflects while the identified dilemstdlisccurring

and the outcome is still uncertain, it is considered in-action. However, cazHtdes
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initiate reflection outside the immediate action, but still within the oppowttmiaffect
future action; this refers to reflection-on-action. For example, while driving ladter a
game the coach considers physical conditioning as the cause for a player’'s poor
performance, the coach can attempt to remedy the dilemma before themext ga
Retrospective reflection refers to a reflective conversation thatooaiside the action-
present, and therefore cannot affect the situation. This type of reflectionnsavaoach
reflects after the season has ended.

As described above, the reflective process deals with how and when practitioners
concentrate about their past as a way of influencing future experiences. From a
paradoxical perspective, the reflection deals with the transitions betweepaghand the
future. In effect, describing a link between thinking and action. Indeed, reflecting
one’s practice is not an easy or quick exercise (Cassidy et al., 2009). yGasbid
colleagues have highlighted several concerns with regard to the processctbre
including, the possibility of over analyzing a dilemma and consequently losinigthe f
of the intended action. Another issue relates to under analyzing an issue, which may
lead to action based on convenience. Some coaches “begin to value unproblematic
knowledge preservation, then uncertainties become a threat or an admission osjeakne
and therefore something to be avoided” (Cassidy et al., 2009, p. 22).

Course of action model—d’Arripe-Longueville et al. (2001)

A group of researchers led by Jacques Saury has used a different type of temporal
separation to investigate the process of coaching. In particular, d’Awipgueville et
al. (2001) used an ergonomic research approach to study the sequencing of actions

between a coach and a group of elite archery athletes. The ergonomic approach
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employed by Saury and colleagues (e.g., d’Arripe-Longueville et al., 200dy, &a
Durand, 1998) incorporates a temporal perspective in two ways. First, these studies
sequence the actions of participants into a collective course of action agtitsevpark
together in a sport setting. In effect, describing how the paradoxical eteai@uiach

and athlete alternate actions back and forth, as they move toward gredsenfleve
efficiency. Secondly, the methodology of ergonomic research itself impaes t
“cognition must be studieith situand that the points of view of actors have to be
considered” (p. 277).

Summary

Temporal separation can be a useful way of uncovering interesting tensionsawithi
social phenomenon. Essentially, temporal separation considers the prastadii@h or
the egg debatavhich has been around since before Aristotle. By theorizing a temporal
order, researchers can look for anomalies, points in time when the theory does not seem
to fit.

In most temporal models, action is easier to portray than thought. This is folye sim
because action is easier to observe than an individual's motives and tacit lefel bel
Consequently, these types of theories tend to reflect a bias for action (PootelZeVa
Ven, 1989). However, as the research on reflection (Gilbert and Trudel, 2001) has
shown, if transition points between paradoxical tensions such as past vs. future are
embraced, a great deal can be added to our understanding of the coaching process.
Production: Introduce New Assumptions to Resolve the Paradox

Working with paradoxes by either temporal separation or level distinctereslboth

sides of the paradox intact. Essentially, separating the opposing elementsneésténm
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paradox and, at the same time, specifies how one force influences the othewetldwe

is also possible that the paradox stems from a conceptual limitation or flavoip the
(Poole & Van De Ven, 1989). The fourth and final method for working with a paradox,
production, overcomes these limitations by constructing new assumptions or describing
novel perspective for the dilemma in question.

Many authors can surely attest, developing a wholly new conception of a pashdoxic
relationship is not easy. When perspectives radically shift subsequent apgroval b
colleagues, not to mention issues related to funding and support (Gilbert, 2007), are hard
won battles. The new theoretical conception may appear to oversimplify some
paradoxical tensions or ignore issues that originally gave rise to the previdispos
These risks are the price theorists pay for theoretical advance (Pd@e Re Ven,

1989).

Theories that have approached the complexities of coaching from a production
perspective include; structured improvisation (Cushion, 2001; Cushion et al., 2006),
socially skilled leadership (Kellett, 1999), and orchestration theory (Jones l&d&/al
2005). From the above list, the Robyn Jones and Mike Wallace theory of orchestration is
the most developed and vividly illustrates the production method of working with
paradoxes.

Orchestration theory—Jones and Wallace (2005)

Robyn Jones and colleagues (Cassidy, Jones, & Potrac, 2009; Jones & Wallace, 2005;
Potrac, Jones, & Armour, 2002) has been at the forefront of bringing a sociolagntal sl
to the coaching science landscape. Using an orchestration metaphor, Jonedauel Wal

(2005) provide an alternative to the rationalistic assumptions on which dominant
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conceptions of the coaching process rest. After highlighting the complex nature of
coaching, they argue that the traditional view of the coaching process asablaow
sequence of events in which a coach is presumed to have command over, is unrealistic.
Orchestration theory recognizes a fundamental paradox that alwayswrestgoals
are set in a social system; universally accepted organizational goalsayagst with
individual actors, and, these actors nevertheless possess sufficient agémmnseotheir
own goals. Add to this the fact that goals, both individually and collective, canechang
the environment evolves, and the complex nature of coaching only increases. This
complexity of official goals vs. individual desires tends to generateudliies in
unifying any team behind a cohesive and fully shared strategy (Jones & &Valas).
Viewing coaches as orchestrators acknowledges that the coachirgswibers only
modest possibilities for control, comprehension, and expression because of so many
competing goals. In their model, Jones and Wallace (2005) stress the need fes twach
accept the social constraints inherent to the job, and focus on learning how to “cope with
relative uncontrollability, incomprehensibility, contradictory values and tyasl
normal parts of everyday coaching life” (p. 128). Orchestration is more abxabilifte
and unobtrusive engagement with athletes, than rigidity and control. “It [orcluegtrat
operates as much by channeling athletes’ agency through encouragement andsncentive
as by delimiting their agency through sanctions” (Jones & Wallace, 2005, p. 129).
Summary
Work by Jones and colleagues (Cassidy et al., 2009) provides an alternative view of
coaching, away from the traditional bio-scientific, product-orientateadudise, and

toward a view that accounts for the social, cultural, and pedagogical aspectshifigoa
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In its very boldness, the production method of paradox resolution brings with it unknown
and uncertain entailments. If there is limited elaboration and/or inguffiempirical
follow through, the new interpretation will face a dangerous and difficult acaeptan
Presenting a partially produced explanation will only lead to a further divideéet
theory and practice.

However, approaching paradox from a production perspective can add to the synthesis
of ideas. Using this approach can uncover paradoxes that may have gone unnoticed as a
field struggles with inherent tensions. Theoretical tensions, once chaedtean
establish criteria for explaining new typologies and taxonomies (Poolen8Dé Ven,
1989). Conscious comparisons of existing theories can stimulate the production of new
ideas and perspectives, and with any luck, produce an energy that thrust botheesearc

and practitioner forward.

The Paradox of Self

The Need to Consider Coaches’ Beliefs

| mentioned in the introductory chapter that of the three fundamental elements of
athletics—sport, athletes, and the coach—science has nedlestsahchmost often.
What | meant by that statement is researchers have failed to deslatumtely the link
between the inner and outer aspects of what it is to be a coach. Said another way,
researchers have failed to effectively describe what it means to cobhehtaully.
According to Rink (1993), authenticity refers to the level of consciousness and

participation with which an individual experiences an event—the notion of a thoughtful
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practitioner. An authentic experience deals with a person’s ability to caheggbast,
their present and their future into a wholeness of action.

As Rink (1993) points out, it is sometimes easier to understand authenticity in terms of
what it is not. A child cutting out a turkey from a given line drawing is not an authentic
art experience. Authentic artist bring a sense of themselves, an izednaéw of
purpose and self, to their art. In coaching, an authentic experience would involve the
coach first recognizing the boundaries of an incident, and after taking intalgataf
information about the context, the participants, and their own self-beliefs, woanld the
deliberate that information for the best plan of action.

Pajares (1992) explains that the connection between an individual’s internalized
beliefs and their outward behavior is a major thrust to human beings’ earliest
philosophical contemplations. In a general sense, researchers have now leargked enou
about specific types of self-beliefs to make their exploration feasible, ahd,us
coaching science.

For example, Feltz and colleagues (1999) conception of coaching efficacyllzas ha
major impact on coaching theory. Gilbert and Trudel’s (2004) description of coaches’
role frames is another example. In fact, as described in the Working watthoRas
section of this paper, Horn’s (2002, 2008) working model of coaching effectiveness used
assimilation to incorporate numerous self-beliefs as antecedents to coadtanphbe
Horn (2008) defined antecedent thoughts as the, “cognitions, thoughts, beliefs and or
perceptions that coaches have prior to, or during, practice or competitive emndrtsya
such cognitions or thoughts are used to guide their actions or behaviors in actual field

situations” (p. 8).
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Although, research on particular elements of coaches’ self-beliefsdiaased in
recent years (see Horn, 2008 for review), colleagues and | have sugbaestatbther,
more encompassing perspective of coaches’ beliefs is still needed (Bé&rkgatson,

2009). We suggest this new conception should combine elements of coaches’ antecedent
thoughts into a belief system or coaching philosophy. We contend that a more
comprehensive view of coaches’ beliefs will lead to a better understandingliokthe

between the elements of the coaching process. We base this suggestion on the
assumption that beliefs are the best indicators of the decisions individuals make
throughout their lives (Bandura, 1986; Dewey, 1933; Pajares, 1992; Rokeach, 1968).
Defining a Coaching Philosophy

Most would agree that coaches’ personal principles, values, perceptions, and
judgments have a big impact on what coaches do, and how they do it (Cassidy et al.,
2009). Countless coaching texts have referred to these attributes as a coaching
philosophy (Cassidy et al., 2009; Kidman & Hanrahan, 1997; Lyle, 1999; Wilcox &
Trudel, 1998). Therefore, in the broadest form, | have defined a coach’s philosophy or
belief system as a set of beliefs that guide a coach’s individualgaréBrnson &

Watson, 2009).

Acting as a lagging variable, a coach’s philosophy facilitates decrsaimg by
providing a general blueprint for future sport success. A belief system suppoaishésc
need to focus and simplify the myriad of problems they face at any given moment
Deriving from both the general and specifics of a coach’s past, a cogthingpphy
drives future action, and becomes a unique configuration of beliefs best understood by

that coach. This configuration of self-beliefs also allows a coach to ieterpinforce,

28



and articulate for athletes the path he/she believe will lead to futuressy8asenson &
Watson, 2009). A coaching philosophy acts as a bridge from elements at a nhore taci
level of consciences to elements that are more explicit and observable.

According to Lyle (1999), if we are to better grasp coaching practicarexpthe
aspects that make up a coaching philosophy is not an “optional extra” (p. 45). Despite
Lyle’s call over a decade ago for more detailed investigations into thé fyedtems of
coaches, relatively little research beyond the superficial and conceptyaBarnson &
Watson, 2009) has been done to establish and locate definitive philosophies within the

overall coaching process.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

In this chapter, | provide a methodological framework for the study’'grdeble
sampling approach, procedures for data collection and analysis, and the ethical
considerations inherent in conducting research on human participants. In doing so, |
explain a grounded theory approach following the traditions of Strauss and Corbin (1990,
1994, 1998), which allow for the investigation of high school coaches and the process of
coaching they use on a daily basis.

In the most general sense, the coaching process is a decision-makisg pedce
within the constraints of a highly complex social and dynamic athletic environment
(Abraham & Collins, 1998; Cratty, 1970; Cushion, 2007; Lyle, 2002). | mentioned in the
previous chapter that the notion of authenticity (Rink, 1993) could help guide this
investigation toward a deeper understanding of that process. Authentic coachingsinvolve
the coach first recognizing the boundaries of an incident, and after considering
information about the context (sport), the participants (athletes), and theielfwn s
beliefs, would then deliberate the best plan of action before implementing it. The
purpose of this study is to develop a theoretical framework that both describes and
explains the process coaches use to coach authentically. The following questieds gui
the investigation:

1. How do different coaches maneuver through the coaching process in an authentic

fashion?

a. What influences a coach to recognize the boundaries of an incident?
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b. How do a coach’s antecedent (inner) beliefs connect to his/her observable
(outer) actions?

c. What do coaches use to organize information leading to decision-making?

Research Design

Three guiding principles were used to determine the most appropriatehetesagn
for this study. First, scientific knowledge begins with ontological assumptiong the
nature of reality, and articulating those assumptions should occur prior to exploring a
phenomenon (Flick, 2006; Weed, 2009). Second, the notion of match between research
guestions and the research methodology should be determined (Glesne, 2006). Third, the
research design should fit the personality, background, and values of the ressmaiche
participants (Glesne, 2006).

The general perspective of this study was that of a qualitative inquiry. Quelita
researchers seek to understand the meaning study participants ascritve to the
experiences. Qualitative methods focus on how “individuals or members of society
apprehend, understand, and make sense of social events and settings” (Gephart, 1999, p.
5). The aim of qualitative researchers is to interpret, discover, and allomefor
emergence of data and themes by interacting with subjective phenomena. Isodoing
researchers provide rich descriptions that would not be possible with quantitatixg@sanal
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). Qualitatively exploring the experiences, belief$, a
behaviors of participants enables theory generation, in contrast to, quantifyingptu i

or assessing directionality of variables.
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The particular qualitative approach this study employed was grounded theory.
Grounded theory was originally developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and later
modified by Strauss and Corbin (1990, 1994, 1998). According to Denzin and Lincoln
(2008), grounded theory is a compromise between deductive and inductive logic in that it
values experiences and discovery yet goes beyond data collection and subjective
observation to facilitate generalization and theory development. A more specifi
description of grounded theory, and the particular variation used by Strauss and Corbin,
is discussed in the next section.

Ontology and Epistemoloqgy Considerations

According to Weed (2009), ontological and epistemological assumptions underpin any
discussion of methodology, and researchers should elaborate these assumptitms prior
the onset of a scientific inquiry. Ontology deals with questions of reality &sd“&ghat
is the nature of the social world?” (p. 504). Ontological assumptions go on to inform
epistemological questions of knowledge that ask, “Can knowledge be separatede
process of its production?” (p. 504).

Although not mentioned in the original Glaser and Strauss (1967) monograph, many
authors have since addressed the ontological and epistemological assumptions of the
methodology leading to three “variants” of grounded theory (Weed, 2009, p. 507). The
three variants are often associated with the researchers that first isttazhah
particular perspective, and include; positivist/Glaserian, post-positistsmussian, and
constructivist/Charmazian.

The current study followed in the post-positivism tradition introduced by Strauss and

Corbin (1990). Post-positivists recognize that directly measuring somesaspct
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social world is not possible. Consequently, researchers must embrace, to a degree, th
subjective views of participants while at the same time retaining an okj@gproach
that is free from bias (Weed, 2009). Essentially, Strauss and Corbin (1994) argue for a
methodology that embraces a paradoxical view of inquiry. They suggest grounded theory
is bothinterpretiveand concrete. “Interpretive work and interpretations must include the
perspectives and voice of the people who we study” (p. 279).

The reason this project followed a Straussian grounded theory approach is, like other
post-positivist, | believe there is a sameness in our uniqgueness as coaches (€.,
2006; Rink, 1993). Coaching is paradoxical. There are both common and unique aspects
to being a coach. To say that reality is the same for every coach would be ¢o ignor
obvious multiple context of sport and the situational nature of decision-making. To
suggest that all aspects of coaching are unique would be to ignore the shaied oéali
athletics, environments, competition levels, and athletes.

| mentioned in the introductory chapter, coaching and coaching research raquires
sense of humbleness. Attempting to reduce coaching to a cookbook formula of
techniques is simply naive. It is just as foolish to suggest that coaches shoubklydo aw
with attempts to create principled and guided practice. Doing away with &i¢éher
sameness or the unigueness inherent to coaching would surely condemn the field to a
perspective of chaos. Coaching is paradoxical.

Research Focus—Methodology Match

Ultimately, the research question (focus) should determine the most appropriate
research methodology (Shulman, 1986). The focus of this project was primarily the

coaching process. It was important to utilize a methodology that supports the
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investigation of process as opposed to one that addresses people (ethnographky), eve
(phenomenology) or places/units (case study). The analysis of processtisciii

feature of grounded theory (Dey, 1999). Struass and Corbin (1990) define process as the
linking of action sequences over time. They explain, “Action and/or interactionthe a

heart of grounded theory”, and, “process is an essential feature of grounded theory
analysis” (p.157).

Gilbert and Trudel (2004a) contend qualitative methodologies are gaining popularity
among coaching scientist. They and others (Cushion et al., 2006; Jones, & Wallace,
2005; Mallett, Trudel, Lyle, & Rynne, 2009; Voight, 2007), suggest that due to the lack
of conceptual agreement concerning the coaching process, a wider ohgegjitative
methods should be utilized in the future.

Initially, an ethnographic case study approach was considered for this stasign,
mainly because of a case study’s ability to describe how coachessperaeof their
multi-layered personal experiences (Merriam, 1998). However, using atadge
approach was ultimately rejected in favor of a grounded theory approactséeca
empirical evidence related to the philosophic perspectives of coaches g larcthe
coaching science literature (Cassidy et al., 2009). By adopting a grolnedeyd t
methodology, which ultimately leads to theory development, | hoped to facilitate the
production of a much-needed theory that is related, in some degree, to the concept of a
coaching philosophy.

Personal Fit
Glesne (2006) points out the need for researchers to feel a personal conndution to t

methodologies they ultimately use. For me the connection to grounded theoryachme e
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in my doctoral program. As a practicing coach who was also learning ticacres of
scientific research, | saw a similarity between my actions aa@h@nd the methods of
inquiry introduced by Glaser and Strauss (1967). At a basic level, the two methaslologie
mirror each other. Collect data from the field (inductively and deductivelg)yze it,
collect more data, analyze the new data in light of the old, form a theory on how best to
accomplish a goal within a social process, and then descriptively explain tesaaled
others) how the theory is implemented.

The further | advanced into my program, learning about the minutiae and different
variations, the more | felt a personal fit to grounded theory. As a coacly inyie
actions and strategies as an attempt to build lasting skills and habits ayatigetes. |
also recognized this similar perspective in the fundamental idea behind grooedsd t
“Theory based on data cannot be completely refuted by more data or replacedthay a
theory. Since it [theory] is intimately linked to data, it is destined to lapitdats
inevitable modification and reformulation” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 4).

My goal as a coach is to affect and help those | coach. That goal is rentidfeia
researcher. | derived the research questions for this study from my uieenobrid.
My commitment to coaching and coaching science has greatly influencecotitztiew.
| plan to bring that same sense of allegiance to my application of groundeyg tBeone
scholars suggest that others are merely “dabbling” in grounded theory methodskand la
a “real commitment” to its appropriate application (Weed, 2009, p. 503). For me, that is

not the case.
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Post-Positivist Grounded Theory—Straussian

Dey (1999) argues as many interpretations of grounded theory exisgesumeed
theorists, and it is important to note that this range of interpretations deriyely faom
a difference in ontological and epistemological perspectives. Weed (2009 }odfass
difference in perspective as theoretical sensitivity. As part of thmakiGlaser and
Strauss (1967) explanation of grounded theory the authors argued, “initial decisions are
not based on preconceived theoretical frameworks” (p. 45). Theory isltsdogered
from the data. The notion of discovering theory was initially interpreted ta,mea
researchers should enter the research area from a tabula rasa perdpsefrenany
preconceived theoretical frameworks.

During the evolution of the original grounded theory approach, Strauss began to
guestion if the generation of new theory required the disregard of prior theoridse Ast
original authors continued to refine the methodology, their differences in tloabreti
sensitivity ultimately led them to part. In the subsequent Straussian vasaift,ia
perspectives from discovery to verification is the most striking contrast, ((»99).

A key question often asked of grounded theory is, if data collection is guided by the
emerging analysis, what guides initial data collection? Strauss anchCH®B0D) argue
that researchers do not, and should not, enter a research area as a blank slate. This
particular view of theoretical sensitivity acknowledges that resees@nter a study with
an awareness of the area, which may include sensitizing concepts thea pcirasof
departure to form interview questions and initial data collection (Weed, 2009). However
any preconceived concepts are a place to start, not a place to end. Funtgriental

Straussian approach calls for the discovery of theory through the continuaatienfiof
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new data, which may include data from previous reviews of literature and simple
conceptually generated models.

Choosing a post-positivist grounded theory approach in the current project was
important for two reasons. First, as part of the dissertation process, lquasadeo
conduct a literature review. For researchers in my position, Strauss and Corbin (1994,
1998) suggest employing a strategy they called memo writing as a way afignaoir
accurate analysis of the emerging data. Memo writing allows részara way of
recording and monitoring their preconceived biases. A more specific discussion
describing how this project addressed memo writing and researcher loiasdsrf the
Theoretical Sensitivity section of this chapter.

The second reason for utilizing a post-positivist approach was that it allows a
researcher to build upon previous work. | mentioned in the literature review that a
colleague and | have published work related to the belief systems of coacimeso(B&
Watson, 2009). The purpose of that paper was to introduce the idea that coaches utilize a
triad of beliefs. We argued, these systems of beliefs form a successtiomneztal
ultimately influence coaching behavior.

The notion of coaches having a belief triad grew from a series of pilot studies
conducted throughout my doctoral program. The culmination of that work was a
conceptual beginning for this dissertation, and subsequently had an influence on
methodological decisions. For example, interview questions were modified tofatlaw
deeper analysis of participant antecedent thoughts. In addition, while condheting t

pilot studies | was also able to learn techniques for coding strategiesltizad 1w
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language analysis. Consequently, rather than entering the field as a bienkesitered

the field with an open mind but not an empty head (Weed, 2009).

Core Elements of Grounded Theory

Weed (2009) described the appropriate use of grounded theory in sport and exercise
science. He outlined eight core elements “without which a study cannot rightly be
claimed to be grounded theory research” (p. 505). Weed contends that the quality of
grounded theory research should be judged by the appropriate application of these
elements. The core elements outlined by Weed serve as a guide for thengmai
sections of this chapter. The eight elements essential for grounded reseaach ar
iterative process, theoretical sampling, theoretical sensitivity scamid concepts,
constant comparison, theoretical saturation, validation measures, and substantve theor

An lterative Process

The hallmark of grounded theory is that it is an iterative process. An iterattesgro
refers to a progression of action marked by repetition. Iteration is wieabsep
grounded theory from other qualitative methodologies. Grounded theory is not linear; all
of the elements that are essential to the methodology are connected anateteriebr
example, choosing participants is intimately connected to data collectiarh ishielated
to data analysis, leading to verification, and back to the collection of furtherldataad
of thinking of grounded theory as linear, it would be more appropriate to consider it as an
interwoven spiral of actions looping back onto previous elements until saturation has

been achieved (see theoretical saturation below).
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One way of assessing the quality of a grounded theory study is to ask theatpllow
guestion: “Is the study designed to support iterative data collection and amabysis
context of theoretical sampling?” (Weed, 2009, p. 509). The paradoxical quality of the
iterative process often creates a dilemma for researchers attetopdiegjgn a project.
Aspects of data collecticend data analysis are meant to be combined into a wholeness.
Flexibility andrigor are both key aspect of the iterative process.

Participants and environments are constantly changing, and the design of a grounded
theory study must allow for the re-evaluation of previous data in light of new data. Fo
example, as new insights are discovered, interview questions may need tocoetalte
allow for a deeper investigation into an emerging concept. It may even bsargdes
re-interview participants in order to verify new insights. In the curtenysthe iterative
nature of data collection and analysis can be seen in the Research Notesvarsl(bee
Appendix A for sampling). A close examination of the Research Notes and Memos
shows how coaches were re-interviewed as new information became known, w&dich le
to even further iterations of observation and analysis.

Theoretical Sampling

Grounded theory utilizes an iterative process to determine the sample population
according to issues as they emerge from data analysis. Glaser arsgd Gte67)
describe this process as theoretical sampling, “the process of data@olecti
generating theory whereby the analyst jointly collects, codes, angrasdlis data and
decides what data to collect next and where to find them, in order to develop his theory as
it emerges” (p. 45). The aim of theoretical sampling is “to refine ideas, notréagec

the size of the original sample” (Weed, 2009, p. 505).
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Grounded theorists continue to collect and analyze data until theoreticai@atarat
reached, which is why an exact sample size is usually not provided at thefanse
study. However, as a general rule, Creswell (2008) recommends that pescsuould
be considered that would allow for 20 participants. The current study utilized a method
of snowballingto accomplish Creswell’'s recommendation. According to Flick (2006)
snowballing is the strategy of using one participant to gain access to anotiogvgrdr
The strategy involves asking each participant to refer the researcherrtpastiegpants
that meet the study criteria and research interests (Glesne, 2006 n\Vd9&8). By
utilizing the familiarity and relationships between local coaches, it wae/bd
recruitment and access to subsequent participants would be facilitated.

The outcomes generated from a single grounded theory study should not be
generically applied across other settings (see Substantive Theoopdedtw). Itis a
theory grounded in a substantive area (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Therefore, it was
important from the onset to outline the setting as richly as possible.

The current study utilized head coaches of team sports at the high school lelesl (gra
9-12). The team sports included men’s football, women'’s volleyball, men’s & women'’s
basketball, men’s & women'’s soccer. Sports with an individual component (e.g.,
wrestling, track/field, tennis, and golf) were not included. Besides limitingdbyee of
the project, team sports encompass the highest participation rates amorapbalh s
sports (NASPE, 2008). The setting was also limited to varsity level sports from one
school district. The participating school district had over 30 comprehensive highsschool
and was the only district in a large southwestern city. The organization thatgove

athletics for the local school district classified each member school haset @l

40



population and competitive level, 4A being the highest classification. All study
participants coached at this 4A level.

Since the focus of this study is the process of coaching, it was important to recruit
coaches who allowed access to a wide range of team activities. Thesieaaticluded:
practices, games/matches, pre and post game meetings, and planning sesgions. O
coach from each sport was recruited asofpeningcoach in that particular sport chain.
The criterion used for recruiting these opening coaches, as well as any snbseque
participants, was based on a minimum of five years head coaching experidreooalt
school district. It was assumed, by recruiting experienced coaches, they woeltebe
able to verbalize their antecedent thoughts, and were better situated to providea his
perspective on any changes to their coaching practice. It was also dhelligvecruiting
coaches with a minimum of five years experience in the local school distwould
increase the likelihood of snowballing new participants into the study.

Theoretical Sensitivity

Theoretical sensitivity is concerned with what assumptions a reseailolgsrtbra
research area. Qualitative researchers must remain open-minded dnd flewughout
the research process (Merriam, 1996), this is especially true for groundestth&or
post-positivist (Straussian) approach acknowledges researchers ergevithsain
awareness of the area but, importantly, without any set notions about what they mig
discover. Unlike quantitative studies that utilize standardized instrumentsatjuali
investigators are considered the primary instruments. Therefore, they shpldg em
strategies that allow for the noting of thoughts, feelings, assumptions, anchideas i

ongoing manner (Flick, 2006).
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In an effort to increase transparency and allow others to evaluate my iafaretiee
research outcomes, a log was kept throughout the research process. See Apfmndix A
a sample of memos taken both prior to the start of the study and during dataocollecti

The log includes all observations, meetings, interviews, and correspondence with
participants. It should be noted, an attempt to recognize and record researcivdriases
also included as NOTES throughout the I3dne notes were a way of continually
describing my roles, values, and actions throughout the data gatheringsproces

To foster the iterative quality of theoretical sensitivity, an ongowigweof related
literature also took place throughout the research process. For example, ahbne poi
during data collection (see Appendix A), it was necessary to explore the notion of a
coaches role frame (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004). This particular examination @tlite
aided in the refinement of interview questions and model making. It was alsoamgcess
to re-examine literature previously viewed (see Chapter 2) regdrdmgndividuals and
groups deal with paradoxical dilemmas. Other areas of review included: coratiramic
strategies for coaches, methods coaches use to initiate change withi@atimsi, political
factors that impact the coaching process, and leadership strategies.

Coding and Concepts

Coding refers to the mechanical task of assigning labels to data as a waljtatirig
analysis (Dey, 1999). Coding strategies provide the qualities of rigor, discgutide
thoroughness often associated with grounded theory. In the Straussian (Strauss &
Corbin, 1990) approach to grounding data, three phases encompass the coding process.

These phases are divided into open, axial, and selective coding.
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The first phase, open coding is defined as “the process of breaking down, examining,
comparing, conceptualizing and categorizing data” (p. 61). Axial coding follows ope
coding and is, “a set of procedures whereby data are put back together in a refteiwvay
open coding, by making connections between categories” (p. 96). The final phase,
selective coding is defined as “selecting the core category, systallyaelating it to
other categories, validating those relationships, and filling in categbaeseed further
refinement (p. 116).

Weed (2009) points out the need for researchers to specify how they view the
phenomenon being studied, and how they move from one stage of coding to the other.
For the current study, an incident-by-incident orientation was used to code both field
observations and interview&ee Chapter 4 for a complete explanation of coding
procedures.

Initial data was bracketed using a temporal sequencing—Past, PFagang,

Elements that helped to establish context were classified as Past slef@n¢xample;
personal background, mentorship impact, coaching efficacy, internal/extamal r
framing, and success/failure history. Any current action exhibited by ticbe®avas
labeled as Present. Examples of present elements include; reflective sjoment
communication with athletes, and in-practice behaviors. Future elementssspri
outcomes and consequences related to previous coaching action. For example; goal
setting, athlete perception, athlete behavior, and goal accomplishment.

The Past—Present—Future coding paradigm follows closely with the paradigm
described by Strauss and Corbin (1990) as conditions—interaction—consequences. One

argument for utilizing such a coding framework is it assists in the forimuland
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integration of the research narrative. The cogiaadigm helps tell a “story” or
“descriptive narrative about the central phenomeéiibey, 1999, p. 214)

Constant Comparison

Constat comparison is what ties together the analyficatess in grounded thec
(Weed, 2009). The looping of analysis between,dzatdes, concepts, memos, :
literature is a way of continually checking thag¢ #merging insights are grounded in
partsof the research process. Furthermore, as dasaripled in seccd, third, and fourtt
iterationsthe comparisons serve as a way of insuring relevand continuity of analys
over time. This can help bring a sense of triaaoh between participan data, and
concepts. This notion of connection between eleésniercommonly referred to fit in

grounded theory literature, and will be discussedreater detail in the following sectio
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Figure 1 Data Gathering Spir:
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Figure 1 illustrates the data gathering spiral that served as aviveafer this study.

As the diagram shows, after the initial entry meeting with each coaches skr
observations and interviews were conducted beginning with a general obsemation (
team practice or planning meeting) as a way of becoming familiar withdbaroh
setting. After establishing rapport and getting a sense of context, a formakinteith
the coach was conducted. All interviews were conducted solely by mykedh aided

in the continuity of data collection and analysis. An interview guide was used a$ pa
the formal interview protocol (see Appendix B).

Based on analysis of the formal interview data, purposeful observations followed as
the next step of the iterative research process. Woven into the purposeful observations
were opportunities for open dialog between the coach and researcher. This auen dial
most often occurred in an informal manner, and allowed for deeper questioning and
insights into the antecedent thoughts of each coach. The open dialog also allowed for a
sense of partnership between the participants and myself, which aided in nigeotelli
“their story” (Gilbert, 2007). Purposeful interviews addressed specificisssureeded,
and will be discussed further in Chapter 4. A purposeful interview guide wadlyniti
used to aid in the exposure of topics, but became less necessary as rapporhwith eac
participant increased. See Appendix C for an example of the Purposeful Interview
Guide.

The dashed arrow shown as part of the Data Gathering Spiral (Figapeelents an
iterative loop built into the design of the study. During this stage of the cegaacess,
either, it was determined that theoretical saturation had occurred leadngg to t

recruitment of a new coach, or data collection looped back leading to further data
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collection and analysisFurther discussion of both formal and purposeful interview data
collection and analysis, will be addressed in Chapter 4.

All formal interviews taken during the study were transcribed verbsgéen (
Appendix D for sampling). The rationale for a verbatim record was to help mainta
research thoroughness and to aid in data analysis. Any personal informaticodeds
in a manner that insured participant confidentiality (i.e., FB-A was usdéddmpening
coach in the football chain). All materials associated with this projertt(anscripts,
field notes, researcher memaos, audio files, etc.) were coded with a number that
corresponds to the date and time of its creation. Raw materials were stoteckieda
filing cabinet. To insure the security of any material stored on a computessvaque
protected personal laptop computer was used, and all information was saved daily to a
secured flash drive. All raw data and records will be maintained for sevenpgest
dissertation and then shredded to protect participant’'s confidentiality.

Theoretical Saturation

As indicated in Data Gathering Spiral (Figure 1), the iterativeepsocontinues until a
point of theoretical saturation is reached. Charmaz (2006) maintains thatiatuast
occurred when gathering fresh data no longer sparks new theoretical insight. It
important to note, theoretical saturation deals with the completeness of caratepes
amount of data collected. “It is the capacity of the data to generate newhialeias t
exhausted here, and not the accumulation of evidence to support those ideas” (Dey, 1999,
p. 116).

The notion of when to stop is an important element of grounded theory. This issue is

only compounded when the study is a doctoral dissertation such as this project.
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Deadlines are set, and issues surrounding doctoral committees become vital. d-or thos
reasons, and in light of an understanding for theoretical saturation, it wastedtihz

this project could be completed within the time frame of two high school athletiornsea
approximately five months. Data collection began in late July and ran through mid
January. A complete breakdown of activities is reported in Chapter 4.

Validation Measures—Fit, Work, Relevance and Modifiability

Weed (2009) succinctly argues thalidity andreliability are inappropriate measures
of quality for grounded theory research. His rationale is, those terms aredely cl
related to quantitative research methods and bring with them preconceived notions
related to ontological realism. Hence, the terms fit, work, relevance, and abdityfi
have been adopted as more appropriate notions to assess grounded theory (Sparkes,
2002). For example, “fit” is related to how closely the concepts gendhaiceaih
constant comparison and theoretical saturation fit the incidents and phenomena they
represent. The use of quotes taken directly from participating coacheseb®
demonstrate the appropriate connections between concepts and data, and thdrefore, a
establishing fit.

“Work” refers to the ability of a grounded theory to conceptualize or explain the
phenomena under investigation. The “relevance” of a theory relates to the extent t
which the theory deals with the real concerns of those involved in the process under
investigation. Finally, a grounded theory is considered “modifiable” if the gtter
theory can be extended to accommodate new insights in the future.

In an effort to achieve all measures of quality for grounded theory, this projeetuti

a system of peer reviews. Ongoing support from my dissertation commatieeveth
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colleagues both internal and external to the field of sport science was useltlidbeeath
aspects of this project.

From a personal perspective, my expectation for this project was for it to@roduc

relevant and practical results. | agree with the coaching scholadsiedtew, the field
lacks a sound and “grounded” theory of authentic coaching.

e “The existing research operates almost totally without philosophical aretinel
base.” (LeUnes, 2007)

e “Methodology that incorporates significant probing, alternative giving, and in
depth discussion of decision’s coaches make are essential.” (Abraham, Collins, &
Martindale, 2006)

e “We need to model the intentions and then identify the factors that impact those
intentions.” (Lyle, 2007)

e “Based on previous research effort, it is evident that very little is actuadhyrk
about what an effective coach’s behavior looks like in action.” (Gilbert & Trudel,
2004).

e “There is a need to look deeper into the patterns and perspectives that coaches
use. (Jones &Wallace, 2005)

Substantive Theory

The final essential element of grounded theory deals with the notion of trangferabil
It is necessary for researchers to recognize that any theory devdiopaghta grounded
theory approach is substantive, and should not be implied beyond the area it was
grounded in. That said, it is possible to move a grounded theory to a macro or generic

level of application, but that entails linking a series of substantive theoriesate are
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formal grounded theory (Weed, 2009). The current project was not attempting to
accomplish that goal, and the substantive nature of the methodology outlined in this
chapter is acknowledged. Namely, methodologies that help describe the process
interscholastic team sport coaches use to accomplish their job on a daily basis.

To reiterate from the previous section; the field of coaching science laoksd s
conceptual base, consequently, causing a disconnect between theory and praetice. T
current project helps to bridge that gap by making significant contributions to:

e Coaching Taxonomy Frameworks that describe the complexity of the coaching

process

e Coaching Educatior Expanding coaches’ understand of the decision-making

process

e Coaching Research Methodologyrulfilling the call for exploratory research into

the coaching process, and, expanding knowledge of coaching at the interscholast

level
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CHAPTER 4
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS
Back on the Bus

Back on the bus. The emotions of victory were as usual, pushing my ability to
analyze to the periphery. | could still feel the panic that happened only mbeftee on
the field. Who is the right player for this situation? What is the right decidimmPcall
a time-out? What play will work? | became aware of just how much energy &iad be
spent, the cost of battle, as I felt my t-shirt sticky with sweat. Thengpaiind blew
through the half-open window, as | slipped down the high-back seat and tried, yet agai
to figure it out. The basic question was always the same. Not, what did | do?, Rather
how did I do it? If | could have found the mysterious place, the corner of my mind that
houses those correct decisions. Then, | could have tapped into them and maybe the next
game would not be as tough. But, this mental dance always ended the same. The
exhaustion, both physical and emotional, was too strong. It was so easy to close my eye
and rest. Today we won!

| have argued that in many respects grounded theory analysis is @irthiauptocess
of coaching. The iterative nature of analysis can, at times, leave then=yasuf
grounded theory asking the question, where did this theory come from? Grounded theory
analysis is at a minimum difficult to describe, and at worst leaves thessnpmeof
divine intervention. Consequently, the notion of transparency must be at the heart of any
grounded theory.

The purpose of this chapter is to give a transparent view of data collection and

analysis. The chapter begins by establishing the substantive context, whidesncl
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describing the research setting and coaches. Next, the multiple sourceleote

utilized in the study are discussed, and a breakdown of data collected for each coach is
provided. Following that is an outlining of analytical procedures used to investigate
authentic practice of coaches. Lastly, | present an overview of foundatiouaipts
discovered during the study including a framework describing the multi-pacatioxi

quality of authentic coaching.

Establishing the Substantive Context
Research Sites

Early in the study design phase, a decision was made to limit the investigation t
interscholastic “team sport” coaches with a minimum of five years heatiinga
experience at their current school. Besides the reasons mentioned in the preyitars cha
regarding limiting the scope of the study and team sports encompassing thé highes
participation rates among high school sports (NASPE, 2008); | also believed, focusing on
team sports would highlight the complexity of the coaching process. For example,
participants in team sports not only maintain individual goals, but the team sport context
requires an equal sense of collective goals (Jones & Wallace, 2005). Tiitstafgoals
does not exist, to the same degree, in an “individual sport” context.

Another early decision was to investigate a number of different team sports. The
reason for choosing a multitude of sports was an attempt to view the coaching proces
through a wider lens. In essence, | hoped comparing/contrasting coaches baotkheithi
same sport context, as well as between sport contexts, would result in a richer

understanding of the coaching process. This led ultimately to the investigasian of
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different sports. The sports included men’s soccer (SM), women'’s soccer (OWg|if
(FB), women'’s volleyball (VB), men’s basketball (BM), and women’s baske®d/).
The study took place during the fall (FB, SM, VB) and winter (BM, BW, SW) seasons.
Five different high schools were represented in the study. The intent wasonever t
choose sites that conformed to a representative sampling of school types. dddeoreti
sampling decisions were based solely on coaches, not schools. However, it should be
noted the five schools did differ in a number of qualities. One quality was socio-
economic status (relative to other high schools in the same school district). Thweo of t
schools matched an upper socio-economic archetype, two schools would fit the middle
socio-economic range, and one school matched a lower socio-economic level. In
addition to socio-economic status, a difference in student enroliment between schools
was also evident. Over a thousand more students separated the largest school from the
smallest. According to school district records the average enrollment fiseachools
was 2,687 (R=1,982 - 3,063).
Another distinctive difference between the five schools was the point of evolution
each had reached regarding their overall athletic departments. Two didoésseere
over a decade old and had earned numerous Regional and State Championships in
multiple sports. The other three schools were newer, and still seemed to be building a
sense of athletic identity. One of the newer schools had never won a State d@isaippi
in any sport; another had earned their first State Title the year tioe study; the final

school won its first team sport State Championship (study participant) duringdlye st

Participants
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It is important to recognize from the onset, the coaches who participatesistutly
were collaborators in every sense of the word. Their desire to partidipadgevath their
interest in learning more about the theory and practice of coaching was not only
appreciated, but also commendable. Every coach demonstrated a willingness to open
different aspects of their coaching lives to me, which only confirmed éotime true
spirit of interscholastic athletics.

Eight coaches were participating in the study when theoretical saturason w
achieved. Initial recruitment of coaches began by contacting the mosteexeericoach
in each of the three fall sports, logistical considerations were also aamusdiging this
initial recruitment phase. First contact was made by either telephoneady &d each
coach was briefed on the purpose of the study. Recruitment of coaches from each of the
three winter sports occurred in the same manner, and took place approximateks2 w
prior to the beginning of their season.

During the fall season, a second football and men’s soccer coach was reatwited i
the study using the snowball technique described in Chapter 3. This was necessary t
facilitate the constant comparative aspect of data analysis, an@alomna simultaneous
comparison of two coaches from the same sport. Both of these subsequent coaches met
the criteria of a minimum five years head coaching experience at tihhesntschools.

Table 1 displays a breakdown of demographic information for each coach in the order
they were recruited into the study.

During the study design phase, a decision was made to only recruit experienced
coaches. The rationale for this decision was that experienced coaches wioetidibe

able to articulate their antecedent thoughts, and would be capable of relatitoyieahis
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perspective concerning their coaching practice. It was also assumeds recgxkr

coaches would be more likely to exhibit authentic practice than would lessesmqaeti

coaches.
Table 1 Coaches Demographic Profiles
Yrs. Coaching  # of sports Yrs. HC Yrs. HC
Coaches Age Gender Sport (HC & AC) have been HC (study sport) at current school
Women'’s
VB-A 33 | Female Volleyball 9 1 5 5
Men'’s
SM-A | 39 | Male | g io 16 3 7 5
FB-A | 51 | Male | Football 27 2 24 15
FB-B 39 Male | Football 16 5 14 5
Men'’s
SM-B | 48 | Male | o0 28 4 8 6
Women'’s
BW-A | 42 | Female| g cetball 18 2 18 11
Women'’s
SW-A | 37 | Male | g o 14 2 12 6
Men'’s
BM-A | 40 | Male | g oor 23 3 12
Average M) 18.9 2.8 125 7.6

Note: HC = Head Coach, AC = Assistant Coach

The choice to use experience as the primary criteria for participation tndlye s
highlights the conscious avoidance of issues surrounding how to defining expert coaches
(Cote & Gilbert, 2009). In a study that they identified as preliminary, CmteGabert
defined coaching effectiveness/expertise as, “The consistent ajpplioaintegrated
professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge to improve athletes’
competence, confidence, connection, and character in specific coaching’dgntgx6).

Despite recognizing the need and importance of continuing to research ways of
identifying expert coaches, attempting to link the constructs of autheraraitgxpertise
is beyond the scope and purpose of this project. That said, the participants in this study
were very accomplished coaches. Table 2 outlines sport-specific acdon®its for

each coach over his/her career.
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Table 2 Coach Sport Specific Accomplishments

Sport-specific Coaches —
Outcome
SM- SM- FB- FB- VB- BW- SW- BM-
A B A B A A A A
Coach of the . . .
Year Awards | 2 1 2 2 1 12 2 2 24
eague | 3. o ex 1 4+ 12¢ 6 1 31
Championships
Regllonal . 1* 0 5 0 1 7* 3 0 17
Championships
State 0 0 1 0 0 L ) 0 Z
Runner-up
State N .
Championships| * 0 1 0 0 6 3 0 11

(*) = during the course of study
Note: Accomplishments are as a Head Coach duringais.

Data Collection

Consistent with the iterative nature of grounded theory, multiple sources ofavide
were used to collect data (see Table 3). For a detailed description of howehendiff
sources of evidence were linked together into an iterative research desitire se
Constant Comparison section in Chapter 3. Through the utilization of multiple sources of
data and comparing one source to another, a sense of fit was achieved. The combinations
of diverse methods of data collection is also critical when examining oggsituctures,
such as belief systems, and help to address some of the limitations of relying én verba

self-report instruments and surveys (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004).
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Table 3

Description and Purpose of Data Collection

Source of Evidence Description Purpose
Formal Interviews One-time interview e Obtain demographic info.
Structured intervie\_/v guide e Establish rapport and trust
Shortly after entry into study e Begin to investigate antecedent beliefs
30-45 minutes e Help to establish a common language between coach

Purposeful Interviews

Discussions

E-mails

General Observations

Purposeful Observations

Transcribed verbatim

Pre- and/or Post-observation event
Semi-structured interview guide allowing for
follow-up questions

15-30 minutes

Transcribed theoretically sensitive outtakes

Informal/casual conversations
15-90 minutes
Transcribed theoretically sensitive outtakes

Single question correspondence
Non-participant observer

1-3 hours

Field notes

Same as General Observations

and researcher

Comparative analysis between coaches

Obtain new or current information

Validate observational data

Gain further insight into coaching beliefs and @asi
Provide opportunity fomn situ questioning and in-
practice reflection of possible alternatives

Member checking, validate data and interpretations
Maintaining rapport
Follow-up to previous interviews

Same as Purposeful Interview
Become familiar with context/coach or re-establish

presence at research site

Memo writing and open coding of events
Constant comparative analysis
Validate emergent propositions




Values and beliefs are often at a tacit level of awareness (Pajares, Ti9&@fore,
belief systems and philosophies had to be inferred through the coaches’ use @fdangua
and their own explanation of coaching actions. Transcripts, either taken veobatim
theoretically sensitive outtakes, from all types of interviews weredctadiglentify
potential antecedent thoughts (see Appendix D for sampling).

Besides interview transcripts, other products of grounded theory reseéudiednc
memoranda and diagramming (Glaser, 1978). Strauss and Corbin (1990) identified
memo writing as the core stage of grounded theory. In the current stuilgetiut
memos and diagrams in a variety of forms. | began recording personal thoughts and
points of interest before the actual start date of the study (see Appendix AJoghmg)
of memos allowed for the monitoring of researcher biases through the duration of the
study. The majority of memo writing occurred during observations in the field, and took
the form of notes (see Appendix E for samples).

During the axial coding phase | utilized a method of protracted memo writing |
referred to aSynthesis Though{see Appendix F for sample). These expanded memos
provided an analytic handle on the enormity of material and a means of strugigfing
discovering, and defining hidden or taken-for-granted processes and assumptions within
the data. The Synthesis Thoughts also acted as a form of self-debriébwngfor
reflection and a refocusing of emerging concepts.

In total, 63 events were observed, and 68 interviews were conducted. All coaches
completed a formal interview shortly after their recruitment into thaystas well as an

exit discussion. Exit discussions occurred with individual coaches at diffesirts of
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the study, and acted as a member check for validating data and interprefatioribat

point (see Appendix A). Table 4 shows a breakdown of data collected for each coach.

Table 4 Sources of Evidence per Coach
Coﬁ:éﬁon Coaches Totalsg
SM-A SM-B  FB-A FB-B VB-A BW-A SW-A BM-A
Interviews
Formal 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
(.5) (.75) (.5) (.5) (.75) (.75) (.5) (.75) (5)
Purposeful 3 3 2 4 3 3 2 1 21
(1) (.75) (1.25) (1.75) (1.25) (1) (75)  (1.5) (9.25)
Discussions 4 4 3 6 1 2 1 3 24
(1.25) (1.25) (1.75) (&) (.5) (1) (25) (1.75) | (11.75)
E-mail 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 4 15
Observations
General 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 17
(8) (2.25) (55) (3.5) (5) (3) (3) (1.5) | (31.75)
Purposeful 6 5 8 9 5 7 4 2 46
(10.5) (9.75) (18.25) (20) (10.75) (13) (75)  (1.5) | (91.25)
Totals (21.25) (14.75) (27.25) (29.75) (18.25) (18.75) )12 (7)

n = number of events
(n) = cumulative hours

Data Analysis

Two operations are essential for the development of theory using grounded theory
methods of analysis: asking questions and making theoretical comparisons (Chen &

Boore, 2009). As outlined in Chapter 3, this project utilized a Straussian grounded theory

approach to make systematic comparisons of data along with recursive qagstioni

strategies. The Straussian approach consists of three coding processesiapangda

selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Taking the lead from Chen and Boore (2009),
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two prominent grounded theorists in the field ofsing and health science, a framew

was developed that helped guide the coding andjeatenalysis for the current stuc

Figure 2 is a graphic representation of the aradyprocedures usen the current study

and will serve as a guide for the remainder of sleistion.

Open Ceding

i1} Bias Detachment

!

{2} Line-byine Coding

!

131 Tenet Coding

|

4% Concept Building

N

Constant Probing
Comparison Cluestions

Axial Ceding {paradigm medel}

15y Categories

\

{6} Theoretical Coding Families

T

Characteristics Properties Dimensions

Selective Coding \ \ /

i 7} Category Linking

i8) Core Category

!

{9} Process Framevrorl

!

110; Substantive Theory

Figure 2. Analysis Procedures Framev

The coding procedures shown iigure 2 are not discrete activities, but rather

interwoven with each other. The stcare described as follows:

1 Bias Detachmenwas a consciougewing of data with fresh eyes. It include:
temporary suspension of comparisons of both aigaawledge and other stuc

participants.
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2 Line-by-line Codingalso referred to aa vivo coding was the procedure that
began the direct analysis of interviews and field notes. By utilizing ke tenoh
phrases in the coaches own words, an attempt was made to understand and
describe their world as accurately as possible.

3 Tenet Codingreated shorter word phrases from the in vivo coding. By
combining similar codes, phrases were developed that captured the main idea of
what a coach said.

4  Concept Buildingaised tenets to higher order concepts through the iterative
usage of constant comparison and probing questions.

5 Categoriesvere named attempting to stay as true to the initial in vivo coding as
possible.

6 Theoretical Coding Familiewere identified. Different groupings of concepts
were isolated and reconnected in different ways. This recursive examioht
concepts helped to describe the characteristics, properties, and dimensions of
categories.

7  Category Linkingdeveloped connections between theoretical groups.

A Core Categorywas defined.

9 TheProcess Frameworwas described through the expansion of a theoretical
model.

10 Substantive Theomyevelopment was achieved which centered on the qualitative

ideas of fit, work, relevance, and modifiability.

o

Shortly after beginning field observations it became obvious that issues of bias, or
what Gilovich (1991) described as a natural tendency in human reasoning to sese what
expected, was a real concern for me as a researcher. To counter thisytelnalzah to
make a conscious decision to see each new coach with fresh eyes. In other words, by
purposefully suspending any comparisons of new participants to other coadtees in t
study or from my personal past, | could recognize the data occurring in teatpr8y
concentrating on accurately capturing the language and actions of the wbw coa
theoretical sensitivity was applied to whatever category the actiontbeSbhstant

comparative and questioning techniques then helped to refine and name concepts.
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After collecting a substantial amount of data, axial coding procedures hehedid e
concepts into theoretical categories. The creation of in-depth descriptionsgufras
led to the final stage of analysis, selective coding. The process wds/satethat the
observations and interviews of coaches became more focused on specific codieg famili
with the purpose of linking categories together. With further coding of new events, as
well as re-examination of previous data and literature, the identificationef cor
categories and the development of a graphic representation of the coaobessprere
completed.

It is important to note two issues: (a) the actual analysis was a highigive process
rather than a linear one. Forcing a linear view of analysis is oftehagtene of the
pitfalls of grounded theory research (Elliott & Jordan, 2010). Throughout the study, it
was common for multiple concepts to be under examination at the same time. (b) The
originally proposed paradigm model of past-present-future, was helpful and pveducti
but also insufficient to the emerging data. Specific data emerged durinoutise of the
study that pointed to other paradoxical interactions, subsequently requiring other
paradigm models to be included in the substantive theory. The multi-paradoxidgl qual

of the coaching process will be exposed in the following section

Exposing the Paradoxes of Coaching
In this final section, | have tried to find a way to simplify the data ¢mleand
analysis process, and then expose the basic concepts at the foundation of authentic
coaching. The simplest way to view this research project is an itepativess of

developing ideas, testing those ideas against previous data, revising th@s;once
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building frameworks, seeing the ideas break under the weight of new evidence, and
rebuilding the concepts again. That process was looped back and forth countless time
until the concepts fit together into a coherent framework.
While | cannot detach my own thoughts and biases from the research, the conclusions
in the final framework did meet a rigorous standard of review. Soliciting feledizam
others was a consistent and critical strategy used throughout the analysss proleis
strategy, often referred to as peer debriefing (Flick, 2006; Merriam, 1998)Jeadc
seeking feedback from individuals familiar with the study and others ledgfanBoth
the formal and less formal debriefing sessions served as a “devil’s aglyasking in-
depth questions about methods, meanings, and interpretations (Creswell, 1998, p. 202).
Figure 3 is a framework of foundational paradoxes and acts as a preview ofsoncept
that will be expanded further in the following chapter. Essentially, authentibiogas
the convergence of three paradoxes: the paradox of authenticity, the paradox of, purpose
and the pendulum paradox. The process of coaching authentically involves the seamless
joining of five distinct elements: 1) personal history, 2) belief triad, 3) fofusoaching
actions, and 5) success outcomes. These five elements make up the inner and outer
aspects of the coaching-self. Achieving congruence between the inner- argetiuter
brings a sense of authenticity, and helps bind the elements together. Wrappirdy ar
this entire process is a temporal concept | have named the pendulum paradox, which

sheds light on how coaches maneuver through the process of authentic coaching.
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4 Inner-Self Outer-Self .

r Personal Belief

T Present €=———7

Figure 3. CoachingaradoxModel

Personal History. Coaches do not operate within a vacuurvents and experienc
like coaching apprenticeship ficacy beliefs, as well as a coacle\wn athletic anc
educational experien@e very important. ersonal history provides reference points
future decisions. For authentic coaches, perdustiry does not necessarily me
ancient history; rather coacheften push an event currently underway to the passte
as a kind of “reset button”. By hitting the -set button, they can use the event
reference for what has been done, on the path & wit be done.

Belief Triad. If, at its essence aching is a decisiomaking process, the obvio
guestion becomes, what are the decisions aboutBudhout this project, it became cl
to me that coaches make decisions related to ssicéésre specifically, how success
to be defined (beliefs), a what needs must be met to achieve success (acti
Authentic coaching involves the blending of beliefgh actions. To coach authentica
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requires a deep and personal understanding of three specific beliefs dbicamatto call
the belief triad. Using their personal history as a reference, autheaticasoarrange the
three beliefs into a specific philosophy that fuels their passion for coaching aeg gui
their decisions. The belief triad specifically relates to how the conceptdividual-
talent, team cohesiveness, and sport strategy come together to form an\atidktness.

Focus. Two coaches walk into a gym, what do they see? Instead of the start of a bad
joke, this question illustrates the essence of the concept | have called fosusbvious
the two coaches will see different things, even if they are watchengame activity. For
example, one coach sees the team working a zone defense; the other notilestthe ta
player cannot go to his left. The reason the two coaches see different thingaisebec
what we focus on in the present tense is a blend of our inner- and outer-self. Fersus ref
to bringing an issue to the foreground of a coach’s consciousness. Focus initiates
coaching action by relating our past beliefs to our future desires. For auttcathes
the present tense becomes what a coach decides (or, in some cases ioftoces on.
Focus allows a coach to place boundaries around a given situation.

Coaching Action. Imagine being commissioned to take a photo of lightning. Almost
immediately, the difficulty of the task becomes obvious. This assignment not only
requires a keen understanding of the mechanics involved with photography such as
aperture, illumination, and shutter speed. But, you must also acquire insight into the
awesome and unpredictable temperament of Mother Nature herself. To camplicat
matters even more, you must be willing to place yourself at the centerstbthre
Joining these forces and actually catching lightning requires comntjtpegience, pride,

and most of all passion. The term coaching implies action, work, and complexity.
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Authentic coaching implies passion. The primary purpose of this study was to iateestig
the question, what is authentic coaching? By approaching it from a paradoxical
perspective, four elements became evident. At the most general level, coacbives

four distinct actions: 1) teaching 2) motivating 3) organizing 4) politicking.h Bac

these actions consists of a fundamental paradox that helps to define the. atheity
paradoxical nature of these actions also helps to explain the complexity of thengoac
process—the difficulty of catching lightning.

Success Outcomedttempting to develop a theory of authentic coaching that does
not incorporate the notion of success, is like trying to ignore the elephant in the room.
One of the coaches in the study possibly said it best, “As long as there’skmacden
that field, winning matters” (FB-A, 8-2-10). The most interesting discov@ngerning
success was that the coaches in the study did not view winning as the ujialaie
the coaching process. At least half of the famous quote is true, winning isythave.

The ultimate goal for authentic coaching seems to be to create a sense obsdiele
tradition. The successful balancing of paradoxical forces involved with each ofithe f
coaching actions (mentioned previously) creates a distinctive outcome. The doncept
have referred to as success outcomes, represents the products of those cdamisng ac

Pendulum Paradox. Ask most coaches what invisible force they want on their side,
and the answer you will probably hear is “luck”. Without downplaying the incredible
power of providence, ask authentic coaches the same question and the data suggests you
will most likely hear them praise the power of “momentum”. The pendulum paradox
helps explain how authentic coaches maneuver their way through the complexity of the

coaching process. Unlike the common conception of process, plodding along step-by-
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step, authentic coaches utilize the paradoxical energy of past vs. future, innerrys. oute
beliefs vs. action, to swing back and forth gaining speed and power with eachioscilla
The pendulum paradox also helps tie together the ultimate goal of authentidityosa

simply, tradition.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCEPT GROUNDING
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to expound upon the concepts introduced in the
previous chapter, ultimately leading to a fuller conception of authentic cgacihhe
chapter is separated into six sections: Personal History, CoachesSklfhd-ocus,
Coaches’ Outer-Self, Success Outcomes, and The Pendulum Paradox. In an effort to
think evolution not revolution, | also link other researchers’ conclusions to the findings
from this study when appropriate.

To help clarify the concepts discovered during this investigation, the coaches who
participated in the study are referred to as authentic coaches. That is othie study
participants are ideal representatives of authenticity. Rather, dsevdémonstrated
throughout the numerous examples in this chapter, each study participant did display

gualities of authenticity that could be isolated and described.

Personal History

Shaping the Inner-Self

Shortly after beginning fieldwork, one of the first concepts to crystatiizené was
how important the past plays in shaping both the inner and outer coaching self. Authentic
coaches do not operate in a vacuum. The importance of past events and experiences in
shaping antecedent beliefs and allowing coaches to learn is well-dsdl{ieltz et al.,
1999; Gilbert, Lichtenwaldt, Gilbert, Zelezny, & Cote, 2009; Gilbert, & Trudel, 2001,

Horn, 2002, 2008; Nash & Collins, 2006). The coaches in this study confirmed that
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research. However, it was surprising to find how the authentic coaches utilpaestras
a kind of re-set button for the coaching process. In essence, by pushing an event
currently underway to the past tense, a new beginning was established. This new
beginning allows coaches to re-establish a sense of authenticity indaelning.
Personal history acts as a foundation for the antecedent elements of thecauthent

coaching process. Events and experiences like coaching apprenticeslapy d&féilcefs,
as well as athletic and educational experience are reference pointsiferdecisions. In
an article that attempted to clarify coaching expertise, Nash and G@allios) stated,
“coaches have often attempted to put themselves in the athletes’ shoetedrtoetaeir
own memories as an athlete to understand behfwiorwithin” (p. 471, emphasis
original).

“I think my philosophy and the way | coach is a collection of the coaches | had as a
player. My dad, he obviously taught me football, but playing baseball for cevtthes
had a big influence too” (FB-B, 8-28). Throughout the study, every coach reiterated the
tenet from the above quote. The coaches repeatedly expressed how memories of their
own athletic and educational experiences influence how they coach on a daily“bases
took a lot from my two junior college coaches. A lot of what they did, their philosophies,
just appealed to me and opened me up, making me a better player then, and coach now
(VB-A, 7-27).

Coaching apprenticeship and learning from mentors was another common tenet
mentioned by all of the coaches. “l was an assistant coach for a very longnartbat
experience really taught me what | wanted, and didn’'t want, to be like as a laehtl co

(SM-B, 9-15). Interestingly, as the previous quote reveals, mentors also hetiadhes
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by teaching them what not to do. For example, “My high school coach was horrible.
One of the worst people | have ever been around, | don’'t know if that is why | am a
coach, | just knew | didn’t want to be like him” (FB-A, 8-19).

A New Beginning

As | pulled into the school parking lot to watch another of Coach FB-B’s practices, |
realized that after two weeks of intense observations and productive interviass |
feeling very comfortable with him, his old-school coaching style, and theatypgh
intensity rhythm of his practices. This being the first practice aftainexpected loss, |
was bracing myself for more than the usual amount of emotional outburst from Coach
FB-B. | assumed the team’s “bone-head mistakes” (FB-B, 8-28) during theysevi
week’s game would lead to fireworks of passion in an attempt to stop the bleeding of an
early season setback.

Instead, what | heard as | walked onto the field to take my customary sihaidef
under one of the towering light standards was laughter. Even more unexpextetdata
| saw. There was a young man in tennis shoes and street clothes kickaftebalall
down the field while Coach FB-B stood nearby asking him how to say “good job” in
German. | had never seen this athlete before, and he was definitely notrtiserégmlar
kicker. The young man’s natural kicking ability was only fair, but that did not seem
sway Coach FB-B’s enjoyment in the situation. At one point, Coach FB-B did have the
team’s regular kicker join the new player with the instruction to “teach him howkakic
squib kick”. As the kicking drill ended, | noticed Coach FB-B pull the new kicker off to
the side and talk to him in his usual fatherly speaking style before ultincisdetyssing

him from the field.
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Without skipping a beat, practice went on but with a noticeable difference in
atmosphere from what | had arrived expecting to see. The heaviness andtbatpair
hung over the team just days before had been lifted, replaced with confidence,
enthusiasm, and humor. The only marked difference from any of the previous practices
was the temporary appearance of the mystery kicker.

After practice, | got the opportunity to talk with Coach FB-B and my immediate
guestion was the obvious, who was that kid? He explained that the young man was a
foreign exchange student from Germany who had just enrolled in school. When |
guestioned his decision to let any new player come out for the team at this point in the
season, let alone a student who had never even seen an American football game, he said
simply, “I have had some good experiences with foreign exchange kids in thériast”

B, 8-30).

He went on to explain that over the weekend he had also concluded that the team, a
very inexperienced group in his eyes, needed a new beginning after the preakiss we
tough loss. When the opportunity presented itself to not only bring on a new player, but a
player who might bring some cultured depth and character to the team, he took it as a
way of “hitting the re-set button” (FB-B, 8-30).

The Re-set Button

It makes sense, if a coach’s personal past is so important in shaping whoshexishe i
daily basis, why would coaches not attempt to utilize the same method to influence the
athletes they are currently working with, and in doing so, move them toward their own

future success. Authentic coaches accomplish this movement toward success lagy pushin
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current events to the past. As the previous scenario described, it is like hidgisgta
button to the coaching process.

As part of the formal interview (see Appendix B) each coach pargdipatthe first
guestion asked was, what is coaching? All of the study participants descdndohg
as a process or journey, “Coaching is a journey where you are developing antattret
and get the best out of that athlete” (SM-B, 9-15). One way of navigatinguamgy is
by specifying a beginning and an end—point A and point B. For authentic coaches the
beginning of the journey is the past and the end is the future. In essence, point A is
where we have been, and point B where we want to go.

Using the past as a point of reference seems to apply for both long term plasning, a
well as, minute-by-minute on field decision-making. A good example was hovg me
soccer coach SM-A prepared his team for the second half of a game agairsg ¢jesit
league rival. Entering the second half with a surprising two-goal lead $NdAis
players, “we have to put that half behind us and start running our switches the way we are
capable of doing” (SM-A, 9-28). What this example demonstrates is by pushing the
present, in this case a two-goal lead, to the past it allows the re-srstadiit of core
beliefs that he felt would move the team to future success. By hitting thelnattost,
authentic coaches use past events and experiences as a reference for bdeat Hase,

on the path to what will be done.

Coaches’ Inner-Self—Belief Triad

Welcome to the Club

“How do you feel?”

71



Not having had time to fully process the situation during the short walk between the
principal’s office and my classroom, my off the cuff answer was, “Likat kgcked in
the stomach”.

“Yep, that's how it feels”, replied Coach Block. He went on to explain in his usual
get-to-the-point manner, “there are two types of coaches, those that havedibeand
those who will be fired. Welcome to the larger group.”

| have to admit, those words did little to lessen the sting of being told myeseagia
high school coach were no longer wanted. Over the next few days, | wandered through
my daily teaching duties trying to wrap my mind around why | had lost niyhizad
coaching position after only two seasons. During that time, Coach Block wasgethe
vigilant sounding board, allowing me to vent, process, and come to terms with my
professional plight. After concluding that coaching was indeed my personal cadiing
thoughts turned to the future. Returning to Coach Block, | asked, “What do | do different
next time?”

That question seemed so complex and daunting, | truly had no idea how Coach Block
might respond. What my mentor said to that seemingly unanswerable question stuck
with me for the next 18 years, and | now realize fueled my desire to understand the
coaching process. “You have to figure out what you believe in, and then make them
believe it too.”

A profound truth from an authentic high school coach.

Exploring the Inner Landscape

Coaches have beliefs. This is not a revelation, but rather, a given. Itis nota

coincidence; the phrase most repeated by the coaches in this study wevél' be
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Authentic coaching involves the attentive blending of beliefs with actiongk (R993)
describes this process as “full attention”, or participation of the “whole individual
generating meaning from an experience” (p. 312). The simplicity of Rinké&nstat is
quite appealing. Authenticity is giving full attention. However, those that hached
know, authentic coaching is a lot easier said than done. What beliefs matterHhoast?
does one belief interact with another? Does a dogged following of one point-of-view
rather than the robustness of having many beliefs lead to “full attention”?

These questions highlight the difficulty for both engaging in the act of coaching as
well as investigating the act of authentic coaching. To complicate mattieets bee
tacit by nature. Answering questions about beliefs requires a chartirapaéla's inner
landscape, the values and attitudes hiding in the shadows of a coach’s mind. The
following section explores coaches’ inner-selves—how beliefs are orig¢ntaterm a
coaching philosophy—that ultimately guides authentic action.

A foundational premise of this study was to view coaching as decision-making. That
premise is the predominate view of most coaching researchers (Abrahamr& Coll
1998; Cratty, 1970; Cushion, 2007; Lyle, 2002). After accepting, at its core coaching is a
decision-making process, the obvious question becomes, what are the decisions about?

“I believe you must have a philosophy if you want to be a disciplined and successful
team. There needs to be some type of structure to what you are trying toM&, (BL-
15). Throughout this project, as | collected and analyzed more and more datanié bec
clear to me that coaches make decisions related to success. Moreapedibw
success is defined (beliefs) and what must be done to achieve success)(athens

guote at the beginning of this paragraph, illustrates Coach BW-A'’s belieliitss is
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defined by discipline, and the need for thoughtful and structured practice as aofneans
achieving it.

Numerous scholars have recognized the difficulty of investigating bgtedras,
mainly due to their tacit nature (Bandura, 1986; Gilbert & Trudel, 2001; Lyle, 2002;
Pajares, 1992; Rink, 1993). Despite that realization, many of those same scholars
acknowledge beliefs will ultimately prove the most valuable psychologicalrachto
coaching and teacher education.

Following the lead of previous research efforts, both by myself (Barnsont$okya
2009) and other scholars (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001), | went searching for theslktakef
matter most to coaches by scrutinizing the obvious—observable behavior. The
observations that proved most insightful were the clichés coaches used duringvirster
and the displays of emotion they exhibited during their coaching practice.
Clichés—You Can’t Make Chicken Salad Out Of...

Clichés are as much a part of athletics as the smell of fresh cut giessound of
sneakers on hardwood. As | discussed in Chapter 2, clichés serve as rhetorical
paradoxes. Clichés can cause an audience to question set beliefs or forieking df
pre-existing assumptions.

Clichés also indicate a truism. They can represent an action, idea, or belgef that i
expected based on prior personal history. Regarded as insightful when firstasdid, m
clichés lose their force through overuse.

Approaching this study from a paradoxical perspective put me on the lookout for
clichés. | was not disappointed. In interview after interview, coaches useésda

explain why they behaved in a particular manner. For example, “I believe inagbeing
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players-coach” (FB-A, 8-2); “just play our own game” (VB-A, 10-13); “thinkstalg the
box” (SM-A, 11-20); and “he is a team player” (FB-B, 9-9). In the end, the prbitiigta
of what cliché a coach would use, helped me to identify theoretical saturatiothréée
most common clichés used by the coaches in the study included:

e Thereis no“I"in “TEAM”
e A donkey has never won the Kentucky Derby
e Failing to plan, is planning to fail

Emotional Displays—The Genesis to Passion

Following FB-A’s team during their customary quarter mile trek betwestipe
fields eventually became normal, but that day being the first practice sdalsen, it just
seemed like random commotion. | learned later that Coach FB-A purposely utilized the
unique configuration of playing fields at his school to “kill two birds with one stone”
(FB-A, 8-19). Having players run from the baseball field to the football stadium
guarter mile apart, to begin each new drill “allows us to get our conditions in during
practice”. Taking it one-step further, Coach FB-A also had his coaches utifize g
powered golf carts, this allowed the coaches to get to each new location so thagkly
had plenty of time to set up the next drill, and be “ready to go when the playerd.arrive
According to FB-A, “Using the carts forces the players to, get on thesehibithey want
any time to relax before the next drill begins, they better hurry. Orgarpeaatjce the
way we do really helps keep the intensity of practice up, which has alwaysirestyle
of play, high intensity” (FB-A, 8-19).

However, that day was the first time | was observing one of Coach FB-A'spsacti

and my head was spinning in an attempt to figure out just how all of the activity fit
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together. The team had just moved to the football field for the third time in the practice
which meant | was in the process of arranging my study materials faxtheise.

“Are you kidding me!” (FB-A, 8-12), stopped all activity on the field. With a
booming voice, strengthened from 25 years of coaching experience, Coach FB-&\ barke
again, “This can’t happen!” Picking up an arm shield normally used to protect players
from each other, Coach FB-A threw it half way across the field making iing fly
projectile as players scrambled to clear its path. This sudden outburst of emuaititne se
very clear message to everyone within earshot, everything and everyone dazes angl
controlling the flow of action within that space is of vital importance.

During the post practice interview FB-A explained how at the time of thearalbt
eruption he needed to convey the point that there is a plan to every practice and
ultimately every game. If a player mindlessly forgets to leaverarpad on the upper
field, that seemingly mundane mistake has an impact on the next aspectioé pract
breaking the flow of practice, and possibly the success of the moment. In eggsnce
like throwing a wrench into the gears of their finely tuned machine. “I believe my
number one role in our success is to be organized” (FB-A, 8-12).

Expressions of emotion, both positive and negative, proved to be very good indicators
of coaches’ belief systems. This idea of beliefs being connected to emstinime
with Pajares’ (1992) conception of beliefs. Pajares argued, beliefs havagaffective
and evaluative component, and this combination of emotion and wisdom can determine
the amount of energy that a person will expend on an activity and how they will expend

it. In other words, a coach’s beliefs often manifest themselves as passion.
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Possibly the most obvious example of the belief-passion connection came from the
other football coach in the study while addressing his team after a paiticrhotion
filled practice. Coach FB-B’s speech addressed the belief-passion ¢onriexth in
tone as well as tenet. In an attempt to explain his numerous explosions offidm strat
occurred during practice, he said, “Look gentlemen, the only, | repeat only, avaylw
achieve our goals is to play as a team. Having each other’s back is the ombg way
succeed. Itis my job to remind you of that every day until we getit. Aslongras | a
yelling at you and pushing you, | got your back. When I stop yelling andchguasd
pushing you to play together, that’'s when you should worry. As long as | am on your
case, | still care, | got your back” (FB-B, 9-18).

Coaching Belief Triad

In Chapter 1, | argued the complexity of athletics is due, in part, to the pam@doxic
dilemma of combining a sport, athletes, and the coach; each dimension having a unique
power in and of itself. If you accept, the coach acts as a bridge connectingisiport
athletes. Then, the question becomes: How do coaches arrange their belieds @ ac
unifying force connectingoth sportand athletes?

At the very heart of the theory proposed in this paper is that authentic coaghas hav
deep and personal understanding of three specific beliefs. Authentic coacines, lifeli
complete success is to be achieved they must work to develop; the talents of individuals,
andteam cohesigrandthe sport scheme. When put together, these three beliefs create a
roadmap to success. Arranging the beliefs into a coherent wholeness helpsiimdeter

coaching philosophy, or what | came to call the coaching belief triad. Using the
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personal history as a reference, authentic coaches organize the liefeartie a specific
vision that fuels their passion for coaching and guides their decisions.

In a practical sense, the belief triad is a paradoxical solution to the gagnpfe
athletics. All team sports by design require the participation of multipletes. Yet, at
any given moment, only one individual can control the object of action. In addition to the
team and individual aspects, the competitive nature of interscholastic spats req
strategy, this is usually enforced by the rules and customs of each pagpria Using
basketball as an example, the game is played with five athletes on the towart wi
minimum of two needed to inbound the ball, yet only one player at a time can control the
ball and score a basket, and the rules of the game require a certain amounpef time
possession forcing teams to create a strategy of play.

| return to the question posed at the beginning of this section: How do coachgs arran
their beliefs to create a sense of wholeness. The coaches in the studytegaptioiac
paradox from the temporal separation perspective (see Chapter 2 for a detailed
description of temporal separation). Essentially, the coaches prioritizeddge thr
dimensions of the belief triad, and through sequencing the connections over time,
combine them into a wholeness of philosophy. “I learned a long time ago, building
personal relationships with my players is the best way to have team che@EMrA,
12-18). “I believe you have to develop trust and a team attitude before you catio get i
the X's and O’s of the game” (BW-A, 11-15). For the coaches in the study, personal
history showed them how conscious attention to one dimension naturally led to another

dimension.
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Therefore, the primary goal of authentic coachiagdmes, creating and executin
plan that incorporates beliefs about the develograeteam, individué-talent, anc
scheme. The intersection of all three beliefs bezpthe belief triad, asown in Figure

4.
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Figure 4 The Coaching BelieTriad Model

The three dimensionghen arranged collectively into a coaching belriad help to
explain: a) how a coach references past succesiba®i, b) what problems within th
sport environmertie/she will focus his/her attention; c¢) why an indiual coach will
demonstrate a particular behavior oaching style; and d) ultimatelwhat behaviors th
coach hopes to see from his/her athl

The next section outlines how the study participamtanged their beliefs intc
coaching philosophy-a-coaching belief triad. Because coaches prierttieir beliefs ir
different ways, the data revealed three differechetypes; Conductors, Megers, and
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Architects. It is important to note, each archetype is an aggregate of enotighes.
The descriptions highlighted at the beginning of each section consist of thierecssnt
each sentence representing a belief from one of the essential dimensioteldepic
Figure 4. The archetypes were developed by synthesizing data over the durtitéen of
study, and multiple study participants fit each archetype.

Belief Archetypes

Conductors
Success starts with motivating and teaching a group to disglagnaon
set of intangible values—toughness, character, excellence, wtiscipl
This shared vision will then enable players to develop their individual
talents and skills at a faster and faster rate. Ultimatieé environment
grows from a simple system to one that is more complex.
Conductors concentrate, first and foremost, on team development. A conductor is a
coach who believes in guiding, directing, and/or influencing the attitude ofdhp.gr
These coaches attempt to discover what is universal among group members aliwkcapita
on that collective quality as a way of bringing everyone closer to a comoabn After
sensing a group bond has been established, the coach’s attention then focuses on building
individual talent, often using peer pressure as an effective strategy fog getietes to
improve their skills. For the conductors in the study, incorporating out-of-the-box
playing strategies or techniques were last on their list of prioritibs.cdnductors were
more inclined to have traditional game plans, and utilize simple practicaeizatian.
Among the study participants, Coach FB-B and BW-A fit this archetype. During
Coach FB-B’s initial interview, he repeatedly portrayed his players asr“aityekids”

(FB-B, 8-28), and by consistently painting a picture of that image, creatatsa of

commonness among his entire program. Throughout the course of the study, it became
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clear Coach FB-B passionately believed his players possessed a ceganessugained
through growing up in a “rough area” (FB-B, 10-13). Fostering that toughraesthes
primary focus of his coaching, and the belief in that common theme guided his decision-
making on a daily basis. His strict disciplinarian behavior and coachingyséylefrom
the idea that, “unfortunately in the inner city, coaches are father-figurese &dhese
kids don’t see their moms for weeks on end, and they don’t have fathers at home” (FB-B,
10-20). Despite rationally knowing not all of his players came from broken homes, he
used the “inner city” image to create a connection among all the individuellsdfng
assistant coaches) in the program.

The sport cliché that would resonate with conductor coaches, and used by both
conductors in the study, wasjited we stand, divided we falConductors employ a
“we” approach to coaching. “The only way we will achieve our goals is if we pla
together as a team” (FB-B, 9-18). “Overall our kids are really good as a &&en you
pull them apart as individuals, they are not the greatest basketball playeysar@he
good, solid, fundamentally sound players when they are together (BW-A, 11-15¢t, In fa
during interviews the pronoun most often used by the conductor coaches was “we”. For
example, “We really stress from the very beginning, we are going to gewdwere that
we can succeed” (BW-A,11-15).

Conductors believe they have a responsibility to inspire an attitude of common
purpose among team members. Both Coach FB-B and BW-A accomplished this by
taking a thematic approach to coaching. This is evident in the way Coach Fi&dutil

the theme of “toughness” in the previous example.
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The themes emphasized by both coaches were meant to create a padicldad ©f
behavior among the athletes. The identified themes included, but were not limited to;
commitment, clear communication, pride, trust, common appearance, and hustle. When
asked how she defined program success BW-A response was, “Sacrifice, cordmit, a
dedication those are just huge things for us” (12-1).

The ternconductorwas chosen for this archetype because of the parallel that can be
drawn between this type of coach and the leader of a musical orchestra. Onmaasdtthe
important responsibilities for the conductor of an orchestra is to interpretgickia
common theme for the music. Creating a common connection encourages each
individual musician to approach the concert from the same emotional state, and produce a
sense of harmony. Likewise, a conductor coach strives to inspire his/hexsatblet
recognize common themes and the importance inherent to functioning as a teain towar
achieving success.

Managers
Success comes from recognizing, utilizing, and improving playdesitsa
and skills. After considering the fundamental skill sets and s&at#rgach
player, a suitable game strategy or system of play egstablis
responsibilities for key team members. Over time, the exeruif
specific skills and roles within the sport scheme will enatdegroup to
build a sense of confidence, fun, and team.

The second archetype centers on the belief that success is achievddttigoug
development of individual athletes, and by highlighting the unique talents eachhsayer
overall success is eventually achieved. Referencing the leadership modelsedeas
many business research contexts, | referred to these coaches as snaagegers

attempt to find the right person for the right job, in essence, getting the right paople

the bus, the wrong people off the bus, and everyone in the correct seats (Collins, 2001).
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Managers strive to discover the value and unigueness in each individual, and then
integrate the eccentricities each player brings to a sport situation,9ptwtascheme or
system. “I believe as a coach you should use what you have. It is important touake y
athletes and build a system around their talents” (VB-A, 7-27). By working towapr
individual skills, and establishing an atmosphere where athletes strivasonakbest,
managers hope to build upon individual achievements and compound those into greater
program success over time. The sport strategy is set only after identifgingiue
talents of each group member.

Managers hope, through a compounding of individual achievements over time, team
cohesiveness will eventually take hold. For example, “As far as playicgrsodelieve
you have to start out calm, you can’t be all hyped up because of the endurance that is
needed in games and for the whole season. | think it is important to build excitement
toward the end. That is when emotions are going to really help. (SW-A, 11-15).

In the study, Coach SM-B, BM-A, SW-A, and VB-A were identified as managers
Approaching their job from an athlete-centered approach, the manager’s usgiafjan
often took a “he/she” perspective. When asked how he measured success, coach BM-A
said, “The best feedback | get is when a player comes back to just check in. INdytgoa
get each kid to reach his potential. When they come back, it tells me | readhed,tha
touched his heart and had an impact on his life” (12-17).

If conductors use a qualitative thematic approach to success, mapahernae of
a gquantitative perspective to defining success. The managers in the study woufgl quanti
different aspects of practice and games as a way of measuring ptterigal. “We

chart everything in practice and games. It helps me stay on top of things and know who
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needs what kind of work” (VB-A, 7-29). During his formal interview, Coach SM-Btwe
to great lengths to explain quantitatively how his program has grown in the number of
athletes trying-out. For him the growth in numbers was a key indicator of success.

All of the managers ascribed to the ideal that you cannot succeed without talent, “y
can’t make chicken salad out of chicken shit” (BM-A, 12-17), believing it was their
responsibility to identify and utilize the special skills of their athlates continually
challenging them to excel in their own way.

The belief of managers to utilize talent goes beyond just athletes to include people
who support athletes—assistant coaches, administration, parents, trainers, etc.
Empowering others was an obvious tenet among all of the managers in the study. For
example, “I am fortunate enough to have a fabulous JV coach that handles most of the
day to day managing of everything” (SW-A, 11-15). Another example was provided by
SM-B, “I told myself a long time ago, if | ever got to be a head coach | wag tmwiet
my assistant coach, actually coach. Now | am not saying I let him go out and do
whatever he wants to do, but | do let him do what he does best” (SM-B, 9-15)

Managers very much function as a guide-on-the-side; recruiting thendestating
situations by which each athlete can achieve his/her best. Monitoringotivegs of
athletes helps to determine the best sport strategy as well as eacls ptdgevithin the
strategy. Over time, repeated successes build confidence among group menhkead a
to a positive group affect.

Architects
Success begins with designing the athletic environment, by oiggniz
systems and strategies that control/arrange the playingsptrare. This

controlling of the environment in turn leads a group to adopt common
themes (ex., passion, hustle, loyalty, and appreciation) or the inlesgi
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that bond a team together. Ultimately, the environment sets thdaione
the improvement of specific skills for individual players.

The third archetype is coaches concerned with creating a uniqueness of technique
strategy, or organization with the hope that by developing the scheme it willl@mvi
competitive edge over opponents. Because of their emphasis on designing a unique
environment or playing style, these coaches are referred to as architsustidily,
architects seek success first through manipulating the X’'s and O’s ofrtiee dgy
concentrating on the “it” of their particular sport, themes (such as, intensitkg,hus
appreciation) will eventually become common and ingrained as a team styl&Rebgl
Basketball” or “Fighting Irish Football”. In the end, the evolution of a grotijude,
caused initially by the unique structure of the sport scheme, will fostefisfsidls
from individual athletes.

A comment by Coach FB-A during his exit interview really helped crizale
notion that a belief triad is an evolution of beliefs over time, with one belief pé&alin
another. His comments also help describe the typical architect philosopls/futiny
how going through this season | have totally changed. 1 think it has to do with when you
first asked me about my beliefs. It was before the season had started @nd | ha
coached for 9 months. Now after 7 weeks of the season, | am concentrating more on the
individual players. Maybe, at the beginning of the season | am more of an organdzer
at the end | am more personal with the players. It is like now | am tryimgjpahem be
perfect. It is weird; you would think that | would stay the same and say tleetkeng as
| did before.” (FB-A, 11-20).

Two study participants matched this belief system, Coach FB-A and SM-A. Both of

these coaches were considered innovators within their respective sport comsrianiti
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incorporating unusual game strategies. Coach SM-A’s team routinelateast
opponents by incorporating strategies uncommon to the local soccer scene.ulfing res
frustration proved an advantage for SM-A’s team by forcing opponents to ptageoat
their own comfort zone, it also provided a sense of “pride in what we do” (SM-A, 8-27)
for SM-A’s team.

For the architects in the study, their desire for creativity, afftgieand routine were
not only observed during in-game strategy, but also evident in the type and character
practice organization and drills. Returning to the scenario presentext gathis section
in which Coach FB-A's utilization of multiple practice fields and gas-pedepolf carts
was clearly a unique and innovative design strategy. The idea of routine aieheyfi
was evident throughout Coach FB-A’s program. In an interview at the end of $um sea
| asked what he felt was his best coaching decision of the season? He quickiyednsw
“Definitely moving our Monday practices from 2:00pm to 5:00pm, it gave our kids such
an advantage. They were able to get homework done, watch extra film, and just hang out
together” (FB-A, 11-20). Again, this decision demonstrated an overall architieét be
system in which structuring the environment leads to a wholeness of success.

If conductors believe in first moving the group toward a common affective stdte, a
managers feel it is important to push individuals toward their personal pagtential
architects believe in designing the environment as the key to their succassg'i6
plan, is planning to fail” (SM-A, 11-20). Thus, architects seek to intervene in theflow
events to produce a desired effect, weaving a tapestry from the possibly muwspkis a

of coaching, into a unique and potentially successful whole.
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Focus

The Present Tense

| have reiterated numerous times, accomplishing authenticity is not aenelasyor.

To achieve a sense of trueness to ones inner and outer-self, coaches mustl@nnec
certainties from their past with the uncertainties of the future. While anglglata, it
became apparent that Focus acts as a bridge connecting both past and fuberenobt t
general sense, Focus is the realization that action is required.

Returning to the example in the last section, Focus was when Coach FB-Azedogni
the arm shield lying on the wrong practice field. Focus was his spark of paksion, t
moment he connected his belief in the necessity of strategic planning, withitmecd
throwing the arm shield across the field. Spontaneous theatrics was otadrly
intention, but rather, his intent was to teach the athletes about his own beliefshevhich
knew, would lead to future success for all.

As more and more data were analyzed, | was forced to acknowledge theiposkibil
two coaches focusing on different things even while participating in the aativity. It
was then, that Focus became an important concept to study. Three questions guided the
investigation into the intricacies of Focus. (a) How does Focus aid authyéht{bi
What does a coach perceive during Focus? (c) Can a coach be forced to Focus? The
remainder of this section looks at those questions, using them as the guidingdriamew
A Leading/Lagging Variable

Attempting to understand how Focus aides authentic coaching led me to review
literature from other fields, specifically organizational theory. Milemv§ Meyer, &

Coleman (1978) introduced the notion of a leading and lagging variable as a way of

87



connecting two seemingly opposing requirements within a process. Whitéoohesthe
process of organizational adaptation, the researchers used a construcethey tefas
an administrative system to act as a bridging mechanism. An adminesgpstem
allows organizations tboth monitor past activitieand at the same time have the
freedom necessary to recognize future innovations.

Using the same paradoxical idea | contend, Focus aotdles leading variable to
future coaching actioanda lagging variable to past beliefs. As a leading variable,
Focus ties together the elements that make up the inner-self, and is mostezbtonte
coaching belief triad. The belief triad, a personal theory of success, gudash to the
moment of Focus. In that moment the myriad of possible issues coaches face, become
crystallized into a single intention. At that same moment, Focus is also agaggiable
to coaching action. Coaching action is the consequence of Focusing on a passcelar i
As a lagging variable Focus initiates action. Focus aids authentic coaclhegqbyhe
element that brings an issue to the foreground of a coach’s consciousness, and brackets
the situation between the past and the future.
Field of Vision

Maintaining my decorum as a scientist was nearly impossible as the fistevotew
ending Coach SM-A’s game. Watching the team run off the field, | felt the sam
excitement as the players, knowing they had just won th@isttaight game to remain
undefeated on the season. Having observed Coach SM-A five times in the previous nine
days, | was comfortable with his architect philosophy and systematic ngastijie.
That is why it caught me off guard when he broke routine and had the team ntleirfor

customary post-game talk at the far end of the field away from parents andvfaviag

88



myself into position, | could hear him first praising the players for winning Heut wvas
surprised to hear the unusual amount of emotion in his voice, possibly even anger, as he
ended his speech saying, “Rebel Soccer (not actual school name) requireseliscipl

today ended us playing out of control, tomorrow you will learn discipline, or else” (SM

A, 10-21.)

Waiting for Coach SM-A to finish his responsibilities, | was curious to ask him about
the emotion and the vagueness of his last statement to the team. “I wanted tongive the
something to think about” (SM-A, 10-21). He went on to explain, “Did you see all of
those yellow cards out there today? And, when | saw the referee pull outitbatdel
knew we can’t continue to be successful playing undisciplined like that. Josthewas
second kid to get red-carded in our last three games. When | saw that | just knew.”

Later in the interview, | ask what his plans were for the following dagipe. “I
have a few drills that put the kids in tough spots. It forces them to control their emotion,
that’'s what we need, to play hard but under control. | made the “or else”’ea@mm
because | wanted them to think about it, even be a little scared going into tomorrow’s
practice, they know by now | mean what | say” (SM-A, 10-21).

This example helps answer the second question related to Focus: What does a coach
perceive during the process of authentic coaching? Coach SM-A’s commenis hel
explain Focus as a coach’s field of vision. In that context, vision niedha guiding
philosophyandvisual perception. At the time of the incident Coach SM-A’s team was
midway through the season; in many ways the system of play was in place. As an
architect, SM-A’s attention was turning towards connecting the sport scheminevi

intangible qualities that would propel his team’s success forward. SMsfopately
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believed “discipline” was a necessary ingredient to the overall systemefditee what
he saw—his perception was the referee penalizing his players for out afl Gattavior.
That total field of vision, both inner and outer, compelled him to action.

For a coach to be authentic, he/she needs to Focus through beliefs. Using their belie
triad as a guide, authentic coaches look for issues that will evaluatettiseo$ttheir
beliefs. In the case of SM-A, Focus confirmed that his belief triad was dhafiee
adjustment and action. He saw that his primary belief in scheme developmsent wa
established. However, in order to create a wholeness of philosophy, he alsallibb¢ve
“Rebel Soccer” must instill discipline and self-control in the players. Tdrere
according to the sequencing of his belief triad, SM-A was coaching authignirtbah he
crystallized on the issue of penalty cards during the game.

Forcing Focus

Turning to the final question, can a coach be forced to Focus? The evidence was very
clear; coaches can be forced to Focus on an issue. An argument could be made that
Coach SM-A was forced by the referee to recognize the out of control behavisr of hi
athletes. Moreover, in that case having Focus forced upon him was a positive thing in
that it brought to light a discrepancy in his belief triad.

A more obvious example of forced Focus comes from Coach FB-B. “I have to deal
with a different problem every day. | am not talking about little issues, my
administration comes to me every day and throws a different problem in my lap’t | c
just coach the way | want” (FB-B, 9-9). This example shows that coaches caadbeddi
to Focus on an issue. Throughout the study, coaches consistently discussed their

frustration in having problems and issues thrust upon them by multiple sources. Coach
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BM-A discussed having to deal with a player getting “kicked out of his house” (12-18)
He continued, “That was not in the plan for our season. Show me the book that tells you
how to deal with that one.”

Being forced to Focus can be a source of frustration for coaches. The impagt forc
Focus has on authenticity becomes the next obvious question. Does forced Focus inhibit
authenticity? Unfortunately, that question involves the issue of inauthentic mgaahd
after great deliberation, it was determined inauthentic coaching wadeoafshe scope
of this particular study. | recognize it is a very important issue, and isdetathe
topics discussed in this paper, but investigating the construct of inauthentic goachin
would have caused the paper to become unmanageable. | will return to this point in

Chapter 6 under the topic of future research.

Coaches’ Outer-Self—Coaching Action

What Coaches Do

| use the term coaching action to describe the observable acts of a doaeh. S
authentic coaching involves the alignment between the inner and outer aspects of the
coaching self, identifying coaching actions was a necessary and obviousfdtage
project. My investigation into coaching action very much followed the coding paradigm
of open, axial, and selective coding described in Chapter 4 (see Figure 2).

With each new phase of coding new concepts emerged which ultimately led to a fuller
picture of authentic coaching. The open coding phase helped to identify the principal
categories of action associated with interscholastic coaching. Dharaxial coding

phase, the coaching actions categories were examined from a paraderspatpve,
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which helped define and characterize what coaches do. This defining of opposing forces
ultimately led to the identification of the paradoxes of coaching action, whichewi
developed further during the final two sections of this chapter. In the figal sta
coding, selective, | was able to step back and review the coaching actions af tight
data associated with coaches beliefs, and from that, draw comparisons between what
coaches believe and what coaches do—authentic coaching.

| was recently reminded by a colleague to think evolution not revolution. What | took
from his advice was to remember that theory development usually occurs by makin
connections to previous established concepts, as oppose to a complete transformation of
ideas. It is from that context, connectedness, that | approached the topichiigoac
actions. Throughout this section, | hope to build upon other researcher’s examinations of
coaching behavior, and further develop the theory that authenticity is the connection of
the inner and outer coaching self by examining coaching action from a paradoxica
perspective.

Open Coding Coaching Action

The open coding phase of my investigation began with a review of coaching science
literature, most notably research utilizing observation systems such ds Bafzavior
Assessment System (Smith, Smoll, & Hunt, 1977; Smoll & Smith, 1989) and the Arizona
State University Observation Instrument System (ASUOI, Lacy &tDa889). During
this literature review | concentrated on studies that incorporated a teameyspective.
Examples include; Volleyball (Isabel, Antonio, Antonio, Felismina, & Maichel, 2008;

Lacy & Matrtin, 1994), Soccer (Cushion & Jones, 2001; Potrac, Jones, c& Armour, 2002),

and Basketball (Lacy & Goldston, 1990).
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Based on a concurrent review of literature, direct observations in the field, and
analysis of purposeful interview transcripts, four coaching actions weréietnia)
teaching, (b) motivating, (c) organizing, and (d) politicking. Table 5 outlines and
describes the four coaching actions. It is important to note, each studyppattigas
observed performing each of the behaviors identified in Table 5 at some point in the
study. Examples of how coaching behaviors were recorded during observatidres ca
seen in the sampling of field notes, see Appendix E. Along with directly obseneisg t
behaviors in the field, I utilized the study participants as member clidks 2006;
Merriam, 1998) taorroborate the behavioral codes. During purposeful interview sessions,
coaches were asked to review coded behaviors and confirm the tenets of coaching
actions.

Axial Coding—Paradoxes of Coaching Action

After the open coding phase of analysis and the identification of the four principle
coaching actions, my attention turned to the axial coding phase. The purpose of this
stage of analysis was to develop theoretical coding families by vieaatgaetion from
a paradoxical perspective. To carry out axial coding, further iterationddf fie
observations and purposeful interviews were required. Essentially, during subsequent
fieldwork, coaching actions were recorded and then the coaches were questioned
regarding the nature of behaviors witnessed during that event. The purposefigvrste
centered on the question: What did you want to accomplish by... (providing a specific

example of observed coaching action).
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6

Table 5

Coaching Actions

Observed Coaching Actions and Descriptions

Behavioral Codes

Descriptions

Teaching—actions directed at
helping players to become more
skilled, more proficient, or more
knowledgeable

Pre-Instruction

During-Instruction
Post-Instruction

Information given to players preceding the desaetion to be executed
Cues or reminders given during execution of skill

Corrections, re-explanation, or instructional femdbgiven after
execution

Questioning Probative inquiry concerning strategies, technigassignments
Manipulation Physically moving players
Modeling Demonstration by coach of the proper skill, strateg technique
Motivating —actions meant to Interjection Verbal statements intended to intensify the effoftglayers
create, maintain, or change the Praise Verbal or non-verbal compliments, statements, gmsbf support
particular emotional state of players Scold Verbal or non-verbal expressions of displeasure
Organizing—actions of planning, Management Verbal or non-verbal behaviors related to coordiaplayers
design, and strategizing Arranging Laying out of the practice or game environmentiuding technology
Planning Development of a practice or game plan, includictgesluling
Politicking—Actions directed at  Meeting Engage with the intent of passing information
influencing, persuading, and Oversee To administrate or direct
governing non-team members Rally To unite, gather, energize

(individuals and groups)




Built into the purposeful interview protocol (see Appendix C) was the opportunity to
provide coaches with an alternative scenario. In essence asking codohds] wou
decide not to... (explain alternative option). Alternative scenarios were oftesh drase
observations of other coaches in the study, which included both coaches from the same
sport and different sports. Analysis of coaches’ responses to the alternataeosce
allowed for further comparisons, and was in-line with the grounded theory methpdolog
outlined in Chapter 3. Every attempt was made to conduct the purposeful interviews as
close to the event as possible, which aided the recall of coaches.

Following is a breakdown of how each coaching action was viewed from a
paradoxical perspective. Included with each analysis is a graphicaefatesn that
captures the opposing forces involved with each action. Also included are quotes taken
from the purposeful interviews and field observations. These quotes are meant to support
both the open coding analysis, as well as the axial investigation into the paahdoxic
forces involved with each coaching action.
Teaching

All of the study participants identified teaching as a primary coachtimnad he fact
that all participants were certified interscholastic teachers couklihluenced their
descriptions and language usage. However, previous studies on coaching have also
established that coaches at all levels (youth through elite) view teashamg @f their
primary roles (Bloom, Crumpton, & Anderson, 1999; Gilbert & Trudel, 2004b; Kwon,
Pyun, & Kim, 2010).

During open coding, | defined teaching as any act directed at helping ptayers

become more skilled, more proficient, or more knowledgeable (see Table 5). During
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axialanalysis, two opposing forces were identified agdrtant concerning the teachi
behavior of study coaches. The paradoxical dilermwalved balancinineedsand
wants More specifically, the physical, mental, andiaboeeds each particular sp
requires versus the wants and desires of athletes (seee~). Coach B\-A possibly
described this paradox best, “There are things wWeayt to do and things they need to

my job is to make those two things the same*-1).

Needs Wants

Sport Reguirements Individual Desirgs

Skow Talent/Stand Jut

ONTeERT iavE run

ANovement Flan VS.

Gamoes
Game Strategy Maintain Movement Fatizrns
Ownership Tak= Fatl of l eass Resistance
Enthusiasm Be scen as an indivicu i

Mazzrial Items

b J
AN /

N Teaching 4
{“repping”, demonstrate, exalain}

Figure 5. Teaching ActioParadox

Instructing a player to use her left foot to kickaccer ball because it is more effici
for a given situation (need), despite her natmatiency to use her right foot (want), is
example of the needs versus wants dilemma-A 12-7). Another example of a coa
attempting to balance the need versus want dilecande seen in Coach -A’s
decision to participate in a scrimmage game. kddus action as modeling. Whe
asked why he decided to join the play his respovese “Itis important the kids actual
see how that position is supposed to move. | regmshow them, this is where you

supposed to be. Sometimes the kids want to doalagi thing out there. When | say ¢
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to that spot on the field, | mean get to that exact spot” (SM-A, 8-18). Latez int
interview Coach SM-A also mentioned, “I have found that the kids enjoy it when | ge
out there and mix it up with them” (8-18). The basic tenet of Coach SM-A’s decision to
participate in the scrimmage game was to both pass on needed information teetes athl
and at the same time fulfill the desires of the athletes to have fun with the. coa

One of the primary terms associated with the teaching action paradox was
fundamentalsand was often coded as a description of the needs element of the teaching
paradox. For example, when | asked the women'’s volleyball coach to explain why she
had her team perform a drill that forced players to dive on the ground, her response was,
“Bottom line you teach the fundamentals, because if you don’t have fundamenteds whe
are you going to go from there? But then, you take those fundamentals and y@amcrea
offence and defense that works for those kids. | hate to run a rotate defensedotat | h
teach it because | have a setter that is lazy. She doesn’t want to dive. SFtencgods
to read and anticipate” (VB-A, 7-27).

| also approached the teaching action paradox from a slightly differentpuiatv.
Instead of only questioning coaches about actions | had observed, | also asked about
behaviors | did not observe. For example, during an interview | asked Coach FB-B why
he did not encourage or teach his players to be more enthusiastic during practices. My
specific question was, “Why don’t | see you encouraging the whoop and hollering
behavior during practice?” His response was, “l don't think | either stop it or egeoura
it. 1think enthusiasm comes from an internal sense of pride and commitmendb My |
to teach them to execute not how to have fun. Sure, | know they want to have fun, whoop

and holler. They can do that all they want as long as they do their job too. We as
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coaches have struggled with that a lot here. Hpthem come out and want to be the
Sonetimes it is like we are making them be there. {Hagns that | have had in the p
that have done that kind of behavior | didn’t m#tkem do it or not made them do it
think when you do what you are supposed to dagéebimes fun” (F-B, 1C-13). What
the example from Coach |-B demonstrates is his acceptance of the opposmecgdaft
needs and wants involved with coaching. The basiet of his statement was tl
authentic coaching is a constant struggle of batgneeeds and war
Motivating

During theopen coding process, motivating was defined as@that createl
maintained, or changed the emotional state of &hleWhile examining the paradoxi
gualities of motivating, two opposing forces becamgcal, playerconfidenc andfear.
Confidence is related to a coach’s perceived sehpkayer security, with the concept

fear representing the opposite of security (sear€i§)

Confidence Fear
Asense of security Asense of dread

Poise VS, Intensity

Conviction Stress
Trrill Agony

Comfortable Panic
Assurance Anxiety

()
Motivating

{encourage, push, inspire)

Figure 6. Motivating Action Parad
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During the open coding phase of analysis, the contradictory nature of praising and
scolding became obvious, which lead to questioning coaches about the intent of their
behavior. Again, the purposeful interview format of asking the question, what did you
want to accomplish by..., proved very helpful. For example, after asking Coach SM-B
why he gave such an emotionally charged pre-game speech, which included bt prais
and scolding behaviors, he responded, “I want them to have the fear of losing and the
confidence to go out there and win” (8-15).

What became clear through the analysis of the purposeful interviews, as diedca
observations in the field, was when coaches perceived an imbalance betweeriglu leve
confidence and fear they would motivate in hopes of bringing an emotional equilibrium
This was true for individual players or the team as a whole. For example, “You have to
get the kids bought-in, and the only way to do that is both pumping them up and causing
a little fear in the same breath” (FB-A, 11-20). “For soccer, | believe soe to be a lot
calmer and you can’t be all hyped up because of the endurance that is neededtoWe tr
be real level and have almost a Zen-like approach to it” (SW-A, 11-15). “I dontt wa
the girls to be too high or too low going into the play-offs, we are always tryingustadj
them, tweak them emotionally (VB-A, 8-24).

Each coach was observed motivating, and each cited the importance of creating a
balance between player confidence and fear. Coach SW-A'’s statemenpliiest tye
tenet of all the coaches, “I think there is fear involved in playing any s@dsp think
you can be too confident. Being over-confident is just as bad as being afraid)’ (12-

One of the interesting techniques many coaches used to motivate their tsams wa

coded as “rituals”. What made this concept interesting is how it can be thebyretical
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linked to the concept of re-set, described in the Personal History section of fitex cha
Rituals consisted of ceremonies or routines meant to bring players back to a pyeviousl
established emotional state of confidence or fear.

An example of using rituals as a motivating tool can be seen in the pre-game routine
of Coach FB-A. The ritual would begin with players watching a highlight film of
outstanding plays from the previous week’s game. As soon as the highlights ended, the
video would switch to George C. Scott’s opening monologue to the movie Patton.
Throughout the movie clip, the players would perform a series of activitiesgaingm
clapping to chanting, all done in unison at predetermined portions of the monologue.
These activities escalated in enthusiasm to the point when the video ended, arteall of t
players were standing as a single unit, yelling at the top of their lungs.

When | asked Coach FB-A to help me understand the intent behind the activity, he
said, “Our pre-game ritual has been the same for years. Watching the higioléght
really gets the kids pumped. | like showing the speech from Patton becausesitterc
kids to let go of all the crap that might have happened during the previous week. Patton’s
message is about concentrating on what's important now. Plus if you aren’tl exuite
ready to go play football after you hear that speech, you're probably de&eR,(9-3).
Organizing

Organizing refers to actions of planning, design, and strategizing (see Table 5).
Organizing has been recognized as a key dimension of coaching behavior since
Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) developed the Multidimensional Scale of Leadership.

During the open coding phase of analysis, the data revealed that the coscbesess
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their organizing action with two themes, designing order within the environment and
providing a competitive advantage.

Actions that give a sense of order can be seen in how Coach VB-A organized her
practice by placing cones to mark certain court locations. Another examp&Eoaels
BW-A’s writing and usage of a practice plan. A more extravagant examptgariizing
environmental order was Coach FB-A'’s utilization of motorized carts and ttfexredt
areas of his school campus, each separated by hundreds of feet, as a waglbhgontr
the flow of players.

Organizing to provide a competitive advantage is related to the strategizing and
scheme development. | argued in Chapter 1 and again in the Coaching Belief Triad
section of this chapter, that the competitive nature of interscholastic spyuitges
strategy development. Any actions of the coaches associated with scheéragegy s
development was coded as part of the organizing action category. The coabbes in t
study often referred to this type of action as “the X and O’s of the game’ABI\2-19).
Specific strategic behaviors noted among all coaches included; talkingstartss
coaches about game tactics, watching game video, and diagramming plays

Following the same procedures of axial coding described for teaching andtimptiva
it was determined that the fundamental paradox that defines organizing acons is
balancing ohoveltyandroutine Novelty refers to creating something that is unusual,
new, unexpected, or unique to the particular sporting environment. Routine refers to

designing a sense of sameness, regularity, or habit (see Figure 7).
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Raiitina

Characterized by newness Characterized by sameness
Unusuai VS. Regularity

imovaton Standarcized
\ /
\ /
\ /
N owgonizing |/

{plan, scheme, design)

Figure 7. Organizing Action Parac

“I am constantly adjusting the way we organize ghifeven if it is a drill in practice
changing a little thing makes it a whole new drilkeeps the players interested, :
makes them bedt. Sometimes | go overboard and make things iftioudt, then I will
scale it back” (SM-A, 1413). Coach SMA's statement highlights the basic tenet of
organizing paradox, which is, finding the rightdrate between innovation a
standardization.

Another example of this paradox can be seen in ICB&E-A’s answer to the
guestion, why did you organize a very simplistiteose compared to other coach
“The game of basketball is complex enough withomhing 20 different offenses. V
organize our girls with a basic high/low offense atréss good spacing. We add li
things as the season goes on, but we start out dadiget more complex over t
season” (BW-A, 11-15).

As the Coach BWA example illustrates, organizing strateand playing schem
often illuminates the organizing action paradoxie Toaches in the study often place

great deal of time and energy into organizing. ifgortance placed on this activ
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may have been due to the competitive nature of interscholastic athletes. Nesgrtiel
of the coaches worked to balance the organizing paradox by constantly adhestanget
of complexity or simplicity of the game strategies.

For example, FB-A designed an extremely complex offensive schemelhdéd
multiple ball exchanges between multiple players within the same play. Tosateout
observer each play looked like a “Chinese fire-drill”. The complexity of his sshem
required an immediate and consistent emphasis on organizing actions from tharvery st
of the season.

In contrast, FB-B approached the organizing paradox by planning ameig,si
straightforward, and traditional offensive scheme. This emphasis on stynalioived
FB-B teams to isolate opposing players they felt were not “tough enough”, and over-
power them with numbers. It also allowed coach FB-B to concentrate more of his
coaching actions on issues of motivating and teaching.

Politicking

Throughout the study coaches were observed working to influence, persuade, and
govern individuals and groups of people outside of their immediate team. “I talk to my
school administration every day, constantly letting them know what we are doByg” (F
A, 11-20). “We are always working with the parents, helping them organize dtffere
events for the team” (VB-A, 10-13). This type of action was categorized during open
coding as politicking.

From a paradoxical perspective, when coaches engaged in politicking thegyingre

to combine thenternal with theexternal Internal usually referred to the team or a core
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group of team members. External was any entityazlc perceived as periphery to

team (see Figure 8).

On-field elements ) Off-field elements

o
un

Core Periphery

\ - //,_/‘

FOINUCKITTG

(relly, govern, influence}

Figure 8. Politicking Action Parad

The purpose of this type of coaching action wasréate movement between the 1
groups, with the ultimate goal of joining the grewgs part of a common cause. Coat
worked to move both the interior toward the exteramd vice versa. For exple, in an
attempt to move the outside toward the inside,yegeach was observed trying to “w
over” game officials. While sitting with Coach -A before her volleyball match was
begin, she unexpected blurted out, “My job just@ethole lot hard.” Asking her tao
explain what the problem was, she said, “Did yaeitbe referee who just walked in?
is horrible. | am going to have to spend the mett hour schmoozing him and maki
sure he understands how we rotate our playerghetgame” VB-A, 1C-13).

Talking to the press was also coded as politickiisgwas the case for -B. Minutes

before his game was to begin, while his playersevséifl warming up, it was noted tr
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Coach FB-B spent 15 minutes talking to a local television reporter. When | aske@ why h
decided to spend that valuable time away from his players, he said, “the morepokiti

we get, the harder our kids will play. It never hurts to have a reporter on you(ie”

B, 9-11).

An example of movement from the interior to the exterior included, Coach BM-A’s
organization of a community outreach event bringing his players to a local hospital
Another example of this in to out movement was seen in the way numerous coaches gave
their athletes progress report sheets to be filled out by their teachken I\&ksked SM-

A why he decided to do this his response was, “it forces the players to go talk with the
teachers. | could just look up the grades myself on the computer, but | hope by doing it
this way the teachers will see our kids in a different light. It is a lot ok wo my part,

but | think it is worth it” (SM-A, 11-20).

As the axial coding procedures progressed, it became clear politicking should be
viewed as an outlier within the continuum of coaching action. What | mean is, coaches
worked at politicking by connecting it to other coaching actions. For exampléesoac
“won over” referees byeachingthem as was the case in the VB-A example. Or in the
case of FB-B’s politicking of the local television reporter, he described hev/loe as
“really it's justmotivating. Additionally, in the SM-A example of bringing his team to a
local hospital, players became a part of the larger community thoygghizingthe
event.

Linking political action with organizing can also be seen in the SM-A progrpss r
example. Building off his comment, “It is a lot of work on my part”, | asked him to

explain what work was involved. His response was, “It means | have to plan when it is
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going to happen, print up the progress forms, and organize the players. | guessitis
motivating, too because | got to scare the crap out of them to get the sheetSh&e”
11-20).

Selective Coding—The Paradox of Authenticity

The purpose of the selective coding phase of analysis is to make connectiors betwe
theoretical groups. To this point, | have highlighted four theoretical concepts as
important to the coaching process; 1) Personal History, 2) A Coachind Badie, 3)

Focus, and 4) Coaching Actions. Before turning my attention to describing how the
coaches in this study linked these core categories together, it isargdegsause and set
the stage for the remainder of this chapter.

Three fundamental paradoxes will be exposed over the next three sections
respectively; the paradox of authenticity, the paradox of purpose, and the pendulum
paradox. The remainder of the current section focuses on the topic of consistent
alignment between the inner and outer coaching self, leading to a description nfiauthe
coaching. In the following section, the topic of success outcomes will help bemga s
of wholeness to the four coaching actions described earlier. During thedatan of
this chapter, | will illustrate the manner in which coaches move through tbleicga
process by introducing the notion of a pendulum paradox. By exploring these three
paradoxes, | hope to provide an alternative model to the coaching process. The model of
authentic coaching | seek is one that embraces opposites and guides coadeepén a
understanding of not only what they do, but also why and how they do it.

Consistent Alignment
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If | were forced to describe authentic coaching in terms of a rhetoaicadgx | might
say, coaches are authentic when theth do what they believe will lead to successl
believe what they do will lead to success. A simpler way of describing aathent
coaching is a direct, obvious, and coherent link between beliefs and actions. An even
simpler way of explaining authentic coaching is consistent alignment.

In the final stage of data analysis, selective coding, | was ab&ptbatk and review
the data in its entirety. | began this process by comparing data concavacigng
actions in light of the data associated with coaches beliefs, and from thatableao
draw comparisons between what coaches believe and what coaches do. What became
obvious as this selective process progressed was the presence (or abseigrenent
between each coach’s predominate belief and the coaching action they enghged in t
most.

To explain the paradox of authenticity in straightforward terms:

e Conductors—Motivate
e Managers—Teach

e Architects—Organize

For example, while observing a FB-A practices, | noted 23 different coachiogsa
of which 16 were coded as organizing. After the practice, | questioned him on the topic
and he confirmed my perception of organizing actions dominating his behavior by say, “I
think my number one role is, and | don’t mean to pat myself on the back but I think | am
really good at it, is being organized. What you saw sounds about right. 1 am an
organizer” (FB-A, 8-9). The quote above shows, as well as the data reviewed in the

Belief Triad section of this chapter, Coach FB-A fits an Architect balietype.
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Having that particular belief system means he viewed success as predigminate
emanating from a control of the environment and organizing strategies thal toatr
playing atmosphere.

Coach SM-A, another Architect, during a 30-minute inter-squad game was dbserve
engaging in 12 organizing actions compared to 3 acts of instruction and 2 acts of
motivating. The organizing actions included; arranging the playing field, pickams
members, arrangement of cones on the field to centralize the movement the ball,
substituting of players, and verbal acts of strategizing. When | brought thrsatixse to
his attention his response was, “The more | have coached the more | realiedchthir
be structure and organization. Sure you can have some talent and make that talent even
better while they are with you, but if you don’t have structure you have a big prolilem.
you have a structured system you can teach kids to play really well withgy#tam”

(SM-A, 10-20).

Coach BW-A also demonstrated this notion of belief-action alignment when she
engaged in 12 motivating actions in a 30 minute period of practice. Her obvious focus on
motivating was very much in-line with her Conductor belief archetype. liqunedther
about what | observed by asking her the question, is there an off-switch to theyifitensit
Her response was, “No. Like | told you before, my job is to teach disciplinee &eo
grey area. You have to have consistency with kids. | think overall coaches have a hard
time with that. Kids recognize no discipline right off the bat. Kids don't like
inconsistencies” (BW-A, 12-1).

To round-out the belief archetypes, Coach SW-A’s believed success waslpamari

result in recognizing, utilizing, and improving players’ talents and skills.beligf
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orientation typified the Managers archetype. As a researcheenlfofind myself

getting frustrated while observing Coach SW-A'’s actions during peactiburing my

first few observations it seemed very little coaching action was happenaagually

record. The players were doing most of the organizing, setting up the field, and moving
around equipment. Any motivating actions were usually attributed to his asszah.
Coach SW-A seemed to “do” very little. This is where the iterative natuhe ctudy

served as an asset. Through repeated observation, | came to realizedezinag t
individual players constantly throughout the practice: Making a brief commengl
dribbled her ball pass him, instructing another girl while she got a quick drink. During
one practice, | noted that he provided individual instruction to all 17 girls on the field
within a 30-minute period. His actions were subtle and usually quick, but were teaching
actions nonetheless.

Still referring to Coach SW-A, the following quote adds support to the notion that
authenticity involves the consistent alignment between beliefs and actions. Bisring
formal interview taken when he was recruited to participate in the studsed asn to
describe another coach past or present that did not seem to have the same philosophic
beliefs as he did. “Probably the biggest difference between me and other ésaches
probably their approach to dealing with the kids. For the person that | am thinking of, |
think his focus was not on working with everybody. Now that is hard to do. |try to
make a concentrated effort to focus on everybody. Well, at least | try to. Now thi
person | am thinking of was ten times the tactical coach | will ever bey Rhew more
about soccer than | could ever dream about knowing. But | would say our player-

management was not the same.
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As | stated at the beginning of this section, the selective coding prdogssdahe to
view the wholeness of the data generated during this project. It was byyibe
totality of notes, observations and interview transcripts that | came tortbkision,

authentic coaching is a decision-making process in which coaches attemtgnto a

success through a congruent intentional philosophic approach; a trueness toiefses bel

The identification and utilization of a coaching philosophy, also referred to aslarpa
belief triad, helps coaches to focus on consistent actions.

Despite the fact this was not a quantitatively designed study, | feelordrgeant in
saying, the coaches who participated in this study were authentic. Tdinesdaeliefs
and actions were aligned on a consistent basis—they balanced the Paradox of

Authenticity.

Success Outcomes

The Kruger Principle

The term coaching has always implied work. In the prior section, | highlidgtged t
four actions coaches engage in, and the paradoxes that define those actianarguats
that authentic coaching should imply work that is aligned consistently withch’'soa
primary belief. However, as this study progressed it became appareaittieitic

coaching is not simply working for the sake of work. Authentic coaching is a-result

orientated endeavor. Authentic coaching is work with a purpose. Coach FB-A possibly

said it best, “As long as there’s a scoreboard on that field, winning matte2yx” (8

As | analyzed more and more data, a picture began to form concerning the outcomes

of coaching action. That picture of success involved two elements. Thedirstrd!
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dealt with the idea that each coaching action produces a different outcome. ripleexa
the study participants expected a different result when teaching than whevetiee
engaged in motivating, and still different when organizing or politicking. Thendec
element of success was that through a compounding of these specific outcomiesegver t
an even higher level of success is ultimately reached. This second tengtacldad the
concept of future to the authentic coaching process. | came to call this pictuiezess

the Kruger Principle.

The name refers to Coach Lon Kruger, the current men’s basketball coach at the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. Coach Kruger is recognized as onkegeco
basketball's greatest change agents after becoming only the second coalegyée col
basketball history to lead four different schools to multiple NCAA Tournament
appearances. In his 20 plus years of head coaching experience, at both ¢retecalhel
professional levels, he has earned over 525 wins.

| was fortunate enough to meet Coach Kruger when he agreed to participatetin a pil
study | was conducting as part of my doctoral program. In preparation for otingnée
prepared an extensive list of coaching related questions. Imagine negmexa as a
new doctoral student, having the chance to pick the brain of such an accomplished coach.

At one point in the interview, the discussion turned to the topic of success. | asked
how he measured the success of his teams. He responded, “Success is when we have
built a family through our players disciplined execution of Runnin’ Rebel BasKetbal
(personal communication, September 25, 2007).

He went on to explain that success to him was a process, with the ultimate level of

success being a collection of smaller successes. He described thibsestioeesses as
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family, discipline, execution, and the “Rebel Basketball” way. At the timemember
being very surprised, that Coach Kruger never mentioned winning in relation tesucce
When | pressed him on that point, his response was very matter-of-fact. “We diby’t rea
talk about winning. Winning is a product of execution. We want to build a tradition of
excellence in everything we do.”

That conversation with Coach Kruger stayed with me. When the topic of success
emerged in the current study, my thoughts turned back to the interview with Coach
Kruger. Comparing his words with those of the coaches in the study, | began to see
similarities. Terms with the same basic tenets as family, discigkszution, and “our
way” kept surfacing in the data. Moreover, like Coach Kruger, the coacheseasganh
to make winning the ultimate goal of coaching.

What the Kruger Principle came to represent is the multiplicity of outcowased
in the authentic coaching process. Success is not simply winning. Success invdlves eac
of the four coaching actions. In fact, as | will explain, the coaches inuthg istentified
winning most often with their actions of teaching. Moreover, the compounding efffec
each success outcome, over time, provides for an even higher level of success.

Through observations and purposeful interviews, four tenets of success emerged from
the data: 1) execution, 2) discipline, 3) a unique system, and 4) spirit. Through the
constant comparative analysis and placing the terms into coding familiels between
each success outcome and a particular coaching action became obvious (sé¥.Figure
Below is a small sampling of quotes | used during the selective coding fhsigpport
the connection between coaching actions and success outcomes.

Execution—Teaching
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“We teach our kids to go at full speed all the time. If we can teach our kids to
execute, go full speed every play, we will win” (FB-B, 10-12).

“Like that girl (pointing), she has learned so much in the past year, dlye rea
absorbed the different skills she needs to know. Her level of improvement is off
the charts. | know she will be a big part of the success we have this season” (VB-
A, 7-29).

Discipline—Motivating

“I think discipline comes first. You will not achieve anything if you are not
disciplined. Discipline is respect. You must give respect and you must also
demand respect” (BW-A, 11-15).

“You must learn what makes a kid tick. Pushing his buttons sometimes can make
him tougher, and to be successful at this level you must have tough kids” (SM-B,
8-15).

“I think there is fear involved in playing any sport, | also think you can be too
confident. Being over-confident is just as bad as being afraid. | have found those
intangible things play a big role in the level of success your team rég&hés
A,12-7).

Unique System—Organizing

“We have developed a unique style that is different than most teams. It may look
complex from the outside, but our kids really work at it” (SM-A, 8-30).

“We do this thing called the “Rebel Promise”, it helps every kid, and parent buy
into the system” (FB-A, 9-22).

Spirit—Politicking

“Having the entire school on your side, excited about coming to watch the team
play, school spirit is huge in determining how far you're going go as & team
(BM-A, 12-19).

“I really believe this, in public education your only as good as your
administration, in private education your only as good as your boosters, you have
to adapt to that” (FB-A, 8-2).
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Figure 9 is a model meant to show the wholeness of coaching action. Each coaching
action identified during the open coding phase of the study is coupled with the opposing
forces that helped to define the paradoxical qualities of that behavior. Successesutcom
are linked to each coaching action and represent the products of achieving a balance
between the paradoxical forces. The model also introduces the notion that itteveolle
association of success outcomes leads to an even higher sense of succegs+—tradi

Tradition

The second element of the Kruger Principle deals with combining the spactfess
outcomes over time, and through a compounding effect, the individual successes are the
means to an even greater end. The term | chose to represent this ultimatedeveess
is—Tradition.

| defined the concept of tradition as a continuing pattern of both past beliefs and past
actions. Viewing tradition in this manner draws a direct parallel betwasad ithe
notion of authenticity developed in the last section. Authentic coaching is the aansiste
alignment of beliefs and actions; Tradition is the continuation of beliefs adsoter
time.

There were two reasons for choosing the term tradition to symbolize authentic

coaching success. Tradition has both a temporal connotation, and a reference to
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paradoxical forces. First, tradition involves a continued pattern of behaviblisetd in
the past. This view of tradition brings to the foreground both past and future elements.
The second reason for choosing the term tradition was, tradition in\mttelseliefsand
actions. As with all paradoxical thinking, Tradition is not an either/or conditios. ntiti
a matter of either having or not having tradition. Tradition is a collection oéssicc
outcomes, and is more relative to time and degree. Tradition builds over time.

The following example is from a discussion with Coach SM-A on the topic of
tradition. This example illustrates how the concept of tradition is related ¢hinga
beliefs and actions. Please recall, | established that Coach SM-A fdhateet belief
system, meaning his beliefs centered on building success through the desigheng of
environment. “Tradition comes out of what players and coaches develop during early
workouts. It can be something as simple as a warm-up routine, a team prager befo
games, pre-game sandwiches, or even players going to a local fast foodnestther a
game to just hang-out. With tradition, a program has history. A program with history
will then have alumni. Players that are on the current squad have higher expectations not
only from their teammates, but also from those that came before them. Tradniwet is
links past, present, and future together” (SM-A, 10-13).

Catching Lightning—The Paradox of Purpose

Having lived my entire life in the Southwestern United States, | cannot thank of
more awe-inspiring sight than a summer thunderstorm rolling across the drysdesker
Watching as bolts of light explode across the sky, the deafening cracks of thaungker ¢
both exhilaration and panic in the same moment. That is why, while walking my

daughter through our neighborhood library, | stopped to admire a local artist hanging the
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most vivid photographs of lightning | had ever seen. The vibrant images of light darting
across a midnight sky were simply beautiful. Striking up a conversation,d tske
young man, “just how complex is it to take a picture of lightning?” With ceytan his
voice he said, “It is not complex, it is just difficult.” He went on to explain, “Anyare c
learn what they need to know, fitting it all together and putting yourself in thigooksi
catch the shot, that is the difficult part.”

That conversation about catching lightning stuck with me. The more | observed
different acts of coaching, and the more | discussed the details of thewithatie
coaches in this study, the more | saw a similarity between whatahag) artist
described as catching lighting and what interscholastic coaches do onlzadely The
coaches did not view their job as complex, often expressing the tenets, “coachihg is jus
teaching” (FB-B, 8-28); “I develop athletes” (SM-B, 9-15); or “| am araarger” (FB-
A, 9-18). However, when pressed to dig deeper into the intricacies of their jobt all fir
of the coaches grew silent recognizing the paradoxical dilemmas at thefreazthentic
coaching. “It is kind of funny, my first thought was | don’t know. After thinking about it
| would say, coaching is my passion” (BW-A, 11-15). | agree, to catch lightningesqui
a personal passion.
The Power of Passion

The current section has centered on describing coaching as a result-drientate
endeavor. | said, authentic coaching is work with a purpose. As part of the selective
coding stage of analysis, | recognized a second fundamental paradox to thecauthent
coaching processthe paradox of purposeThe paradox of purpose describes the

inherent complexities of the athletic environment. In essence, the paradareipa
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difficulties coaches must face while acting as the bridge bettesporting context and
athletes. A large part of Chapter 1 was devoted to explaining the paradoxicattslem
that make up athletics—sport, athletes, and the coach. The difficulty of coaeking li
the fact that each element of athletics holds a power unique in and of itself.

Throughout the data collection and analysis process, a question kept creeping into my
thoughts. What keeps these coaches going? The power of sport is just awesome. The
ambition, drama, zeal, and complexity of athletes are equally ama&sbexplained in
the coaching action section, a sport has needs and players have wants. Spsibatieat
confidence and fear for athletes. Athletes desire a sense of order and wbilelty
competing in sport. If all of that is true, and the actions of coaching atteivgiatoce
those opposing forces, the question becomes, what fuels a coach to place him/herself
between these two incredibly intricate and complicated forces dayafteseason after
season?

The genesis to my understanding of that question occurred while interviewing Coach
FB-A. | asked him to tell me about his coaching philosophy. His response was, “My
philosophy is, have passion. | think what drives me to walk on that field every year for
the past 25 years is my passion. | have such a passion for football and athletiosy |
whole life; it is what | have always done” (FB-A, 8-2).

What | grew to understand while observing the coaches in this study isgmstion
that binds the opposing forces of authentic coaching together. Through their devotion
toward the multitude of success outcomes of coaching, the coaches held the opposing
poles of each coaching action in sync. Parker Palmer (2007) said, working with

paradoxes is like “holding the opposing poles of a battery: bring the poles togredher
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they generate the energy of life; pull them apart and the current stops fl¢uieg). |
would add, to bind the poles together and maintain the spark a person needs passion.
Passion is a much less tangible concept to describe. Passion is about etxciteme
desire, pride. With enough passion work becomes something to look forward to, not the
dreaded swamp of complexity. The paradox of purpose explains how passion is the
excitement a coach feels as a result of aligning action and purpose. The proftund t
purpose generates passion and passion generates purpose.
What Coach FB-A initially helped me to recognize, and what every other coach in the
study showed me day after day, was a burning desire to fit all of the piebes of t

coaching process together—the passion to actually catch lightning.

The Pendulum Paradox
The Swing

One of my fondest childhood memories is going to the park with my younger brother.
We would always race to the swings, eager to resume our ritual of brotherlytitmmpe
Who can fly the highest?

| remember thinking, being two years older should give me an advantageisasd
myself backwards to begin the first and most crucial swing. Having pushed back to the
point only my toes were touching the ground, bracing against invisible forces that tried to
compel me forward, a familiar sensation of excitement and fear would set immiXde
feeling of anticipation and concern was centered on the goal. Understand, our goal
wasn't just who could get the highest; our aspiration was a tree branch that huwgjust

the edge of the sandbox. That branch marked the pinnacle of height. Getting to that

119



branch required not just power, but also precision. Reaching the pinnacle meant bragging
rights, at least until tomorrow.

If it were a good day, if luck was on my side, that first swing felt like butte
Releasing my weight, gliding forward, legs straight, head back, pull. One swind woul
lead to another, and another, and another. Working hard to keep my feet from hitting the
ground, swing after swing gaining a little more speed and height exery WVith each
backward oscillation came comfort, going backwards provided a moment to rest as the
forces returned me to where | had been, and a little beyond. That moment, at tee highe
point of the return arc also provided a moment to assess “am | ahead, can | v@h?” If
felt good, then | would unleash every bit of strength | had, surging to a new apex, and
hoping my initial alignment would continue to propel me toward the objective.

If it was a bad day, and the gods were not smiling, the doubt set in on that first swing.
As | mentioned, my brother and | chose a game of power and skill. Both height and
trueness of flight was required to touch the branch. If my departure wobbtedngll
some invisible force to pull me off center, disaster was certain. If the svolad
ignored, each oscillation would draw me closer to my opponent. Eventually the cras
would be unavoidable. Collision, even if by accident, was not only painful, but
prohibited, and grounds for disqualification.

The only way to avoid the inevitable was to “hit the brakes”, which was our childhood
lingo for dragging your feet at the bottom of the arc until you came to a stop. Rainful
the moment, stopping was the only hope. The result of starting over was rarely victory.
Disappointment, frustration, defeat was never fun. Yet, even as a boy | thatizede

winning wasn’t the only thing. Our game always brought an intensity that went beyond
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the days result. Freedom, spirit, and flying those victories could not be losk | thi
understood, even then, having the chance to soar with your brother is special too. Plus,
tomorrow meant re-match.

The Pendulum Effect

The swing analogy above, captures the overall feel of how authentic coaches move
through the coaching process. | came to call this notiopghdulum paradax
Different from most conceptions of process, which describe a plodding alongystep-b
step until the goal is reached. The pendulum effect utilizes the paradoxical ehpagy
vs. future, inner vs. outer, beliefs vs. action, to swing back and forth gaining speed and
power with each oscillation.

Momentum

| would venture to say, the sentiment most often expressed to any coach is a wish for
good luck. Without downplaying the incredible power of providence, ask authentic
coaches what they wish for and you will most likely hear them praise the power of
momentum.

Returning to the swing analogy, each oscillation builds on itself. To achieve & highe
state, you must first return to where you had been before going forward. Theiauthent
coaches seemed to understand this type of momentum gained through repetition. The
pendulum paradox captures the idea that no single action or event will propel a team to
the ultimate goal. The goal is reached through a compounding process, swingdyy swi
decision by decision, action by action.

By observing the coaches over time, it became clear that as individuaksucces

outcomes were reached, not only did that provide a sense of growth but it also provided a

121



sense of speed. For example, Coach SM-A’s (Architect) emphasized unique and
innovative methods for corner-kicks (in-bounding the ball with an opportunity to score a
goal). Through constant comparison with other soccer coaches in the studsariebec
clear that the organization of Coach SM-A practices provided a consistentngwaé
previously learned skills and concepts. Moreover, by the end of the season Coach SM-
A’s team had far outpaced opponents in the number of plays they could run on corner-
kicks. While observing practices throughout the season it was apparent thate¢hsed

rate of incorporating new plays was directly related to the consistenwrel/@evious

plays. By re-teaching the previously learned plays, and adding a very sis@ibtthe
strategy, overall growth was achieved at an exponentially faster speed.

The methodological design of the study proved an advantage for recognizing the
pendulum paradox. Because of the iterative nature of grounded theory, | was able to
observe that the coaches did not simply engage in an action and then move on to another.
Instead, the coaches worked to create a sense of wholeness over time, caoastantly
setting the current situation with issues that had occurred previously. A naiceabl
example of the pendulum effect was observed when the coaches were teaching.

A common conception of the teaching process is related to the notion of sequencing.
What | mean is, new concepts and skills are strung together, new following old,
accumulating over time into higher and higher levels of understanding. Much like a
marathon runner putting one foot in front of the other, step after step leading closer to the
end goal. What | observed from the authentic coaches in the study wastiffere

For the coaches in the study, teaching was related more to a compoundintaffect

to an additive effect. With each swing of the pendulum, both fundamental needs and
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players’ current desires were considered together. The pendulum dtfeetdalor skills
learned in the past to be related to new skills needed in the future.

The common conception of teaching often places emphasis on athletes acquiring more
and newer concepts. Instead, the authentic coaches were consistentlygearelv
returning to previously learned skills and knowledge. In the language of coaches, thi
notion of re-teaching was often called “repping”. “l am a big believer irtitepe you
can’t re-invent the wheel every day that is why we are repping plays 70, 8&e3Qoer
practice” (FB-A, 9-23). “Fundamentals are vital. We are constantly gotigdval
repping the basics. Sure, we try to add something new every year, but it ig sisuzil)
and more often than not we end up throwing it out and going back to what we do best”
(BM-A, 12-17).

The pendulum effect was evident in each of the coaching actions, not just teaching.
When it came to motivating, many of the coaches were consistently swhejingen
providing a secure and confident emotional state and the opposite, fear. That idea of
swinging between emotional states is very different from the common conception of
building confidence (or fear) to the point of complete saturation. A prime exainible
pendulum effect was observed during the first official try-out practice ofICdB-A’s
(Manager) season. After making a point to talk individually with each player before
practice began, obviously welcoming them and attempting to make a personatioonnec
with each girl, it was then time to start practice. She had decided to openctieepra
with a mile run. The last words she said before sending the girls off was, “You bette
keep your whining to yourself. | don’t want to hear about how hard it is, just do it” (VB-

A, 8-16).
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The Energy of Tradition

| argued in the previous section that the ultimate level of success fortibataut
coaching process is tradition. One reason the term tradition seemed to fiathesa
that it refers to a combining of past, present, and future into a single wholeness.
Tradition means, consistently repeating the past. It is through the pendulatheite
the wholeness of tradition is achieved.

Momentum gained through the pendulum effect eventually allows for that blending of
time—past and future merge into a wholeness of action. “We always gefoeadynes
that way, it has always worked for us, so | don’t see us changing anytime shbA; (S
11-20). Coach SM-A’s comments expressed a common tenet among the coaches
regarding rituals, or ways they would perform particular activities. cbinemon tenet
being, “we do what we have done in the past, because it works” (SW-A, 12-9).

Another reason the term tradition seemed to fit the authentic coaching process is
because the term winning did not. In the previous section, | also discussed howeall of t
coaches were hesitant to use the word winning as a measure of overall.slibeess
coaches believed success involved other actions besides just the objectivegreréor
on game day. Winning was more often associated with the execution of skills taught.
Although execution was cited as important by all of the coaches, so to was building a
unique system that identified their program from other programs. Instllsemnse of
discipline was also vital in the coaches’ eyes. As well as, having anneveasing
presence of community and spirit.

All of the success outcomes were important to the coaches in the study. Yet, the

coaches also agreed that the degree these outcomes were collectieslygeegmined
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an overall measure of success. Tradition came to mean, the increasing daliree of
success outcomes measured together.

Tradition is both the blending of tinderring the coaching process, and the blending of
success outcomegrossthe coaching actions—teaching, motivating, organizing, and
politicking. The pendulum effect is what seemed to act as the energy source for both of
these elements of tradition.

An example concerning the blending across success outcomes was séen by gi
basketball coach BW-A (Conductor). After observing a number of early seasongwactic
in which | repeatedly noted a significant emphasis on Coach BW-A’s partaie e
common emotional bond among the players; which | also noted was very much in-line
with her personal belief triad as a conductor. | was very surprised to walk iynthengl
find Coach BW-A setting in a chair separated from the players as they stoodaatde
the basket. After several minutes watching the players arguing amongsethes
about what they should do next, Coach BW-A calmly said, “ladies, you need to figure
this out, how are we going to organize ourselves during pre-game warm-ups”.

Minutes passed with little getting accomplished, finally Coach BW-A steppatti
had the girls gather around her. She proceeded to instruct (teaching) thegilayethe
importance of establish a sense of fear “in your opponent from the moment tkey wal
into your gym” (BW-A, 11-29). | again noted the connection to her belief triad. Coach
BW-A's intensity and enthusiasm while explaining what she expectedHesmplayers
was palatable, and it was obvious each girl was emotionally charged matttésctalk

(motivating). She ended the situation by demonstrating how her teams of theplast w
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go through their pre-game warm-up, before returning to her chair at thedfaf the
court and allowing the players “to figure it out on your own” (organizing).

Chapter Summary

For me, while in the moment, the example above clearly showed the synchronized
blending of actions as well as the authentic connection of past and future—the
achievement of Tradition. However, | recognize that from the perspectioenebse
reading the account it may not be as obvious. We are often trained to pull an event apart,
searching for the most influential factor. The purpose of the current chapterdragist
that, to dissect the authentic coaching process by separating itaslemeé describing
them in detalil.

Below is a listing of key aspects of the authentic coaching process\thdiden
highlighted in this chapter:

e Experiences and events such as coaching apprenticeship, efficacy béliefis, at
and educational experience make up a coach’s personal history and act as a
foundation for the antecedent elements of the authentic coaching process

e Authentic coaches utilize the past as a kind of re-set button by pushing an event
currently underway to the past tense, in essence, establishing a new beginning
the present tense

e Coaches beliefs are centered on achieving success

e Authentic coaches have a deep and personal understanding of three specific
beliefs which together form a belief triad related to; individual-taleamt

cohesion, and sport scheme
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e Data from this study revealed three belief archetypes; Conductors, étanagd
Architects. Each archetype emphasizing a different path to success

e Focus refers to what a coach sees in the present tense, and acts as a bridge
between the inner and outer aspects of the authentic coaching process

e Authentic coaches engage in four types of coaching action; teaching, motivating,
organizing, and politicking

e Each coaching action can be defined by a fundamental paradox, which when
balanced lead to a specific success outcome:

= Teaching = Needs vs. Wants Execution

= Motivating = Confidence vs. Fear Discipline

= Organizing = Novelty vs. Routin® Unique System “Our Way”
= Politicking = Internal vs. Externab Spirit

e The compounding of the four success outcomes leads to an even higher level of
success referred to as, Tradition
However, a danger exists in isolating the elements of a process. In the words of
Palmer (2007), this amounts to “thinking the world apart” (p. 65). The danger is losing
the whole, failing to appreciate how the opposing forces merge to creatéisgnesien
better. What | came to understand from examining the pendulum paradox is, in authenti
coaching not one single event or element defines the coaching process. Atyhentic
involves the compounding of many elements, over time. Coaching is a paradox.
To close this chapter, and introduce the final chapter, | return to the reseatdngues
that have guided this investigation from the start:
How do different coaches maneuver through the coaching process in an authentic

fashion?
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What influences a coach to recognize the boundaries of an incident?

How do a coach’s antecedent (inner) beliefs connect to his/her observable

(outer) actions?

What do coaches use to organize information leading to decision-making?
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
Overview of Authentic Coaching

The primary purpose of this project was to approach the complexity of coaghing b
embracing the tensions inherently found in the coaching process, as opposed to fighting
the “hydra-headed monster” (LeUnes, 2007). To be more specific, the goal was to
explore and describe the process interscholastic team coaches’ use in dojof tham
a paradoxical perspective. While working to achieve that goal, | hoped to describe the
coaching process using language that is meaningful for practicingesoalthaddition, |
planned to probe the nature a coaching philosophy plays in the decision-making process
for coaches.

The goals highlighted above, in addition to the research questions reviewed at the end
of the previous chapter, were developed because of coaching science’ddailure
adequately describe the link between the inner (antecedent) and outer (b&haviora
aspects of the coaching self. Said simply, researchers have failegctosely describe
what it means to coach authentically—the notion of a thoughtful practitioner.

Numerous authors have described the countless number of decisions, and behaviors
associated with those decisions, coaches must consider in the process of coaching
(Abraham, Collins, & Martindale, 2006; Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 2006; Lyle, 2002;
Nash & Collins, 2006). By employing a grounded theory methodology of iteddiee
collection and analysis, | too approached coaching as a decision-making prosasg. U

the language and direct observations of eight interscholastic team sph€davas
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able to “ground” a framework that describes the authentic coaching proceés:. tbr
this framework as the Authentic Coaching Model (see Figure 10).

Six elements characterize the authentic coaching process: (1) Peilistorgl k2)
Belief Triad, (3) Focus, (4) Coaching Action, (5) Success Outcomes, and @&)orra
The data showed the coaches in this study did not operate in a vacuum; events and
experiences from each coach’s personal history (1) played an important todgiimgs
their beliefs concerning how athletic success is achieved. The coaghe&zed three
specific beliefs related to individual-talent, team cohesion, and scheme desetopta
a belief triad (2), also referred to as a coaching philosophy. Utilizimglthleef triad as
a guide, the coaches would focus (3) on four distinctive coaching actions (4). The act of
focusing also marked the moment when the inner (antecedent) and outer (observable)
aspects of the process would merge. The observable coaching actions of teaching,
motivating, organizing, and politicking are not new to coaching researchers, but were
viewed through a paradoxical perspective in this study. Two opposing forces were
identified as critical to each coaching action. It is important to note, jpolgievas
shown to be an outlier on the action continuum, due to its reliance on other actions. A
coach’s ability to balance the paradoxical forces involved with each coaadting
determined specific success outcomes (5) including execution, discipline, a unique
system, and spirit. The degree to which success outcomes are compounded over time

determines the ultimate level of authentic coaching, termed tradition (6).
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Three Foundational Paradoxes

The six elements described in the model are held together by three foundational
paradoxes; the paradox of authenticity, paradox of purpose, and the pendulum paradox.
These three invisible forces weave through, across, and around (respectively) the
framework creating a sense of wholeness—authentic coaching. Follevaragief
review of each paradox, for a more detailed discussion see Chapter 5—Concept
Grounding.

First,the paradox of authenticityins through the framework and explains how the
coaches bind together the inner and outer coaching self. Most important to the notion of
authenticity is the connection between beliefs and behavior (Rink, 1996). In essence,
doing what one believes is right. Investigating the coaches beligksdrébeathletic
success revealed three belief archetypes; Conductors, Managers, anatirchite
Through the iterative comparing of belief archetypes and the coaattinogsaseen in the
field, the paradox of authenticity was exposed. When the coaches created a consistent
alignment between their belief triad and the coaching behaviors they engalgednost,

a sense of authenticity was achieved. Said in simplest terms; Conductors-at®oti
Managers—Teach, and Architects—Organize.

While similar taxonomies of various aspects of coaching antecedent and loleserva
behaviors are available (Chelladurai, 1990; Gilbert & Trudel, 2004b; Feltz et al., 1999;
Smoll & Smith, 1989), the Authentic Coaching Model, and specifically the notion of a
coaching belief triad, specifies a relationship between individuals-talantstend

strategy, is a unique contribution to the present study. Investigating the ismsilar
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between a coach’s belief triad and coaching actions allows the coachiegptode
viewed as an integrated whole functioning within a dynamic environment.

Secondthe paradox of purposgescribes the complexities coaches must traverse
across the athletic environment to achieve success. In essence, the pgrkios wky
it is so difficult for coaches to get what they desire. The coaches in thisdgsiclybed
success as a multiplicity of outcomes. From the iterative analysisaofadetsuccess
outcomes were exposed; execution, discipline, a unique system, and spirit. Through a
process of selective coding, which involves the linking of theoretical concepts, the four
success outcomes were linked with the four coaching actions of teaching, mativating
organizing, and politicking respectively. What the coaches in this study confisrtiet i
authentic coaching is a series of purpose driven activities.

While investigating the relationship between actions and purpose it was important t
acknowledge the complexities involved in the coaching process by viewing coaching
action through a paradoxical lens. In doing so, two opposing forces were shown to be
critical for each coaching action. These opposing forces also help explainlthmicity
of success outcomes. Following is a breakdown of the paradoxical complexities of
coaching:

= Teaching = Needs vs. Wan#s Execution

= Motivating = Confidence vs. Fear Discipline

= Organizing = Novelty vs. Routine Unique System “Our Way”
= Politicking = Internal vs. Externab Spirit

The investigation into the paradox of purpose ultimately exposed the concept of
passion. Passion is a much less tangible concept, and was defined as the desire for, o
devotion to, a purpose. Said another way, passion is the quest for alignment between
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actions and results—the paradox of purpose. If authentic coaching is the balancing of
paradoxical forces, it is through passion that the coaches in this study asbewhpli
authenticity.

Third,the pendulum paradaxtilizes the metaphor of a swing to help explain how
authentic coaches move around the coaching process. Different from common
conceptions of process, which describe a plodding along step-by-step untilsa goa
reached. The pendulum effect utilizes the paradoxical energy of past vs.ifutarevs.
outer, beliefs vs. action, to swing back and forth gaining speed and power with each
oscillation.

Key to the pendulum paradox is the concept of momentum in that the coaches
compounded success outcomes over time, constantly re-setting the curranhsititiat
issues that had previously occurred, ultimately creating a sense of vadsldries idea
that authentic coaches work to build multiple success outcomes over time, provided
evidence that the ultimate level of coaching success should be conceptualized as
tradition. Tradition involves a continued pattern of action established in the past and
repeated into the future. The pendulum paradox helps to explain how authentic coaches
create tradition by blending time through the process of swinging betwseangh
future, and simultaneously blend success outcomes together across the coachssg proce
Embracing Paradox

Distinguishing a phenomenon by bracketing its elements, or by placingorincust
boundaries around it, does aid in the understanding of complex social activities like

coaching. That said, the bracketing of elements could leave both researzhers
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practitioners with the impression that process distinctions are immutatilesefitewis,
2000). Therefore, it is also important to retain the wholeness of a social phenomenon.

Although much of this paper has focused on ways researchers can identify land wor
with paradoxes, the goal of coaching science should never be to eliminate pdsadox
should researchers attempt to avoid paradoxes. The many examples preserged in thi
paper demonstrated, the coaching process for interscholastic coachesestlyh
paradoxical—embroiled in tensions, complexity, and reinforcing cycles agry core.
Rather than using paradoxes to build theory, researchers can build theories about
paradoxes (Poole & Van De Ven, 1989). That was the overarching purpose of this
project, to describe the coaching process from a paradoxical perspective.

If we are to embrace the complexity of paradoxical tensions, a guidmgwiork is
required—a tool to help researchers and practitioners explore the tensiowscirggnf
cycles, and management of paradox. The Authentic Coaching Model is meant to serve
that purpose.

Future Research

Although | have confidence in the usefulness of the framework to increasd-the sel
awareness of coaching students and practitioners, the model is not meant to basiewed
a complete and sufficient grasp of all that is known about the coaching procesg Takin
the lead from Cushion (2007), the Authentic Coaching Model and taxonomies presented
in this paper may best be viewed as instruments of analysis, rather tlodjetteof
analysis. Meaning, the frameworks developed in this paper are most useful ichesea
and practitioners in understanding the coaching process, as opposed to judging the quality

of coaching.
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While the concepts and framework | put forth in this paper were based on empirical
research, much more work needs to be done. This paper is an initial step in bridging the
space between theory and practice in our field. Multiple research opporturatees
highlighted throughout this paper. Chief among those is the expansion of the theory
beyond the substantive level of interscholastic team coaches. By utilizing the
methodological techniques established throughout this study, it is possible to ateestig
other competitive contexts (such as; youth, club, college, and professional) as wel
different sport contexts.

Although the framework presented in this paper provides a model of authentic
coaching, that does not imply that all coaches coach authentically. Duringutise of
the study, a decision was made to avoid describing inauthentic coaching. Obviosisly, it i
vital for future research efforts to investigate the contrast to authgntidie participants
in the present study were identified as accomplished, reflective, and expédreaches
and thus not representative of all sport coaches. Perhaps authenticity is dependent on

experience, or level of coaching education.

Implications for Athletic Coaching Education (ACE)

As the field of coaching science has grown, the awareness that coachoeniral
element to athlete development and athletic program success has in(Admabdm &
Collins, 1998; Horn, 2002, 2008; Jones & Turner, 2006). One need only take a cursory
look at the field of coaching science to realize that athletic coach emlu¢ACE) is also
growing (Demers, Woodburn, & Savard, 2006; Gilbert, Cote, & Mallett, 2006;

McCullick, Belcher, & Schempp, 2005; Trudel & Gilbert, 2006). The purpose of ACE
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has always been to help coaches translate the information, strategiesigris gasned
through scientific inquiries into behaviors useful in their quest for successeelagh

Lyle (2002), if the growth in ACE is to continue attention must turn to providing tools in
the form of frameworks that will help educators translate the vast amounts otkigew!
coaching science has revealed.

The irony of the current situation is that although coaching practitioneletss are
seeking opportunities to become more educated, ACE researchers are quesiiasing i
even possible to capture the complexities of the coaching process (Cushion, 2007).
However, it is only as a function of focusing on exploring the processes of coaching, e
antecedents elements, decision making, behavior, purpose, that coachingasuience
ACE will gain the insight into establishing useful models of effective coggbractices.

The critical implication for ACE, and the focus of this study, has been theooreéti
a framework that attempts to square the paradoxical dilemma concerning providing
simple comprehensive knowledge about the process of coaching that also, incorporates
and displays the complexity inherent to athletics.

This study demonstrated that although no two coaches are exactly alikesaxmache
have commonly occurring attributes that allow researchers to classifgompare them.
By continuing to investigate the commonalities among coaches, researchaid ALE

by bringing a sense of clarity to the field as a whole.

Concluding Thoughts
From the very first line of this dissertation, | have tried to paint intersticolas

coaching as an extremely personal endeavor. | felt it was important to btipgthanal
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perspective to every aspect of this project. For that reason, | made a pskihgfesach

coach in the study a simple but very personal question: What do you want other coaches
to say about you? Coach FB-B’s response to that question was equally as sivgaie, “I
other coaches to say my teamswaedl coachet! (8-28).

Those wordsyell coachegdhaunted me for weeks after that interview. Each time |
would ask another coach the question of what they hoped others would say about them
and their teams, | would hear the same basic tewetl-coached Each time | heard
those words a realization would wash over me.

Not only did | realizewell coachedis the ultimate compliment a coach can receive,
especially from a peer. | also realized | never heard those words said®abaitmy
teams. Sure, in my twenty plus years as an interscholastic coach | colllimesa
when my teams were described as talented, good, sound, smatrt, even disciplined. But
neverwell coached

That realization hurt at first. My first instinct was to justify, tryingeason with my
ego | made a mental list of all the bad breaks, bad hops, and bad situations | had to
endure during my career. After a while, after | got over myself, ed@anuinderstand it
was actually that quest, my quest, for the complimentedif coachedhat had brought
me to where | was in the present. My present included, twenty years of seraibéga
school teacher, countless seasons as an interscholastic coach, and most asraently
graduate student writing my doctoral dissertation. My search for theimgeaf well
coacheds why | am here.

Now, as | step back and review the mountains of notes and interview transcmgfs sitt

on my desk, a new realization has washed over me. My newfound awareness can be
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separated into two thoughts; | understand a lot more about authentic coaching and what it
means to havewell coachedeam than | did before, and | also understand my quest for
well coacheds not over. Coaching is a complex puzzle, and despite my confidence that
this project has shed light on important aspects of the coaching process, thespouatzle i
solved.

If I, and other coaching researchers, choose to concentrate on the overt behaviors
coaches without delving deeper into the internal mechanisms that drive the bslheior
field reduces the practice of coaching to a trial and error endeavor. Somesgtiaehe
lucky ones, will experience the successes and joys of authentic leadetstepnany
others will simply continue to feel the frustration of failure. Providing keogé
concerning the process of coaching in a simple and comprehensive manner thdiyalso f
displays the complexity inherent to athletics is a paradoxical dilemma, butl Sboeuer
remain the goal of sport science research.

In closing, it was Parker (2007) who said, “In certain circumstances,draith i
paradoxical joining of apparent opposites, and if we want to know that truth, we must
learn to embrace those opposites as one” (p. 65). The truths | have come to understand
because of this study are:

Authentic coaching is personal. It connects the inner and outer coaching self as one.
Authentic coaching is a decision-making process in which coaches attentptrto at
success through a congruent intentional philosophic approach; a trueness to efges beli

Coaching is a paradox.
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APPENDIX A

RESEARCH NOTES AND MEMOS

12/2/09 ------- The first and best victory is to cuuer self (Plato)

1/1/10 -------- A model “for” (idealistic represenian) coaching will come from a model “of” (empiaikc
research) coaching practice.

---------------- Certain things coaches do arersripof the coaching process. Ex. Paperwork, yeglin
referee, ordering equipment... Unless the coach Sp@&ty makes it part in his own mind.

---------------- Ask the question during coachestdrview “was THAT coaching?'(7/29/10) incorporated
into purposeful interview guide

1/2/10 -------- Motivation and Teaching are labelsni Feltz.
———————————————— Possible title for dissertation.
Authentic Coaching: A GrouddEeheory of the Coaching Process.
From Rink (1993) Teacher eion: a focus on action
———————————————— In almost every walk of life therjge of success is discipline, the discipline tiat work
demands, and the discipline you demand of youra#ffiting book pg. 103 (W.Stanton — LB
2369 S73) UNLV Library book

1/5/10 -------- What in the process does coacheeg laad have no control over?
Are role frames values?
Look at “Another bad day la training ground”
Are coach’s goals most impott what about player or team or school etc.?

1/7/10 -------- How many coaches continue to coasloaers? How much loosing does it take to cause a
coach to hang it up?

V2 SV e N VYV o g

3-26-10 --—--- Pre-Prospectus

4-17-10 ----- Presented Prospectus. Call me Doctoral Candidate!

5-2-10 -------- The source of attitude is your pkibphy

5-13-10 -----Submitted To IRB

5-15-10 ------ Positive thinking is the foundatiohmental toughness, and your belief system is the
structure, the load-bearing framework for mentabtmess. If you are true to your belief
system, believing your actions are necessary toraplishing the overall goals and those
goals are worthwhile, mental toughness will be htgiged. Success magazine

6-8-10 ------- Received approved Informed Consent form

6-14-10 -----Submitted application to CCSD IRB

Ve P g

7-26-10 ------ Niels Bohr particle physicisThank god we have found a paradox, at last, now weay
begin to make progress.”
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7-27-10 -----Started Project

* VB-A Entry Meeting (15 min.), signed consnt.
* VVB-A Formal Interview (45 min.), See Transcript

---------------- Transcribed Formal Interview forB£A
---------------- Changed Formal Interview questicaiter interview with VB-A. Rationale was to matke

guestions tighter, more general to specific, amadigithem between three topics—general
coaching, success, philosophy.

——————————————— NOTE—Reread Coaching Philosophyapter in Cassidy, Jones, Potrac book. Wanted to

review what other authors have said about a cogdgitiiosophy.

* VVB-A General Observation #1(1 ¥2 hours) SeField Notes
* VVB-A Purposeful Interview #1(30min.), Outside Coach, See PO#1

---------------- | changed the purposeful intervidarmat after interview with VB-A. Rationale was t

facilitate a smoother dialog with the coach.

---------------- Reviewed RESEARCH MEMO'’S

———————————————— NOTE—Watched The Paradox of Timm®y, Zembardo, Stanford Psych. Dept.

-Transcribed outtakes from VB-A purphs interview #1

*FB-A Entry Meeting (15 min) Signed informed consent

* FB-A Formal Interview (30 min) See transcript and field notes

* FB-A Philosophy Discussion (30nmi.) following formal interview. See discussion out
takes.

---------------- NOTE—I need to guard against hayithese coaches be what | expect them to be. t@dtin

more blind and open.

———————————————— NOTE—how are problems/predicamedtsalt with or identified? Problem Creators, Peoil

Delegators, Problem Solvers.

V2 SV e N VYV o g

bus. See field notes.
*FB-B Observation (3 hours). Gamers AV. See field notedNotes are a great example of
how | want to start doing field notes. | reallydithe way | categorized the coaching actions.

NOTE—Can't forget to investigatbe paradoxes of language that coaches use witbrglay
NOTE—Repping is a form of teaching coaches

-Created a Study Emphasis outlineutiolg the research for the short term.
Working on reviewing and revisingoaching Paradox Model.

NOTE—Another word coaches use tean the creation of “fear” is “demanding”

example of fear/confidence balance, he used artestategy.
*SM-A General Interview (15 min.). After game on field, more casual conversatiorokl o
notes during the talk. Great example of focustamd it led to problem identification.
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*FB-B General Interview (30 min.). Ran into FB-B as | was leaving the soccer gante an
talked casually about the previous week game vs. A¥ was very upset about the direction
of his team. Mentioned numerous times the ladatisdipline and intelligence of his players.
| told him about the idea of adding the theme ghlty to his program. Told him | was going
to concentrate on soccer and volleyball for thet cexiple of weeks and then return to
observe him toward the end of the season.

NOTE—I am really starting to conciewith some of these coaches. | feel this is breeause
of how they are opening up to me.

-Debriefing with Watson. See not&sesented the coaching paradox model as is nowelas
as, the Study Emphasis sheet.

NOTE—Watson made me think abou¢ tthree basic questions of my study: What is
coaching? Why is it so complex? How is it donelwel

NN NN YNIYNIYNIAYNS

*FB-A Philosophy Discussion #2 (1B1in.). See exerts

*FB-A Model Discussion (1 hour). See exerts

*SM-A Purposeful Interview #3 (30min.). See transcript FB-A(PI#3).
*SM-A Philosophy Discussion #2 (1mnin.). See exerts

*SM-A Model Discussion (30 min).See exerts

*FB-B Purposeful Interview #3 (15min.). See transcript FB-A(PI#3).
*FB-B Philosophy Discussion #2 (1&in.). See exerts

*FB-B Model Discussion (45 min.).See exerts

---------------- | ended up taking a day off work §o and talk with these coaches. It was a greeisithn

because we could relax and talk with less distvasti It really felt good to show these guys
what | had done up to this point. They truly seéngelike it and most importantly

understand it. | even got FB-A to agree and acttepimodel. | should try to schedule a time
to go back after they have had a chance to digeshformation and get their thoughts on the
model again. It was a lot of work and transcrihiing conversations is going to be a bear, but
well worth it in the end.

10-25-10----- | need to get back into schedule stadt seeing coaches again.

---------------- NOTE—I have been letting the modeliews with the coaches sink in. Slowly lookimger

the transcripts for the past week. | have so muohing through my head right now it almost
hurts.

playoffs. See field notes.

———————————————— *SM-A Observation (2 hours). Game vs. SRHS. Seelfimotes.

NN N NN

Conductor, she is all about setting the emotiomaét Her speech at the beginning of practice
was classic conductor approach (see field notes).

———————————————— NOTE— | was a little thrown off byWatson’s email concerning the fear question. |

understand what her worry is with the study gettngof control, and | appreciate her
wisdom.
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———————————————— NOTE— am done! After the BW-A observation, it convinced me thaim not seeing new
things just better examples of what | have alressbn. | really think | need to kick the
writing process into high gear and get to the pwinére | start working on the results section.
Now the thought of that is both exciting and scaaybe that is why | want to keep the data
collection going, that way | don't have to stam tiesults. | do want to maintain my
connection to the field and coaches; | outlinetratle in email to Watson.

11-22-10----#SW-A Observation (1.5 hours). Regular practice. Sefield notes.

11-24-10-----Sent all (but FB-A) coaches UNLV SgudDemographic Info (see attached). Was going to
wait until season play-off season was over to $efudsheet to FB-A.

———————————————— Started a Demographic Informatiémorking draft).

11-26-10----- Meet with Watson at restaurant foorilefing. Very productive meeting. Outlined resul
chapter and began review of chapter 5. Spentaf kithe discussing Coaching Paradox

Model, and more specifically how “politics” mighelbetter represented. | need to make
adjustments to model to incorporate changes.

--------------- *BW-A observation (1 hour). Typical practice. See fid notes.
11-27-10----*FB-A Observation (3 hours). Region Champioship game @ PV. See field notes.

11-29-10----*BW -A Observation (2 hours). Pre-game practice beforfirst game of season. See field
notes.

AN NN NN
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APPENDIX B

FORMAL INTERVIEW GUIDE

Demographics

M/F Age >

Coaching 2

Head Coaching =2

Head Coach of current school >

What is coaching?

What aspect of coaching do you feel you do well?

What aspect of coaching do you want to do better?

How do you define program success?

What is your role in helping your program achieve success?

What beliefs make up your coaching philosophy?

Has your philosophy changed during your coaching career?

Describe another coach (past or present) who did not seem to have the same philosophic beliefs
as you.
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APPENDIX C

PURPOSEFUL INTERVIEW GUIDE

Coach
Date
Location

Specific decision situation

What did you hope would happen because of this decision?

Do you feel that decision was an aspect of “coaching”?

What lead up to you making this decision?

Why do you think you did not choose to (alternative)

Did the result meet your expectation?

145



APPENDIX D

FORMAL INTERVIEW
VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT (Sampling)

FB-A 8/2/10

Formal Interview

4:30 What is coaching?

Coaching is a chance to deal with young kids. To try to get them to be a bestter, pe
and a better athlete. Along with, keeping involved with sport. Because | think, a lot of
coaches that coach is because they were athletes themselves. Not thaeyowbkaan
athlete to be a good coach, but like for myself, | knew | was not going to play irfFrthe N
but | still loved the game. | love any kind of sport. | have coached footbatktbas,
baseball, softball, track, all those different things. | think it gives you a eharstay
involved with athletics. That is another reason | why | became an athletitodi
(administration). | love being around all the different sports.

But the chance to be around young people, or even adults, depending on what kind of
coaching you're talking about. Make them be a better person and also a beter athle
And that is why | coach.

6:00 Can you look at someone and say “they are not coaching”? | mean, what is the
difference between coaching and what someone does in the classroom?

That is an easy one, well there isn’t any difference. Coaching is resdlyitg. And,

those who teach when they coach are good coaches. Those that coach when they coach,
are not very good coaches.

6:30 What is coaching when you coach?

Coaching when you coach is just yelling at a kid. Yelling, screaming, you, kradw
having a game plan, not having a lesson plan. Teaching is actually teachirtbehem
game and getting them better. Coming down to their level to where they are
understanding what you are talking about. Sometimes | see all theselgugse great
athletes themselves but can’t get it across to someone what they arecttgaghtthem.
That's because they are trying to coach them instead of trying to teath 8weyou

want to make sure you are using terminology that they are going to understaget, &nd
to where they are going to learn it, and not just scream it to them.

| have just got done coming through 8 years of my own kids coming through youth ball,
and | see those coaches out there, and they are coaching not teaching. A lotw$tthem |
scream at the kids and think they are going to get better by just scgeaintine kids.

Don’t get me wrong, especially a sport like football, you definitely have to béamal,

it is a very emotional contact type sport. You have to have that adrenalingouBran

also see a guy like Dundgy that coached in the NFL, and never raised hisveoice e
There is all different types of style of coaches that teach. Buty tezlleve that to be a
good coach you have to be a good teacher.
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SM-A 8/13/10

Formal Interview

6:10 What aspect of coaching do you feel you do well?

| think a strong point is definitely the information. As far as the technaral pWWhether

it is baseball, soccer, showing them how to properly do what is expected of them. For
example, they have to learn how to pass first. How do you pass? What is your body
supposed to be doing? Where are you supposed to be looking? | don’t know everything
that there is to know, but | do think as far as general knowledge needed to get these
players to perform and execute the way we need them too.

Trying to repeat back to you what I heard, is that teaching?

Well, the first time | introduce anything that is teaching. Once you genbeyat, then
you’re coaching. So the first step is teaching, (for example) teachhibverto hold the

ball, teach them how to kick the ball, teach them how to do it. Now, you have already
went over it, so they should already have some form of understand of what’s expected.
After that it is coaching.

What is the difference between teaching and coaching?

It is like saying, “I taught you how to do it, the next time it is a coaching dspectuse
now as far as whatever | see that is wrong, it is a tweak. Itis me cgachirio do
whatever needs to be done. If it is passing or whatever it might be—that skill.

8:10 What aspect of coaching do you want to do better?

(pause) That is a good one. You do want to (as a coach) take care of your weaknesses.
As far as my weaknesses, | know one of mine is keepers (goalkeepers)oaks afc

you see someone doing something wrong and you know they are doing something wrong,
you want to be able to show them the right way. A lot of the times if | don’t know how

to help a kid that's on my team, and | don’t have the ability to help that kids, that’s
frustrating at times. So, more experience with like keepers would be it.

9:20 Did you have a thought at the end of last season, “this is what | need to do better?
There is a fine line when your coaching, there is more than just what's aalthe f

There is a lot of external as far as off the field things that would makéea bet

environment. For example, their grades, contacting their teachers, whic¢b dtr, but

that can always be better. |think especially at the high school level kiddigérom

eligible to ineligible rapidly. That's one thing.

BW-A 11-15

Formal Interview

How do you define program success?

Sacrifice, commit, dedicate those are just huge. The discipline like IdaldNo grey

area. You have to have consistency with kids. 1 think overall coaches have a hard time
with that. Kids recognize no discipline right off the bat. Kids don'’t like inconsigenci
Kids notice favoritism right away. Why did she get to do this and | have to do that, you
can’'t do that as a coach. It comes back to that grey area. That is redfigrreome
coaches because you do like some kids more than other kids, but you can’t ever let that
show. They will read into that and it puts holes in your program.

You didn’t mention winning as a way of defining success, why?
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| think that if you have all of the things | mentioned you will win. Sure, you have to have
a little bit of talent, like the old expression you can’'t make chicken salad outckénhi

shit, every team needs a little bit of talent. But, we all know there are cohahbave

great players and they don’t succeed. It has to be something from the underground, there
is something going on underneath as to why your not succeeding if you have these
talented kids. Granted, not all the best players make the best team. But coaehes ha
figure out how to do it.

Your saying these intangible things come before or create winning.

Absolutely, | go back to our first team, the 7, they were the core. We did go 30 and 1 that
first year, but it was getting rid of the other 7 and finding that common goal¢hatre

all going to have and then the program just built from there. It is funny how new kids

will come into the program and | will be excited about their talent and their pdimtia

| start to work them in, the other players will come up to me and say “she is nota C...
kid”, “she don't get it”, it is like they know what type of person will make it amcteed.

SW-A 11/15

Formal Interview

What beliefs make up your coaching philosophy?

| believe in taking a more rounded approach, meaning everybody playing hard, having a
good attitude. One of the things | think separated our team last year fromeathsris
competition. If you have competition, the kids are going to play better. You watigea
better and do better in games. Competition in practice is what | am talking about. Tha
is also something that is also out of your control too. Sometimes you have a group of
players that are better than everybody else and they are going to be theyings [But
when you can have day to day competition and create ways of doing that | think that
helps your team.

How do you decide who is going to start?

It is solely my decision. 1 just watch.

| know some coaches and some sports do a lot of charting of information to help

them decide who is going to play. Do you do anything like that?

| know what your talking about and the answer is no. | think that is kind of cowardly. If
you want to be the head coach you should be the one making the decision.

So when you said competition my vision of that was more of setting up a drill and

then you keep score. Is that what you do?

No not really. One thing the players are told is every day is a new day and nothing is
guaranteed. We do a lot of games, but it is not necessarily keeping score. We are just
watching them, and they know if they are having a bad day and someone else has a good
day, then they are going to play.

148



APPENDIX E

FIELD NOTES AND MEMOS (Sampling)
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APPENDIX F

SYNTHESIS THOUGHTS (Sampling)

9/30/10 — FB-A (arm pad outburst)

A very good example of authentic coaching can be seen in FB-A’s emotional butburs
at practice over the arm pads being brought to the main field, as opposed to being left on
the upper field. According to FB-A’s success orientation, he believes succeleised
through the repetitive and consistent control of the environment or system of playing
football. In his mind, not having the pads in the correct place on the practice field may
lead to the breakdown of the system and subsequently the likelihood of success not being
reached in the future. To him it would be the same as throwing a wrench into the
machine of football. FB-A’s reaction to this problem was to create a serear anfiong
his players. He decided to motivate his players and created a sense of fe&rhigoug
actions and language. The message sent was “you miighdavay we have planned”
(FB-A), the Panther Way. Said another way, athletes must be conscience amd idilig
following the plan, the system.

This emotional outburst was also done in full view of the entire team, that way all
players participated in this sense of fear creation. This also was intinEBvA’s
belief system and is another example of authentic coaching. Team unity anddhe noti
of “we are in this together” was also clearly sent.

After reviewing what | wrote, | realize just how un-clear | am withdbecept of
“authenticness”. | need to keep doing this type of writing. Above is not a very good
example. Doesn't vividly display the concept.

10/1 — Coaching Action

One of the primary purposes of this study was to investigate the question, what is
coaching? By approaching the topic of coaching from a paradoxical perspexstive, f
elements became evident. At the most general level, coaching involves fowatidisti
activities: 1) teaching 2) motivating 3) organizing 4) politicking. Each okthesons
consists of a fundamental paradox that helps to define the activity. These fundlamenta
paradoxes also help to explain the complexity of the coaching process.

Really like this paragraph

Many coaching scholars (?) have described coaching as a decision-makésg.proc
This description also held true for the participants in this study. Coaches indie st
often moved from one element of the process to the next or attempted to combine
elements into a successfully smooth flow of action. For example, FB-A spenhover a
hour organizing one particular practice plan. Then using that plan, taught hissathlet
specific skills needed for the up-coming game. At one point during the praBtide F
unexpectedly turn his attention to creating a particular emotional stateefoptoming
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game by motivating the players with a off the cuff speech. FB-A then turttdngian

back to teaching by explaining why despite being easier to perform a skdenaan

fashion, a particular play calls for the skill to be complete differently(? Apoints out,

the coaching process should not be viewed as following a recipe from a cookbook. The
coaching process is a highly dynamic process set in an always-changipetitive
environment.

| like this example of the process aspect of coaching. The cookbook analogydngs al
been a part of my personal explaination of what coaches don't do.

10/6 — What is a Coaching Paradox

At the core of the Coaching Paradox Model is the notion of paradox—opposing forces
that compound the complexity of the coaching process. In the previous section, | argued
that four distinct elements of coaching action exist: 1) teaching 2) magvai
organizing 4) politicking. Each of these actions of these actions consists of a
fundamental paradox that helps to define the activity. For example, when coaches
organize what they are actually doing is attempting to balance the forcaspkzity
and simplicity. Things must be understandable by the athletes playing theosios
officials charged with monitoring the sport. At the same time, if what théndsac
organizing is not complex enough the opponent will have an advantage.

| am not liking how this is coming together. | keep looking at the question. 1 think that is
where the problem lies. | am not considering the right question. See the idea about
Athletics = Sport—Athletes—The Coach.

10/7 — Managers Orientation (updated)
Manager

Success comes from developing the fundamental talents/skills of indizitiledés.
By building/strengthening personal relationships with players and motivaegngto
reach their personal best, it is believed individual achievements will beotomed into
overall program success. A coach must work to identify the current abititg\aerall
potential of each athlete, and then determine the best role for each indwiltthiralthe
group. By utilizing the unique qualities of players, assistant coaches, and support
personnel the (head) coach is freed to address the most pressing matetearht
Talent development and performance, both physical and mental, is the primary aim.

My plan for today’s writing was to review and update just the Manager'sifatien. |
wanted to do this because of the differences | have noticed while being out itdthé fie
felt | could make the description more specific and descriptive. After rangeive
changes | made to the orientation and realizing just how much | altered thptaesdr
feel it is necessary to do the same for the other two orientations.
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11/18 — Fear question

It can be argued, fear is an essential element of all competitive sportsglping
athletes cope with fear is an important aspect of coaching. For examoplg,daitcher
that throws exceptionally fast creates anxiety for baseball playersiespite knowing
fear cannot be fully eliminated without fundamentally changing the gemaehes help
athletes to deal with it. Fear is essential in the respect that if a &demiisated from a
sport a new fear is created that is equally impeding. For instance, petestivets
were required in football to eliminate head and facial injuries, however, the apée
intensity of the game subsequently increased creating injuries equdiyastating.

If you agree with that basic argument, that fear must be an element ahaktitve
sport, as a coach what do you want your athletes to fear.

| really like this approach. It feels like | can describe the coachirsglpaes in this
manner. | think from this the descriptions for the actual dissertation will evbsent a
copy of this to Watson yesterday and she basically asked if the datadicasimg a need
to investigate this, and if coaches actively sought to create fear.il lhemback my
interview from SW-A and am waiting for her second response. It will beestieg to
see what she has to say, but no matter what I think | like this a lot.

11/22 — Results Outline
See Working Outline Paper.

11/23 — Passion
Talk about my personal moments of passion and lightning !

Ideas to Explore

What is authentic coaching?
What is inauthentic coaching?
Explaining each paradox
What is a paradox?
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APPENDIX G

HUMAN SUBJECT APPROVAL LETTER

UNLV

UNIVEREITY OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS

Social/Behavioral IRB — Expedited Review
Approval Notice
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Protocol Title: The Coaching Process: An Investigation of Authenticity
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Social Behavioral Institntional Review Board (IRB) as indicated in Federal regulatory statutes 45 CFE.
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The protocol 1s approved for a period of one year from the date of IRB approval. The expiration date
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notification from the Office of Fesearch Integrity - Human Subjects (ORI Human Subjects).
PLEASE NOTE:

Attached to this approval notice is the official Informed Consent/Assent (IC/A) Form for this study.
The IC/A contains an official approval stamp. Only copies of this official IC/A form may be used
when obtaining consent. Flease keep the original for your records.
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